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Research Report

EXPER ENCE AND METHOD

The Two Leadi ng Questions of Psychol ogi cal Research

There is a crucial dilenma in the |ogic of nethod for the experinmental psychol ogist.
He wants to take an enpirical viewof man: that is, he wants to explain, hurman "be:,
havi our on the "basis of experimental findings, but in order to do enpirical research
he nust already have an a priori theory of human "behaviour of a very general Kind.

It is a presupposition of doing research of any kind that you have al ready coomtted
yoursel f to some very general nodel of explanation with respect to the subjects or
objects of your research. And it is a presupposition of the experinmental psychol o-
gist's work that man is a certain kind of being with respect to the determ nants of
hi s behavi our. The researcher assunes in advance the kind of explanation of which he
t hi nks human behavi our is suscepti bl e.

Most experi nental psychol ogi sts woul d say that absolute determnismis the general
nodel of expl anation presupposed by experimental research; that however difficult it
is to achieve in practice, in principle human behaviour is to be regarded as part of
a determnistic order. Hunman behaviour can in principle be fully subsuned under
causal laws such that once these |aws are unearthed by research t hen behavi our can be
unqual ifiedly predicted and controlled. 1In other words, it is a presupposition of
the application of scientific method to human beings that they be regarded as havi ng
behavi oural outputs which are the exclusive effects of prior antecedent conditions in
the natural order (Skinner, 1953)*

Thi s assunption of absolute hurman determnismis mstaken, | believe, because the pre-
suppositional analysis is msplaced. It results fromasking the wong question first,
whi ch obscures a nore radical question and one that is logically prior. The wong
question to ask first is, "Wat kind of explanation of the behaviour of ny subjects

am| commtted to if | apply the experinental nmethod to it?". The prior and nore radi-
cal question is, "Wat kind of explanation of ny own research behaviour aml commtted
to when | apply the experinmental nethod to ny subjects?'. The fact that this question

is not given priority in psychology is because it is |ess obviously relevant in the
physical sciences - and it is in the physical sciences that experimental psychol ogy
finds its pedigree and its methodol ogi cal inspiration. But when the investigator is

t he sane ki nd of being as the subjects of his investigation, thenthis refl exi ve ques-
tion becones of paranount i nportance.

The question, "Wat assunptions nmust | nmake to explain ny own research behaviour?", is
logically prior to the question, "Wat assunptions rmust | rmake to explain ny subjects
behavi our?", since in the experinental situation ny subjects' behaviour is a function
of procedures which | initiate and set up. And it is absurd to exenpt the explanation
of ny subj ects* behavi our frompresuppositions which | consider it necessary to hold
about ny own research behaviour. | cannot as a rational being choose to see themin a
way which | cannot choose to see nyself in experinenting with their behaviour.

Resear ch Behavi our and Absol ute Determ ni sm

The fundamental problemfor the experinentalist is therefore this: can he neani ng-
fully adopt absolute determnismas an explanatory nodel for his own research

behavi our? Does it nake sense to say that in principle research behaviour is

preci sely predictable and can be fully subsumed under causal laws? | think not. It
is surely part of what we nean by the term 'research behaviour' that it is behaviour
that is in particular detail unpredictable. W engage in it precisely because we
cannot know i n advance what particular formit will take. It is behaviour which in
the nature of the case constitutes creative advance, surnounting and transcendi ng
the predictable. It depends on the generation of newideas, newinsights, fresh
hypot heses and i nnovative theoretical fornmulations. And the notion that you coul d
predi ct specifically the occurrence of the expression of newideas on the basis of
observations of what is already known is inconprehensible, for the ideas woul d not
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inany intelligible sense be new There is no precise methodol ogy for generating
new i deas; new ideas are not the |ogical product of enpirical observation, rather
they arise unpredictably to direct it into ever nore fruitful channels.

Agai n resear ch behavi our cannot meani ngfully be said to be controllable in principle.
Supposi ng you say it is fully under the control of antecedent conditions, then this
is something you are never entitled to assert about your own research behaviour. It
is not possible for the researcher to research fully the antecedent conditions of
hi s own behaviour; and this in principle, not nmerely in practice. For while he is
tracki ng down ant ecedent conditions of current behaviour, he is producing still nore
behavi our that falls outside their purview If he is recording the conditions under
whi ch he is recording, then he is not recording the conditions under which he is re-
cording the conditions under which he is recording. He can never research experinmen-
tally his own research behaviour, since it necessarily transcends any enquiry into
itself.

The researcher is in no better position if he supposes that other persons can research
fully the antecedent conditions of his research behaviour. Cher persons cannot re-
search these conditions fully, for what they are researching is not just the subject's
resear ch behavi our, but his research behavi our under research by t hensel ves, so that
the antecedent conditions of their research behaviour is also relevant. In other

wor ds, they cannot record all the conditions under which he is recording, since sone
of these conditions include the conditions under which they are recording the con-

diti ons under which he is recording. But they cannot |ook at these, as we have seen
so further researchers will have to be brought in, and we are then | aunched on an

endl ess pursuit of ever-retreating vari abl es.

To research the antecedent conditions of research behavi our, whether your own or sone-
one el se's, always | eaves you, as a necessary condition of naking the enquiry, with a
transcendent pi ece of research behavi our which you have not accounted for. This para-
dox is resolved when it is seen that research behaviour, as intelligent activity, is
inpart self-generated and sel f-explanatory, and is not the exclusive outcone of
causal factors.

I concl ude therefore that no neani ngful operational definition can be given of the
notion that research behaviour is fully controlled by antecedent conditions since in
the nature of the case, that is, inprinciple, the full antecedent conditions of re-
search behaviour are logically inpossible to attain. And the situation is sinilar

if we consider the viewthat research behaviour is in principle controllable by other
persons, for if we are to avoid an infinite chain of controlling persons, we rmust hold
that sonmeone whose research behaviour is not controlled by others is controlling somne-
one el se's research behaviour. In general, the notion of controllable behaviour pre-
supposes the notion of research behaviour that is not controll ed.

Self-direction and Rel ati ve Determ ni sm

Resear ch behavi our, therefore, is original creative activity which cannot in principle
be contai ned within an expl anatory nodel of absolute determnism it is not the sort

of event that could be predicted as the exclusive outcome of its antecedent conditions.
What expl anatory nodel can be adopted for such behaviour? | suggest that central to
any such nodel is the notion of intelligent agency, or to put it in another form the
notion of a self-directing person. To give a full and sufficient explanation of re-
sear ch behavi our, sone reference nust be nade to the notion of intelligent agency or
self-direction where this concept cannot be explained in terns of anything else, re-
duced wi t hout ream nder to some other concept, or be considered as having an enpirica
reference identical with that of some quite different concept.

To say that the researcher is an intelligent agent is to say that his behaviour is not
fully subsumabl e under the causal |aws of the natural order, but is the expression of
self-directed activity within that order. There are therefore two fundanental state-
nments here: (l) There is a causal order innature; (2) There are creative acts of

self-directing agents occurring within nature. Bat if the second statenent cannot be
included within, or reduced to, the first, how can they be reconcil ed and made consi s-
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tent while retaining their relative independence? (ne answer is provided by the the-
sis of relative determnism(Hartshorne, 1962), which nmay he set forth in the fol |l ow
i Nng propositions.

(1) Every event has a cause or antecedent conditions.

(2) But it is not the case that antecedent conditions absol utely determne their out-
cone, and unqualifiedly restrict the outcome to one wholly definite sort of event.
Thus not every event is fully and absolutely determned by its causes. A cause is
therefore not a set of conditions fromwhich only one outcone is possible, and from
which in principle the outcome is wholly predictable.

(3) Rather, antecedent conditions delimt and determne a range of possibl e outcones,
but they do not absolutely determ ne any one of these possible outconmes. Thus ny be-
havi our certainly has causes or antecedent conditions in the natural order, but these
causes do not absol utely determ ne ny behaviour; rather, they determne alimted
range of possible behaviours, and | as self-directing agent deci de which of these pos-
si bl e behavi ours shall becone actual .

(4) The width of the range of possible outcones determ ned by antecedent conditions
is a function, one may suggest, of the position of the individual in the hierarchy of
chemcal and biological types of entity fromthe atomto man. The hi erarchy ascends
fromnarrowto wi der ranges of possible outcomes; it is thus a hierarchy of degrees

of freedomin possible responses to given antecedent conditions. The human person -
if he is not psychol ogically damaged or defective - has a significant degree of free-
dom since he can bring intelligent and rational principles to bear upon the direction
of his activity within nature. Nature, one mght say, becomnes spontaneously and

uni quely self-directing within the individual human intelligence. Freedomfor manis
intelligent self-direction, the exercise of the inner nature withinthe limts pre-
scribed by outer nature. The process of the world has a constant or conservative el e-
ment . it also has an innovative elenment - an actualisation of possibilities
whose appearance heralds what is new, and this actualisation seens to occur
supremely in the original intelligent activity of human bei ngs.

Thus to say that the psychol ogical researcher is a self-directing personis to say
that his behaviour is guided and structured, within his determ ned degree of freedom
by his grasp of certain principles. There are three broad types of relevant principle
here, (I) There are technical or nethodol ogi cal principles concerned with hypot hesi s,
experimental design, execution and analysis. (2) There are principles of scientific
truth-telling: being objective, inpartial and honest in the handling of the experi -
mental data. (3) There are principles of respect for persons and their rights: that
is, avoiding coercing or nmaltreating or otherw se abusi ng experinental subjects.

Reference to these principles is a significant and irreduci ble part of the explanation
of the experinental psychol ogist's behaviour; they tell us the way in which he struc-
tures his behaviour, the node of his self-direction, the style of his intelligent
agency, or if you like, the manner in which he exercises his freedom Wat is ir-
reducible is his decision, his commtment to certain procedures inthe light of cer-
tain principles.

(5) Al'l human behaviour is not exclusively a causal product of antecedent conditions.
But human behavi our can vary with respect to the extent to which it is constrained by
causal factors. The severely brai n-danaged person has little or no roomfor intelli-
gent self-direction. Sometimes it is argued that since intelligent activity vani shes
if the brainis damaged, therefore intelligent activity is exclusively a causal pro-
duct of the processes of an integral brain. This is a fallacious argunent anal ogous
to saying that since a broken bulb causes the light to go out, therefore a whol e bulb
is a sufficient cause of the light which it emts. |If one reality needs another for
its adequate expression, it does not followthat the latter is a sufficient cause, of
t he fornmer.

Some huran behavi our is nore, sone hunman behaviour is | ess, constrained by causal fac-
tors. Were intelligent self-direction breaks down conpletely it is appropriate to
have a causal hypot hesis which states the sufficient antecedent conditions of the
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breakdown. But much human behavi our is a product of an interaction between ant ecedent
conditions and an intelligent selective and adaptive response to them the antecedent
condi tions cause a_response, but they do not necessarily cause the response. The
physi ol ogi cal state underlyi ng hunger causes a food-eating response, but it does not
determ ne precisely when | eat or what | eat, for | determne these matters.

The determning conditions of the world constrain a self-directing person in four dif-
ferent ways: along a before-after dimension and al ong an obj ecti ve-subj ective di nen-

sion. |If we regard these two di mensions as orthagonal, then in the centre of their
crossing is his intelligent agency. The world constrains himby arousing himto action
by both inner and outer stinuli: thus before he acts it relatively deternines his

possi bl e responses - by inner needs and outer circunstances, both of which he did not
originate. As an intelligent agent he chooses a particul ar response; but after he

has chosen, his behavi our, however idiosyncratic, is constrained withinthe typica

or general limts of its kind. (bjectively, he is relatively determned by the physi -
cal features of the world and by the activities of other human bei ngs; subjectively,
he is relatively deternmned by the needs and desires of various kinds whi ch he cannot
di sown or disavow. But between the stimlus and the response he can choose, between
the clains of inner need and outer circunstance he can adjudi cate. Hence his capacity
for transfornm ng hinsel f nay be profound.

How hunman beings relate to each other is relatively determned by their inner needs
and by their outer physical circunstances; but social relations cannot be reduced with-
out renainder to causal relations. For withinthe linits set by causal factors, nmem
bers of a society make a tacit choice to relate to each other in accordance with cer-
tain norns or conventions (Mower, 1968; Pratt & Tool ey, 1966). Prevailing social
nornms give evidence of tacit intelligent activity among persons inrelation. Such
activity is made fully explicit in self-directed and aut onormous commtnent to an exp-
loration of varied norns of interpersonal, relations. Thus for any piece of socia
behavi our there may be three distinct yet interrelated | evel s of explanation, none of
whi ch are necessarily mutually exclusive. There is a causal explanation in terns of
relative determning conditions of inner needs and environnental factors; there is a
conventional explanation in terms of tacit commitment to prevailing social norns; and
there is autononous explanation in terns of a fully explicit self-directed conmmtnent
to certain social purposes and principles. Research behaviour is a special case of
soci al behavi our to which the | evel of autononous explanation, inter alia, applies.

The rel ations between the three |l evels of explanation nay be stated in terns of neces-
sary, but not interns of sufficient, conditions. Thus relative deternining antece-
dents (inner needs and outer circunstances) provide necessary but not sufficient con-
ditions for the emergence of conventional behaviour; and relative determning causes
and conventional behavi our together provide necessary but not sufficient conditions
for the emergence of autononous and fully self-directed behavi our.

Self-direction as the Rationale of all Psychol ogi cal Research

The basi c expl anatory nodel for research behaviour is that of intelligent self-
direction - conmtment to purposes in the light of principles - conbined with relative
determinism The next questionis as follows: "Gventhat | amcomitted to such a
nodel to explain ny own research behavi our, what explanatory nodel is relevant to ny
subj ects' behavi our, and what nethod of enquiry is it appropriate to apply to it?". |
cannot without gross- i nconsistency apply to ny subjects a nodel that is logically at
odds with the one | apply to nyself. | cannot responsibly argue that they are in prin-
ciple to be seen as fully under the control of antecedent conditions within a scheme

of absolute determinism while it is a necessary condition of ny researchi ng themt hat
I viewnyself as a self-directing intelligence within a schene of relative determ ni sm
I must also surely see themin principle as self-directing and intelligent agents,
whose behaviour is only relatively determned by antecedent conditions.

Thi s nodel provides a powerful unifying rationale for the whol e spectrumof psycho-

| ogical research. |t provides an interdependent polarity of concepts, both of which
illumnate each other without being reducible to each other: the concept of self-
direction and the concept of relative determning conditions. |f we approach psycho-
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 ogical enquiry fromthe standpoint of relative determning conditions, we can ask

two fundanental general questions, (1) Wat range of possibl e "behaviours, what span
of options, do the determning conditions of the world - in both human nature and out -
er nature - |eave open for human self-direction? This is a basic qualitative question.
It asks for a conprehensive categorisation of the experiences and behavi ours which it

i s possible for human beings to have, given the way the world is. It asks, in short,
for a natural history of hunman experience. |If this questionis not asked, and if it
is not answered systematically, then psychological enquiry can becone undul y narrow,
and restricted in the range of behaviours which it examnes (Zener, 1958) e« It is par-
ticularly inportant to include in the survey atypical behaviours, such as fire-walking
and ectosomati c experiences, since these raise inportant questions about the span of
options open to human bei ngs.

(2) If a person el ects a possibl e behavi our, chooses an option, what limts do the
determning conditions of the world inpose upon his consequent behaviour? If | choose
to learn, perceive, associate, nenorise, selectively attend, recall, relate to other
persons in one or nore unnunerabl e different ways, what formdoes the structure of the
worl d i npose on ny behaviour, what are the constraints on behavi our wi thin which |

nust operate in order to achieve ny goals? A great deal of experinental and other re-
search within individual and social psychology falls w thin the purview of this ques-
tion. Inthe great body of psychol ogical research that has been done and is being
done, it is not really a question of finding out how antecedent vari abl es absol utely
det erm ne the behavi our under investigation, but of finding out how, if one chooses to
engage in a certain behaviour, the typical or general formof that behaviour is a func-
tion of its antecedent variables. But the variables only relatively deternine the be-
havi our since its occurrence is crucially a function of the agent choosing to act in
that node. The factor of intelligent choice in the explanation is inportant since it
alerts us to a nore positive formulation of the question in the follow ng nanner:

"What know edge of ny organi smand of the causal mesh of its physical, psychol ogical
and social relations with the world nust | have in order to exercise ny liberty in
this or that direction nost intelligently and creativel y?".

If we approach psychol ogi cal enquiry fromthe standpoint of intelligent agency and
self-direction, again there appear to be two fundamental questions to be asked, (I.)
How does the capacity for hunan sel f-direction becone constrai ned, bl ocked, inhibited,
suppressed, deviated or distorted? A wi de range of disciplines converge on this ques-
tion: dynamc psychol ogy rooted in the work of the therapist and the clinician; as-
pects of educational and devel opnental psychol ogy; aspects of social psychol ogy and
soci ol ogy. Theory can be built up on a wi de range of nethods, includingtesting, ob-
servation, interview person-to-person therapy, counselling and teaching. Theory is
nost powerful here when it accepts the presupposition that human bei ngs are poten-
tially self-directing, and then asks howit is that sonetimes they becone the victins
of obsessions, fixations and systematic stereotypic distortions of behaviour. |If
this type of question can be answered it raises the further practical question of how
t he person whose self-directive capacity is chronically constrained can be |iberated
or facilitated to liberate hinself. This |leads over into the wider issues of the sec-
ond fundanental question which is discussed bel ow Before proceeding to this question,
there is an inportant type of experinent done in social psychol ogy which has a bearing
on the problemof the constraints on human self-direction. | will call the nmethod in-
vol ved t he perversion net hod.

There is a classic instance of the perversion nethod | would like to cite since it has
been regarded (e.g. Rogers, 1969) as an experinent giving evidence of absol ute hunman
determnism of the unfreedomof man, of his being totally controlled by factors out -
side hinself. | shall argue, however, that it sinply indicates that human sel f-direc-
tionis afragile growth very much dependent on trust and faith in other persons. The
experinent is reported by Dr. R chard Qutchfield of Berkeley in 1955*

Five subjects are screened fromeach other in individual. booths facing a wall on which
certain itens for judgnment are projected. Each booth is fittedwith four lights to
i ndi cate what judgrments the other four are giving, and a switch for the occupant to
give his own judgment. The subjects are told that their booths will be given a dif-
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ferent letter, AA B, C Dor E Infact every boothis giventhe letter E, but each
subject only sees the letter Ein his own booth: he supposes that the other booths
have been given the other letters. There is no communication between subject and ex-
perimenter. The experimenter in fact controls all the lights in the booths, and makes
it appear to each occupant that the other four answers to each itemon the wall are at
variance with the obviously correct answer. Mst occupants yield to the apparent
group pressure and conformtheir answer to the wong but apparently consensus answer.
(itens are of the form which figure is larger, X or Y?)

Thi s experiment does not show that the nodel of absolute deterninismis applicable to
human behavi our. Wat the experiment above all shows is that capacity for- intelligent
self-direction withers and fades when a person is isolated and systenatically decei ved
and mani pul ated. The subject, as a necessary condition of the effectiveness of the ex-
perinment, is encouraged to take the experinenter's intentions on trust and i n good
faith. However, he is deceived on three counts: the lettering of the booths, the pur-
pose of the lights, and the control of the lights. Al communicationis totally
mani pul ati ve and one way fromexperinmenter to individual subject. The experinent sim
ply reveals in a harnmless way four classic ingredients for disabling and breaki ng down
self-directive capacity: the ingredients are isolation, nanipulation, deception, and

t he abuse of trust.

| wish nowto return to the second maj or question which it is relevant to ask when we
appr oach psychol ogi cal enquiry fromthe standpoint of human self-direction. (2) How
can the human potential for self-direction be actualised? How can self-directive
capacity be rel eased, unfolded and devel oped? Up to a point one can seek to answer
this question interns of external agencies. ne can |ook at the way in which phy-
sical and social factors (such as housing, food, equiprent, educational nethods, socia
structures and the attitudes and behavi our of other persons) appear to facilitate the
devel opent of self-directive skills and conpetence. This especially so when | ooking
at the upbringing and educati on of hunman bei ngs throughout childhood: how shoul d we
relate to children at achool and at hone, what kind of environnent shoul d we provide
for them to facilitate the naxi mal energence of self-directive power as they grow

ol der? But beyond a certain point, the question, "How can self-directive capacity be
devel oped?", nust necessarily be answered prinmarily in terns of the agent hinself.

In the last analysis no-one el se can take responsibility for devel oping ny self-
directive capacity. The nost others can do - although this is a very great deal -

is to provide the conditions under which | awaken to ny potential, and then to work
with me to provide the conditions under which we can in liberty devel op our potential.
Actualising potential for self-directionis inthe last analysis the creative task of
the self in question - inrelationwth other selves engaged in a simlar task.

Devel opi ng sel f-directive capacity nmeans, in Maslow s phrase, self-actualisation

the agent unfol ding and exercising, in the light of certain principles, the varied
capacities and powers of his nature, withinthe relative determning conditions of

the world, and, as far as possible, inrelationwith others simlarly engaged. Sup-
posi ng we now ask the question, "How, fromthe standpoint of the agent, can self-
directing capacity be devel oped?'. There appear to be basically two ways of setting
about trying to provide an answer. The first is the survey nethod. W can set up
some broad criteria for picking out self-directing and self-actualising people. W
can then examne the policies and strategi es they adopt and the general effects of
their life-style upon thensel ves and ot her persons; we may then be able to fornul ate
sonme general principles about the cultivation of self-directive capacity, as instanced
by these people. To sone extent this is the method that Maslow has followed (Masl ow
1954; Maslow, 1962). Wat is involved here is anatural history of the life-policies
and life-styles of persons concerned to |live creative, devel oping and sel f-determ ning
lives within the causal conditions of the world. Such.a natural history is extrenely
val uabl e i n keepi ng open a wi de perspective on possibilities for human sel f - devel op-
nment, especially if the identifying criteria for sanples of self-directing persons are
kept very broad.

There are two possible limtations to this nethod. Firstly, the limts of your own
awar eness may be reflected in your choice of identifying criteria for those whomyou
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regard as self-directing. Secondly, if youwant to "be systematic about nethods for
devel opi ng sel f-direction, then you want to propose and to try out certain nmethods
under certain conditions. But if you exenpt yourself fromthe trials, then you are
inthe norally dubious position of expecting other persons to try out your ideas on
sel f-devel opment for you. And if other persons are trying out your ideas to which
they are not thenselves internally commtted, then they are "being other-directed and
not self-directed - so the exercise is self-defeating

The Experiential Method

This therefore | eads nme to consider the second basic way of trying to answer the ques-
tion, "How, fromthe standpoint of the agent, can self-directing capacity be devel oped?"
This is the experiential method. This | regard as the central and crucial nethod for
systenatically exploring how human potential for self-direction can be actualised. In
the experiential nethod, the agent hinself engages systematically in a self-directed
expl oration of his own experience and behaviour and attends fully to the experience
and behavi our of other agents who are simlarly engaged in interactionwith him. This
neans that the agent explicitly adopts and tries out in his own behaviour, both intra-
psychically and interpersonally, newor unfanliar norns, principles and procedures.
The prescence of other people enables the agent to take advantage of a fundanental
assunption of the method: that self-directing persons devel op nost readily as a func-
tion of fully reciprocal relations with other self-directing persons. This is a reas-
onabl e assunption, since a person who has grasped the rational e of being self-deter-

m ni ng and who appreciates the conditions required for it, including the relevant atti -
tudes and behaviours of others, is nore likely to be able and willing to provide those
conditions for other persons. |t may be that sometines the experiential nethod will

be applied in solitude, when certain aspects of human potential are bei ng expl ored;

but post eventum exchanges with others who have engaged in sinmlar explorations woul d
still appear to be indi spensabl e.

I will sketch out some of the basic elenents for a nodel of the experiential nethod.

| shall argue later that the experinmental nethod as traditionally enployed in the
psychol ogy | aboratory is in one sense a conpl enentary nmethod, and in anot her sense can
be seen as a special limted and restricted case of the experiential nmethod. | will
cast the nodel interns of a dyadic relation between facilitator and agent; nore com
plex relations (as in the use of group interaction nethods) can be regarded as an

el aborati on of the dyadic relation

(1) There is a dyadic and co-equal relation between facilitator and agent. These
roles are reversible between the two persons involved; or each person nmay conbi ne t hem
at the same time. ne nmay facilitate and be present for the self-experinent of the
other. They may then reverse these roles. O each may conbine both roles ina fully
reciprocal relation in which each is both exploratory agent and facilitator for the
other. There is no experinenter requesting or prescribing the behaviour of a subject:
rather the agent is both experinenter and subject conbi ned, systenatically exploring
his experience with the facilitation of another person in interaction with him

(2) Both facilitator and agent, therefore, engage in systenatic and exploratory self-
directioninrelationship with each other. The exploration nmay enphasi se one of two
primary areas, the intrapsychic and the interpersonal. These areas are not rutually
exclusive, but always to a greater or |esser degree nmutually involved in each ot her.
Nevertheless it is possible to be concerned nore with intrapsychic change and devel -
oprment: the re-eval uation of past experiences, the unfolding of potential needs,
capacities and insights. O it is possible to explore the ongoing dyadic relation
itself and its potential. |In the former case the agent is the protagonist with the
aid and support of the facilitator. |Inthe latter case, each person conbines both
roles: he is both agent, and also facilitator for the other.

(3) The functions of each with respect to the other are: (i) to provide a climate;, of
acceptance, support and experinentation; (ii) to take facilitating initiatives where
relevant; (iii) to give positive and negative feedback; (iv) to share simlar exper-
ience to aid clarification and eval uation
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(4) To say the exploration of human potential for self-directionis systematic is to
say that the conjoint exploration is extra-conventional: that is, it is not conducted
in an ad hoc manner as part of some other social occasion. Rather it is pursued at a
special time *vit pl ace "by pre-arrangenent, and in accordance with explicit procedures,
norns, and theories, explicitly shared and understood. Hence it is appropriate to talk
of the |aboratory method for exploring human potenti al

(5) The experiential nethod has certain norns or guiding principles, the adoption of
which by facilitator and agent are a precondition of its effectiveness. , These norns
al l ow experiential discovery inrelationwth another. They are all closely inter-
dependent .

(i) Rsk-taking; "beingwllingto take an intrapsychic risk in noving fromfamliar
experience and 'behaviour to unfamliar experience and "behaviour; and beingwillingto
take a social risk that such a nmove will be accepted by the other.

(ii) Trust: beingwllingto trust intrapsychic holistic tendencies, or total organism
i npul ses and responses; beingw lling to trust the other to be supportive and accept -
ing; and beingw lling to trust the other to be self-directing

(iii) Openness: being opento the energence of newfeelings, ideas and action-
tendenci es both in oneself and in the other; openness to the new, innovative and un-
predi ctabl e in the ongoi ng intrapsychic and interpersonal process.

(iv) Self-disclosure: beingwllingto disclose oneself to the other, to reveal and
express the energent feelings, ideas and action-tendencies that are a function of the
process of interaction.

(v) Honesty: being honest about what is going on intrapsychically and interpersonally.

(vi) ojectivity and inpartiality: beingwllingto regard the views and clains of
each person, including oneself, without arbitrary partiality in favour of anyone; doing
justice to the situation without irrelevant bias.

(vii) Acceptance: beingwlling to accept oneself w thout internal disparagenment and
to accept and support the other in his explorations.

(viii) Control: beingwllingto control one's own behaviour, where relevant, inthe
interests of facilitating the self-discovery of the other.

(ix) Responsibility: beingwllingto take full responsibility for one's behavi our
and reactions, and to accord the other equival ent responsi bl e status.

These norns express in different ways a faith in the creativity of human interaction,
in the capacity of human beings inrelation to actualise their potential

(6) The experiential method presupposes sonme mininmal theory interrelating the foll ow
ing concepts interns of structural, dynan c and devel opnental principles, and in terns
of social interaction.

(i) The primal self: hypothesised potential capacities.

(ii) The acquired self: the present personality as a function of socialisation and
accul turation, together with its subsequent autononous devel opnent .

(iii) The directing self: the ability to transformthe acquired self and to actual i se
the primal self.

(iv) The transformed self: the personality as re-created by systematic sel f-direction.

The theory will also typically state some techni que or nethod for changing the rel -
ations between the first three in the direction of the fourth. Facilitator and agent,
therefore, nmust clearly agree on and assimlate the type of theory in terns of which
they intend to work. There are currently a variety of theories in terns of which the
experiential method may be applied. They include: the theory of re-evaluation coun-
selling (Jackins, 1965; Scheff, 1971); the theory of transactional analysis (Berne,
1961 ); the theory of bio-energetic analysis (Lowen, 1970). Each of these theories

i ncl udes techniques for its experiential exploration. e el
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(7) The theory nakes "both a prediction of what is possible withinthe limts of the
rel ative determning conditions of inner and outer factors, and al so a recomrendati on
that such a possibility be actualised by the agent. It therefore contains an eval ua-
tive and prescriptive element: it picks out possibilities that are worthy of actual -
isation. Thus the experiential method is both a method of research into human poten-
tial, and, since it actualises preferred potential, a method of personality growth
and devel opnent .

(8) The theory can be assessed in terns of three interdependent cirteria.

(i) It can be assessed intellectually interns of its internal coherence, its enpiri-
cal plausibility and the apparent feasibility of its practical nethods.

(ii) It can be assessed eval uatively or axiologically, internms of the desirability ..
of the possibilities for human personality which it picks out as worthy to be actual -
i sed.

(iii) It can be assessed experientially, as detailed bel ow.

The intellectual and the evaluative criteria, where relevantly applied, are a protec-
tion agai nst unwi se experiential conmmtnent; but where irrelevantly applied, they can
be a defense against fruitful experiential |earning and personality change. Were

i nterdependently applied, the three criteria may all throwlight on each other.
Experiential assessment is nornal |y crucial, since the full significance of sone of
the basic concepts and principles of the theory may only be grasped experientially,
by I'i vi ng through * them

(9) The theory attains a measure of intersubjective validity to the extent that it is
experientially validated; that is, to the exrtent that facilitator and agent, and any
others involved, agree that they have experi enced change in the direction indicated,
as a function of the techniques and met hods recomrended, and in a manner that follows
fromthe structural, dynamc and other principles of the theory. Such consensua
validation may only be partial and tentative, since further exploration through the
use of the experiential nethod nay | ead to an amendnent or enl argenent of the origina
theory: theory and nethod nay progressively nodify and clarify each other. Such
validation requires that those involved be in the relevant experience but not totally
of it. n the one hand they need to coomit thensel ves to the nornms of risk-taking,
trust, openness and sel f-disclosure; on the other hand they need to be objective, im
partial and honest in their awareness of and account of all relevant aspects of the
experiential situation. Experiential investigators, therefore, require a subtle com
bi nation of commtnent and di scrimnation.

Dfferent theories susceptible of experiential investigation need not necessarily be
mutual |y exclusive in the sense that only one can be valid. They nmay both be valid:
each may exenplify a different area of human potential, with a greater or |esser deg-
ree of overlap. Such atheory is only invalidated if it clains to be all-inclusive.
Wiere two or nore experientially validated but different and unrel ated theories are
uphel d by different groups or by the same person at different times, then they nmay
refer to areas of experience that stand in relative dissociation fromeach other. n
the other hand, there may be a case for seeking to interrelate the theories and to
subject the integrated theory to experiential test.

The experiential test, put as a question, has roughly the following form "Does the
sel f-directive procedure adopted by nyself and the other agents, with full understan-
ding of it and internal commtnent to it, have the effects on the experience and be-

havi our of nyself and the others as stated and accounted for in the theory?". |If
systenatic and synpathetic application of the procedure does not have the stated eff-
ects then the theory is invalid for the agents in question. If it is agreed that

such application does have rel evant effects, but these are not exactly as stated or
not exactly as accounted for by the theory, then the theory is partially validated
but requires further nodification and refinenent. |f the applied procedure does have
effects as stated and accounted for in the theory, then the theory attai ns consensua
validation for the agents concerned: what is crucial in attaining such consensua

<>
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validation is the quality of critical awareness and discrinination in categorising

and eval uating the experiential effects and referring themback to the original theory.
Prior know edge of the theory may produce subsequent sel ective identification: the
agent may not categorise or take adequate account of significant experience and beha-
vi our whi ch occurs but which falls outside the concepts of the theory. This is where
feedback from and sharing experience with, others is val uable.

A higher-order kind of experiential test is cross-reference testing. The experientia

i nvestigator may explore different theories inthe field in order to judge what |ight
they throw on each other fromthe standpoint of their internal coherence, their enpiri-
cal accuracy, their practical efficacy and the value or desirability of their experien-
ced results; and in order also to build up, nodify and refine existing theoretica
nodel s in the direction of newones. There are, however, natural constraints upon
what any one investigator can achieve in this way: systematic experiential investiga-
tion involves a serious personal commtnent over some period of tinme.

(10) There is no substitute for experiential investigation of a theory concerned with
possi bilities for actualising hunman potential. But the traditional research nethods

of the social sciences may be used to conplenent the experiential method. (Cne nay thus
ook fromthe 'outside* at what the experiential investigator is examning fromthe
"inside'. External neasures nay be taken of experienced change and of the conditions
under which it arises. The effects of the experiential investigations of different
types of theory by different groups nay be objectively conpared, and appropriate con-
clusions drawn. But you cannot experiment mani pul atively fromthe 'outside' with the
experiential nethod: that is, you cannot effectively get different groups to try out
different self-actualising techniques to which you are in no way commtted and of

whi ch you have no personal experience. This is because you cannot facilitate a group's
entry into a technique if you have not got an experiential grasp of its |eading con-
cepts; and if your subjects sense that you are nani pulating them they will have | ow
internal commtnent to the technique and will therefore not be in any proper sense en-
gaging in a self-actualisation process. Hence you will not be studying what you pur-
port to be. The choice is between experiential investigation and external non-
nmani pul ati ve observation of this and its effects. There are two further points to
make, (l) Any persistent and excl usive insistence on the external approach may reason-
ably be regarded as a defence against systematic commtment to personality change and
devel opnment. (2) where there is radical disagreenent between the 'outside' and the
"inside' findings, and those involved appear to be intelligent and responsi bl e peopl e,
the best solutionis for the two parties to change roles, in order to effect an exper-
iential resolution of their differences. Thus if the 'insider' experiences the 'out-
sider's' perspective, and vice versa, each party may be in a better position to accept
a nodification of what fromtheir original standpoint they judged to be rel evant var-

i abl es.

(11) The experiential method, though it involves a systematic exploration of persona
and interpersonal experience and behavi our, also involves sensitivity, enpathy, timng
and an i magi native and creative response to the ongoi ng process w thin each person and
between all those concerned. The theory nay indicate the kind of potential that can
be actual i sed and an appropriate nethod for doing so. But howto use a techni que, when
touse it, and howeffective it is - these things can be very much a function of a
sensitive and inaginative grasp of the total situation as it is developing. Though
systematic, the exploration is also flexible and adapt abl e, accommodati ng new, unpre-
di ctabl e and creative responses of both agent and facilitator. The techni que provides
a flexible structure for the energence of creative process. The rare, newy energent,
behavioural 'y significant event is a sign of the success of the technique, not sinply
the predictable and statistically significant event.

(12) The general formof the experiential nethod may be stated as follows: "If in
the light of theory A, an agent in state Binitiates a procedure C, inrelation D
with another agent in state E, then he will tend to discover effects Pin his own
experi ence and behavi our and/or in the experience and behavi our of the other, where
these effects are accounted for interns of theory A" The theory can predict the
tendency for effects P to occur, where these effects are broadly categorised by the
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theory; but the precise tinming, formand content of the occurrence of F is unpredict-
able, is anatter of creative process.

The Experiential Mthod and the Experinental Mt hod

The general formof the experiential nethod given i mredi ately above is al so applic-

abl e to the experinental nmethod, except of course that there are significant differ-
ences inthe way in which the variables inthe fornmula are to be interpreted in each
case. | will first of all translate the formula interns of an exanple drawn from

each met hod, and then consider how each of the variables is interpreted in terns of

each of the two met hods.

For a translation interns of the experiential method | will draw an exanple fromthe
theory and practice of re-evaluation counselling. "In the light of the theory of re-
eval uation counselling, if a person whose attention is bal anced bet ween di stressf ul
material fromthe past and the present supportive situation adopts a positive direction
(self-validating spoken phrase) in a co-counselling relation w th another person who is
giving himfree attention, then he will tend to rel ease enotional discharge of the dis-
tressful material, as accounted for by the psychodynam cs of the theory."

For atranslationinterns of the experinental nethod, | will draw an exanple from
psychophysics. "In the light of psychophysical theory, if an experinenter in a state
of detached anal ytical observation adopts the nmethod of linmts in arelation of system
atically neasuring the difference threshold for pitch of a subject who is passive ex-
cept for giving verbal responses to indicate his awareness of changes of pitch, then
the subject will tend to give responses whi ch showthat the stimlus nmust be increased
by a constant fraction of its value to be just noticeably different to him as accoun-
ted for by Weber's law" Incidentally, one may note in passing that Wber*s lawis
typical of the relative determnismof nature. It is arough statistical generalisa-
tion that holds only in the nmid-ranges of nost senses. You can predict the approx-

i mate mean of any |arge nunber of measures of just noticeable difference in a sensory
threshol d, but you cannot predict the extent to which any particular neasure will vary
fromthis mean.

Returning nowto the nore abstract, generic formula, | will try to showthe different
interpretations givento its variables by the experiential nethod (EeM and the
experimental method (EmMV) respectively.

“"If inthe light of theory A..."

EeM The theory tends to be a total personality theory of the structure, dynancs and
devel opment of the self. As appliedit is concerned qualitatively with the effects on
t he experience and behavi our of both facilitator and agent of their adoption and acting
out of certain policies, strategies or techniques.

EnM The theory tends to be a pieceneal theory dealing with some aspect of sone branch
of behavi our such as perception, learning, attention, nenory, group process, etc. As
applied, it is concerned quantitatively with functional relations between vari abl es

wi th respect to the experinental subjects® behaviour only.

. an agent in state B..."

EeM The agent here may be either facilitator or agent in a dyadic experiential rela-
tionship , or he may be either person conbining both roles. The whol e person of the
agent is involved: he is both cognitively and affectively responsive and active, and
overtly so. Cognitively, the agent is primarily concerned with insight and i nagi na-
tive, enpathic awareness, secondarily with intellectual analysis, neasurenent, planning
and control .

EnM The agent is the experimenter, who is overtly active and responsive only in the
cognitive nmode, primarily interns of intellectual analysis, nmeasurenent, planning and
control. H's enotions are covert and fornally excluded fromhi s overt behavi our.



“...initiates a procedure C.."

EeM The procedure is one in which the agent represents or exenplifies the theory
overtly in and through hinsel f, through his total "behaviour as a person inrelation
with his facilitator. Both have explicit know edge of the theory and the rational e
of the procedure*. The procedure is a policy, strategy or techni que whioh the agent
adopts necessarily with internal commtnrent and sel f-deternination.

EnM The procedure is one in which the experinenter represents the theory covertly
through his instructions to his subjects. Only the experinenter has explicit know

| edge of the theory and of the rationale of the procedure: the subject is kept
theoretically and tactically naive. The experinental procedure is one which the sub-
ject adopts at the "behest of the experimenter wthout necessairly having any interna
conmtnent to it.

.inrelation D.."

EeM The rel ation between agent and facilitator is an I-Thou or person-to-person rel a-
tion of nutuality and meeting. The relation has a dynanmic structure with two-way inter-
action: there are explicit procedures and techni ques "but they are flexible, adaptable
and nodi fiable by imaginative initiatives at each end of the relation. The shared or
common norns of the relation are those of risk-taking, trust, openness, self-disclosure,
honesty, objectivity and inpartiality, acceptance, control and responsibility.

EnM The rel ati on between experinmenter and subject tends to be an I-it relation, in
the sense that the subject is regarded for experinental purposes as a bundle of inter-
vening variables. The relation has a static structure with one-way action: the ex-
peri menter manages, controls or mani pul ates the subject's behaviour in accordance with
the nore or less rigorous constraints of a prior experinmental design. The norns of
the relation are equivalent to those of nmanager and managed in a benevol ent but cl osed
bureaucratic hierarchy: the norns of risk-taking, openness and self-disclosure are
absent; the norns of trust, honesty and acceptance receive a very linted, forna
interpretation.

“...with another agent in state E..."

EeM As with the first agent so with his partner: the whole person is involved as
self-directing in exploration of the theory and its derived procedures, the rationale
of which is known and understood as a condition of involvenent. H s responses benefit
his own exploration as well as the first agent's exploration

EnM The second agent is the experinental subject, who is self-directing only within
stringent limts set by the experinenter: in other words, his behaviour is very |arge-
Iy other-directed, since he need have no internal commtnent to the procedural instruc-
tions which he carries out. He is theory-blind: he can only guess at the theory and
rational e of nethod in many experiments. H's responses benefit only the experinenter's
fulfilment of research interests. The subject nay take away little or nothing that is
of relevance to his needs and interests.

“...then he will tend to discover effects F..."

EeM Theory-relevant effects are on both agents in the direction of personality change
i ncludi ng cognitive and enotional or attitudinal change. The significant effects are
experiential and behavioural qualities.

EnM Theory-rel evant effects are only on the experinmenter and only in the direction of
cognitive change (he has confirmed, falsified or nodified his hypothesis). The sig-
nificant effects are quantitative: functional relations between variabl es.

If the two versions of each phrase above are conpared and contrasted, it can be seen
that in one sense the two net hods conpl enent each other, since in certain respects
each met hod enphasi ses what the other does not. |In other respects, however, it is
evident that the experimental nethod is arestricted and |imting case of the exper-
iential method, in the sense that the interpretation of variables for the forner in-
vol ves a consi derabl e reduction and contraction of the interpretation of the variabl es
for the latter



Advant ages of the Experinmental Method

(1) It enables a precise theoretical account to "be given of pieceneal areas of exper-

i ence and behavi our - such as sensation, perception, attention, social conformty, and
soon - interns of functional relations between variables and statistically signifi-
cant behaviour events. It thus reveals the typical, general or average formof differ-
ent specific types of experience and behaviour as a function of their respective rel a-
tive determning conditions; whereas the occurrence, timng and content of such exper-
i ence and behaviour is often a function of the choice of an intelligent agent or self-
directing person. The experimental nmethod is of great inportance in show ng howthe
causal nmesh of the world constrains certain chosen behaviours within certain fornal
limts.

(2) It therefore facilitates the devel opment of applied psychol ogy or psychol ogi ca
technology in a wide variety of quite specific fields fromprogramed |earning to dial -
wat ching. Wich is another way of saying that its findings can be applied to facili-
tate and make nore effective the chosen behaviours of self-directing persons.

(3) It requires a creative intellect working in terns of a cool and di sengaged | ogi ca
rigour, and so cultivates in the experinenter a kind of intellectual devel oprment in
whi ch causal discrimnation is naximsed. In other words, the experimenter devel ops a
sharp analytic scrutiny of relevant determning conditions. To pursue the nethod is
to actual i se one aspect of human potential: the cognitive skills of critical, scep-
tical causal enquiry.

D sadvant ages of the Experinmental Method

(1) It cannot generate or acconmobdate a theory of persons inalife-relevant form It
can only offer theories relevant to the control and mani pul ati on of one person's or
group' s behaviour by another. But a life-relevant personality theory is one that offers
techni ques, policies and strategies of self-directed behaviour, both intrapsychic and
interpersonal, that can be extrapolated to or incorporated within an ongoing daily life-
style. The experinental nethod cannot generate an effective theory of persons because
it depends too rmuch on nmanagenent, control and mani pul ation, too little on real neet-
ing - between experinmenter and subject. Persons, it has been said, are what we neet;
and a life-relevant theory of persons can only be rooted in a shared experience of
nmeeting, which is systematic yet developing out of a free internal commtnent.

(2) Its findings, therefore, have |lowapplicability to the existential realities of
intrapsychic growh and interpersonal living. The nost conpl ete nodel of human beha-
vi our based on experinental work is probably the conditioned response nodel. But the
practice of deliberately altering or confirmng another person's responses through
sel ective reinforcenent involves controlling the other; and controlling another is
inconpatible with relating to another. Conditioning theory is useless in person-to-
person meeting except for the mani pulative or enotionally blind. It may, however, be
relevant in helping the chronically afflicted at certain stages.

(3) The method is bedevilled by its own internal restrictions the nore it noves al ong
the continuumfromego-peripheral, external forns of behavi our to egos-centred and inter-
nal attitudes, interests, values and franes of reference. The essence of the problem
is that the experinenter gets hinself into a methodol ogi cal doubl e-bind with his sub-
jects. He wants themto be theoretically naive and unprejudi ced so that he may obtain
objectively valid results. He therefore keeps hinself theoretically and enotionally
closed: he does not reveal the rationale of his experiment, and behaves toward his
subjects as a purely formal organi ser of the experinental proceedings. But he cannot,
of course, prevent his subjects fromguessing, divining, inferring, supposing what the
purpose and point of the experinment is; nor can he entirely prevent themfrom adap-
ting, distorting, nodifying or amending their behaviour accordingly. And since he be-
haves |ike a paternalist or benevol ent autocrat - expecting that the good subject wll
allowhinself to be controlled yet never informed - there arises the social desirability
variable: the conpliant subjects who seek to pl ease the experinenter, to confirmwhat
t hey suppose to be his hypothesis, or to produce some desired i mage of thenselves in
his mnd. GConversely there nay arise the resentful subject, who responds cynically or
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carelessly, or who may seek in his responses subtly to subvert what he inagi nes the
poi nt of the experinent to he.

I n one sense, therefore, the experinmenter, by the norns of cl osure which he sustains,
gets the findings he deserves. For if he deliberately excludes the self-directing
activity of his subjects froma shared grasp of the theoretical and practical rationale
of the experiment, then this activity will still be evident, but in a nmanner that dis-
torts results in accordance with a rational e guessed at or inferred fromnmnininal cues,
and i n accordance with enotional responses, conpliant or resentful, to his nethodo-

| ogi cal autocracy. The experinenter's dilemma is as follows: if he does not treat

his subjects as fully intelligent and self-directing agents - if he does not relate
openly to themboth theoretically and personally, they nmay persist in exercising their
agency in a way which in the nature of the case he cannot control so long as he insists
on bei ng a detached and secretive manager of the situation, and in a way that subverts
his clains to be producing objectively valid results. [If on the other hand he does
relate openly to themas intelligent agents, then he is not engaging in the experinen-
tal method as such

e way of resolving the dilemma is to use the experiential method, to rel ate openly
and on a fully reciprocal basis as self-directing subject to self--directing subject,
according to a procedure which permts a theory to be substantiated, to a greater or

| esser degree, by experiential canons of intersubjective validity. There is an obvious
anbi guity of nmeaning attached to the term ' subject® which is relevant to the differen-
ces between the experimental and the experiential nethods. There is the subject who
is subject tothewll of aking, ruler, or despot; and there is the subject who has
subjectivity, who is the author of his acts and the conscious individual centre of
experiences. |If you try to manipul ate your subjects, treat themas subjects in the
first sense and sustain an I-it relationship with them then the excluded subjectivity,
the Thou, tends to persist inrevealing itself through intellectually and enotional ly
di storted responses (jourard, 1967)-

(4) The experinental method cannot accomrodate the statistically unpredictabl e but
behavi oural 'y significant event - that is, the novel and creative event.

(5) Nor can it accomrodate the |light thrown on human experi ence and behavi our by the
use of netaphoric capacity as evidenced in the humanities and the arts.

(6) Finally, excess enphasis on the nethod could | ead anong its adherents to an under-
devel oprrent of enotional and interpersonal conpetence as against a certain kind of
intellectual conpetence. The nethod can be used defensively: the whol e person and
his potentialities can hide behind a m splaced insistence on experinmental rigour and
absol ute determnismin areas where they are clearly inappropriate.

Advant ages of the Experiential Method

(1) It can give rise to an overview theory of human behavi our, a conprehensi ve person-
ality theory including structure and dynanics, since its enpirical basis is a system
atic exploration of shared experience in arelation of nutuality and person-to-person
neeting. |t necessarily involves concepts in dynam c psychol ogy which are life-

rel evant since, as we have seen, it is both a research nmethod and a nethod of persona
and interpersonal devel opnent. The type of theory invol ved has been anal ysed i n sone
detail in the section above called The Experiential Method.

(2) Its practical findings can be expressed in ternms of various policies, techniques
and strategies for a self-directing personto adopt to actualise his potential, to
transformthe acquired self and realise the prinmal self. Though devel oped in | abora-
tory sessions, these findings have rel evance to the intrapsychic and interpersona
aspects of a wide variety of different spheres of daily Iiving.

(3) Although it has obvious affinities with therapy, the experiential nethod is better
understood in terns of an education nodel rather than a therapy nodel. In the widest
sense of the term'education' it is an adult education method concerned with actual -
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ising cognitive potential, "both insight and intellect, inalliance with affective
potential, (inthe narrower sense, the educational nmethod is clearly distinct from
the experiential method.) A therapy relation, where there is atrue neeting or par-
ticipating experience (Buhler, 1967) between therapist and client, nay giverise to
nmuch val uabl e personality theory of an adequate and life relevant kind. But the
therapy relation as such is still inadequate fromthe standpoint of the experiential
nethod. It can be too unsystematic, too unilateral inits weight and enphasis - | ack-
ing in conplete theoretical, affective and practical reciprocity and sharing. The
notion of the client or patient inplies an inadequate person for whom special provi-
sions have to be nade in the relation, and this introduces a considerable restriction
upon the extent to which systematic and conprehensi ve techni ques and strategies can
be enpl oyed. |In particular, a therapy relation tends to | ack theoretical exchanges,

i n whi ch both persons seek to clarify and evaluate the theory in terns of which they
are worki ng

(4) If thoroughly pursued it is a method that tends to cultivate in both facilitator
and agent enotional and interpersonal conpetence, conpetence of insight, and intellec-
tual conpetence

D sadvant ages of the Experiential Method

(1) The basic concepts of the related theory tend to be phenonenol ogical: their ful
significance can only be grasped experientially, by 'living through’. Hence they can-
not be taught by verbal exposition only: they require what night be terned experien-
tial ostensive definition. "He that doeth the will shall know of the doctrine.” You
have to becone something new and different in order adequately to know sonet hi ng new
and different. Systematic change of thought is a function of systematic change of
being. This leads to the central and problematic dil emra of the method: you cannot
fully accept and grasp the theory until you have nade an experiential commtnent to
its practical inplications; but once you nmake such a comm tment, which is a conmmtnent
of the whol e person, then you have major interests vested in not being too critical of
t he theory.

This has | ong been one of the problens of the therapy relation in general and psycho-
therapy training in particular: the relation becones an initiation into the nysteries,
a collusive indoctrination, with discrimnating eval uation of theory abandoned in fav-
our of plunbing the depths. Hence we have what could be called the imrersion nethod:

a person di sappears, so to speak, within a body of theory, practice and experience,

and it nmay be sone tinme before he surfaces to question the presuppositions of his total
inmmersion. Inreligious practice, of course, total psychol ogi cal imrersion has often
been explicitly required (occasionally synbolised by total physical imersion), and the
resultant alienation and intol erance of attitude between creeds and sects has been

r emar kabl e

It may be that the inmmersion method is to some degree a necessary part of the exper-
iential method in this sense: you may have to live through the inplications of a
theory until you becone experientially anare of its limtations; that is, until you
experience the need to explore w der donai ns of being than it acknow edges. Hence the
experiential method can allow for long-termgrowh processes, or experiential eval ua-
tion over time. Nevertheless, there is clearly a powerful case for critical discrim

i nati on of theory before maki ng an experiential commitnent to exploring it; and al so
for sustaining critical awareness and intellectual evaluation throughout the comit -
nment. Indeed, what narks off the experiential nethod, anong nmany other things, from
traditional therapy and religious practice,- is the inclusion of a shared and sust ai ned
critical awareness.

(2) There is a closely related problem that of consensus collusion. Al those who
are initiated, who have explored a theory experientially, may sustain a tacit normto
the effect that certain areas of experience, ranges of human potentiality, behavioural
possi bilities, shall be overlooked so that the adequacy of the theory is not called
experientially in question. GConsensus collusion to suppress or ignore factors that
chal l enge the theory subscribed to, can be found anong anal ysts of various ki nds and
their anal ysands, anong certain cultists and religious devotees. But it also assails
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t hose who subscribe to the virtues of the experimental method, whether in the hunman or
physi cal sciences: the refusal to acknow edge or exam ne unusual and atypical kinds of
experi ence and behavi our that cannot readily be explained interns of the basic limting

conceptions of the prevailing scientific worldview It is a problem therefore, that
is not peculiar to the experiential method.

In follow ng the experiential nmethod it is obviously inpossible to explore all human
potentiality at once. There nust necessairly be sone limtation and restriction. But

it iswisetorenmain sensitive to possibilities that |ie beyond those currently being
expl or ed.

(3) It cannot, inits imrediate practice, readily accommodate quantification and
nmeasurenent. There is a discontinuity between the ains of measuring and the ains of
relating: to neasure requires analytic detachnent, torelate requires creative commt-
ment. The intrusion of systematic neasurenent into the relation between facilitator
and agent woul d subvert the quality of their relating by shifting the enphasis from
fully experiential explorationto a nore restricted intellectual investigation.
Experientially, the shift is froman I-Thou toward an I-it node of relating. Probably
the best way round this problemis to record an experiential session, and then anal yse
the recording at |eisure post eventum The felt inconpatibility between preci se quan-
tification and interpersonal commtment could | ead, quite erroneously, to the view

that quantification is irrelevant even when applied to the experiential method post
eventum or by out si de resour ces.

(4) For these various reasons, excess enphasis on the experiential nethod could | ead
anong its adherents to a devel opnent of enotional and interpersonal conpetence at the
expense of critical discrimnation, intellectual rigour and conpetence. Conmitnent to
personal growth, to interpersonal relations and their attendant affect and insight,
coul d becone a systematic defense against intellectual effort and clarification.

The Scal e of Met hods

The experiential method and the experimental nethod stand at opposite and extrene ends
of a scale or spectrumof research nmethods. At one end, the experiential method in-
vol ves a two-way, person-to-person, systematic but creative interaction between facili -
tator and agent. At the other end, the experinmental mnethod invol ves a nmanipul ati ve and
quantified observation of subject by experimenter. At the centre point of the scale is
pure, non-interactive, non-manipul ati ve observation

Bet ween t he experiential nethod and the centre point occur the educational method and
the therapy met hod. Both these may be regarded as reduced versi ons of the experiential
nmet hod: reduced, because they are in many instances not fully reciprocal and theoreti -
cally open relationships - as when relating to a child or a distressed patient. But
all good education and therapy, it may reasonably be argued, involves active unilatera
experiential research onthe part of the educator or therapist while he is inrelation
with his pupil or client. It can also be argued that the nore effective they are in

their respective tasks, the nore they will adopt the full range of norns of the
experiential nethod.

Bet ween t he m d-point of the scale - pure observation - and the experinmental nethod
occur the interviewand the test. Both these approach the experinental method in the
sense that they contain the subject's responses within the researcher's predetern ned
framework and are unilaterally manipul ati ve fromresearcher to subject.

Al these methods have a place in the repertoire of psychological enquiry. And it is
a matter of further enquiry how they may be usefully brought into direct or indirect
interaction with each other.

I ntervention Theory and Met hod

The experiential method has an inportant social extension in process consultancy or
or gani sati onal devel oprment work, where there is client-centred participative intern
action - using an action-research nodel - between client-organisation and intervention-
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ist inthe direction of organisational change. Intervention method (Argyris, 1970)

requires a theoretical franmework of its own, but a discussion of this lies outside the
scope of this paper.

John Her on

Uni versity of Surrey
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