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PREFACE

Inquiry in action can lead to learning from experience. A simple
formula, you say; yet, in my life, questioning and answering long
remained separated from daily action. And the process of recon-
ciling questioning, answering, and acting—of attempting inquiry
in action—has largely defined my personal, professional, and so-
cial life during the past decade.

For two reasons it may be particularly appropriate to share
with the reader a few fragments of the personal explorations
from which this book developed. I find an irresistible aesthetic
parallel between a scientific description of the basis of personal
learning—to which I devote the bulk of this book—and a per-
sonal description of the origin of this scientific investigation—to
which [ will devote the preface. Also, I want to illustrate at the
outset the active, decisive, and historical qualities of inquiry in
action, in order to counterbalance the descriptive, informative,
and ontological qualities of learning from experience that are
emphasized in the body of the book.

Over a period of several years, a number of conclusions about
the relation of questioning to answering to acting began to come
into focus for me. First, I realized that despite my intellectual un-
certainties I was acting all the time. This realization affected the
kinds of questions | asked. Questions like, “Why should I do
something when I am not sure it is the right thing for me to
do?” which had often plagued me, became secondary. They were
reflective questions which sometimes kept me from acting and at
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other times became the source of sedentary ruminations after an
event. Instead, it occurred to me that 1 would gain considerably
more knowledge of the standards I actually used in action,
whether or not they were ultimately right, if I could observe my-
self thinking and feeling while in action. Rather than trying
philosophically to decide a priori what was right, why not try the
scientific approach and get some actual data on what I was treat-
ing as right in day-to-day life? Such data could later inform the
more difficult “why” questions. In the meantime, self-observation
while in action implied a kind of questioning that would bring
me closer 1o my actions rather than leading me away from action
into reflection.

Second, I realized that my emphasis on inquiry could represent
an active commitment to social openness as well as a reflective
commitment to personal openness. The active, social qualities of
inquiry can be exemplified in several ways. In terms of moment-
to-moment personal behavior that can influence the tone of a so-
cial situation, direct questioning, openness to new information,
support of someone who is struggling to formulate a relevant
feeling, and confrontation of unresearched or unreasoned deci-
sions all require active and often risky social commitments to in-
quiry.

Third, I realized that a great deal of social conflict and per-
sonal anguish derives from fear ol admiuing one’s own
uncertainties to oneself and others. One fears that such an admis-
sion will lead to paralysis because of lack of standards for action
and will make one vulnerable to possibly untrustworthy people.
Such fears are realistic as long as one’s behavioral repertoire in-
cludes no ways of seeking truth in action and no ways of testing
and developing trust with others. And this lack, 1 have come 1o
believe, characterizes almost everyone. Inquiring behaviors and
trust-gauging-and-enhancing behaviors are suppressed rather than
modeled in most families, schools, and other formal and informal
relationships. On a personal scale, the result of this kind ol so-
cialization is an increasing disengagement beitween one’s inner
life and one’s public self-presentation. On a social scale, the result
is interpersonal and intergroup win-lose conflicts, based on un-
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willingness and inability 1o reexamine premises, explore possible
mutual aims, and develop trusting interdependence.

Taken together, these three conclusions imply that inquiry in
action, as opposed to reflective inquiry, is a rare and undevel-
oped yet desperately needed personal and social art.

The first conclusion—that 1 was acting all the time—
confronted me most dramatically during a series of events that
followed my introduction 1o the twin ideas of authentic behavior
(doing what one says and saying what one means) and trustful re-
lationships by Chris Argyris, then a professor at Yale. His will-
inguess o focus on individuals' actual behavior to see whether it
matched such abstractions as Ireedom, concern, and trust seemed
to me a tremendously potent method of learning about oneself
and improving social interaction. So, when | was invited to join
a Yale senior society (an institution bringing together fifteen se-
niors for two evenings a week), 1 suggested to the other fourteen
prospective members that we invite Argyris to help us develop
authentic behavior and trusting relationships. In fact, I added
that [ felt so strongly about the value of working with Argyris
that I would not join the society if others did not wish to work
with him. My enthusiasm seemed convincing, and the others ap-
peared to agree. He would join us for the second part of the
year.

During the first part of the year the filteen members encoun-
tered the typical difficulties that most groups experience. Some
members were more committed to talking together than were
others; some felt closed out of conversations by more aggressive
speakers; some felt coerced by group decisions; personal antago-
nisms developed. None of these issues surfaced very often in for-
mal meetings. Instead, they tended to reveal themselves in two-
person conversations or sarcastic comments. | was unsure how to
repair these difficulties, but assumed that they would reinforce
for all the members the relevance of Argyris’ concern for authen-
lic, trusting, noncoercive relationships.

As the second werm approached, there seemed to be an under-
tone of interest in exploring other alternatives besides working
with Argyris. Surprised at this development and a little scared
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that we might be deterred by inertia from working with Argyris,
I made a careful argument about his relevance o the problems
we seemed (o be having as a group. We asked him 1o join us lor
an evening to give all members an opportunity 10 meet him.

T’he meeting with Argyris was exceedingly tense. At first, con-
versation seemed forced. Gradually antagonisin owards Argyris
began to emerge. Finally it became clear that a number of mem-
bers felt antagonistic towards me for forcing Argyris on them.
“Antagonistic” may be too strong and clear a term, for they liked
and respected me, but at the same time they felt manipulated by
my enthusiasm, logic, and rhetworical ability. Argyris decided not
o meet with the group during the spring, and it became clear
that there was no consensus within the group 1o meet with him.
I felt defeated, rejected, uncertain about my continuing commit-
ment to the group, and embarrassed,

I felt embarrassed because I'd been caught in the act, so o
speak. In the very process of advocating noncoercive relation-
ships, 1 had in fact been coercing my friends. In the process of at-
tempting to learn about action, I had been acting in a way that
prevented learning. The event was over before 1 had thought it
would begin. With Argyris’ help, I had already learned about
the relation of my behavior o abstractions during the lall, vather
than having o wait lor the spring (although it wok a while for
this

This experience dramatically exemplified my condusion that |
was acting all the ume. It also showed me how unaware | was ol
the effects of my behavior. For six months I had thought 1 was
accomplishing one thing and then, almost alter the fact, I discov-
ered that I had not only not accomplished that thing but had set
up the principal barriers to accomplishing it.

Some time after this event, 1 began experimenting with in-
quiry as a mode of behavior, a process that led to my second
conclusion—that inquiry could represent active social commit-
ment. My first extended experiment was aimed at developing an
antidote for my tendency to overwhehn others with my enthusi-
asm, my interests, my ideas, and my rhetoric. | decided to wrn
all my initiative in conversations 10 exploring the other's experi-
ence. Although my unaccustomed role exposed me to new dis-

‘positive” perspective 1o occur 1o me).
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comforts at first—such as awkward pauses or uncertainty about
how to show interest without intruding—this experiment turned
out o be immensely rewarding. 1 found that exploration re-
vealed every person with whom I talked to be fascinating in
some respect and to be struggling with some of the same ques-
tons I was. Also, there came a point in many conversations
where the other person would begin to take the initiative to ex-
plore my experience. When 1 responded to such initiatives, I
could feel that what I was saying was being heard, compre-
hended, and valued by the other to a degree new to me. I grad-
ually inferred that people shield themselves from rhetoric that is
oo glib and that never bothers to connect itself to their con-
cerns, whereas they actively work to integrate what they hear
when it responds to their question (a question of which they may
not have been aware, or which they may not have been secure
about asking, before the conversation began).

At this time, close to the end of my senior year, I first began to
sense an inwardly evolving life-aim—a sense of how inquiry in
action could become a socially relevant career as well as a person-
ally necessary search. Previously, when 1 thought about possible
careers, all choices (elt relatively arbitrary. 1 had many compe-
tences, so they did not dictate narrowly what I could and could
not do. Moreover, Lo base a career decision on an acquired com-
petence seemed highly arbitrary to me. I began to realize that my
enthusiasm for various jobs flagged after a time because I did not
know why I was there, why I was doing that job.

My planning for the future had been highly tentative. 1 had
won fellowships to divinity school and to teach and study in
India, both attractive alternatives for a variety of reasons, but
ueither compelling. Only weeks before graduation, 1 was asked
whether 1 would like to become associate director of the Yale
Summer High School, a socially experimenial residential pro-
gram for bright buwt often unmotivated students from back-
grounds of poverty. The position sounded as though it had been
created with my needs in mind. I would have some opportunity
to teach, giving me a first chance 10 experiment with creating a
learning environment where experiential as well as cognitive
learning could occur. Moreover, as the only fulltime staff mem-
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ber during the winter months, 1 would coordinate design of the
school's curriculum and the organizational structure and also
would visit schools around the country to contact past and future
students. Then during the summer 1 would have primary respon-
sibility for day-to-day internal operations of the school (while the *
director focused on long-range planning and relations to other
institutions). The combination of opportunities—to observe
schools, to design one, to take operational responsibility, and to
work with students whose past schools had often not served them
well and who would therefore be more likely to challenge our ef-
forts than to be docilely subservient—this combination would re-
guire inquiry in action to a degree unmatched by any other job 1
had ever held or envisioned.

Never since accepting that job have I lost interest in the work
I've been doing. 1 discovered that, for me, long-term concern de-
pends on testing my deepest questions in my daily work as well
as in my friendships. I've become increasingly confident in mak-
ing my questions rather than my answers the basis of my work
and relationships (not that the conclusions I have reached have
no place; they become the ground upon which further question-
ing occurs).

Later 1 became director of another, similar program, Upward
Bound. My work at Yale Upward Bound illustrates in a number
of ways the relationship between genuine scientific inquiry and
social change toward justice, fulfiliment, and reconciliation. 1 was
testing the obverse of my third conclusion—that lack of inquiry
in action engendered social conflict and personal anguish.

I began the program because as a scientist of human events I
found myself in the apparently anomalous position of having to
create actively the environments 1 intended to study. For I dis-
covered that a prime characteristic of existing social systems is
that they suppress and distort information; consequently, they
also suppress experiential learning. Since 1 wanted to gain infor-
mation about experiential learning, existing systems were not, in
general, promising sources of data. For example, most schools
not only do not determine what their students learn experien-
tially by attending them, but also do not teach the students the
language, concepts, or skills for understanding what they are
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learning from their own experience. Consequently, the most one
could possibly gain by studying already existing schools is knowl-
edge of how persons individually and collectively distort experi-
ence. Such knowledge is useful but does not illuminate the pro-
cess of valid experiential learning. In short, social activism is an
unavoidable concomitant of a genuine search for truth, given the
current relationship between truth and society.

In addition, 1 found that the scientist of human events must
show a commitment to the people he hopes to understand and
must develop a trusting relationship with them, rather than re-
main neutral and detached, if he is to gain deeply valid data
from them (that is, data concerning not just their public rhetoric,
but also their thoughts, feelings, intuitions, and intimate behav-
ior). This truism remains shrouded as long as social scientists’
subject populations either are drawn primarily from docile col-
lege students participating in experiments in order to earn a
grade in a course, or are confronted by questionnaires whose very
format prohibits intimate self-disclosure. The difficulties of gain-
ing any data whatsoever become highly tangible the moment
one’s population includes poor, black teenagers who have been
exiled, or have exiled themselves, from the schools they nomi-
nally attend. And when the data go beyond responses to cards
flashed on a screen, to deep feclings of hatred for whites, and the
researcher is himsell white, he will have to find some way of deal-
ing with hatred directed towards him without breaking the rela-
tionship. What is the true, objective action to take under these
circumstances? 1 have found no manuals of social science method-
ology that attempt to respond to this question. Under such cir-
cumstances the scientist must be intuitively committed to the
search for truth, centrally committed to it as a person, and able
to transform that central, intuitive commitment into behavior
appropriate for the moment. No preordained, “role-consistent,”
“neutral” behavior will earn him anything but mistrust from the
person he wishes to understand. (Not that my role as program
director in any sense automatically exempted me {rom mistrust
as a person who was uncaringly using students for his own ends.
In some ways, the combined roles ol researcher and director dou-
bled the mistrust, and sometimes my actual behavior tripled it.)
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Thus, scientifically as well as personally, inquiry in action rather
than reflective inquiry came to seem to me a critically important
ability.

Yale Upward Bound was structured on the premise that we
did not know how to solve the problem of schooling for alien-
ated students from poverty-stricken backgrounds. The students
collaborated in designing all elements of the program, making it
an example of inquiry in action. Although virtually every one of
the sixty students our first summer could have been expected to
drop out of school the following year, only two did. Such a brief
summary hardly proves anything, but it does suggest a link be-
tween inquiry in action and positive social change.

Later, several staff members travelled to a national meeting of
Upward Bound directors to hear “nonstructured” programs con-
demned as ineffective and a plea made to directors to be more
cautious in selecting students and dealing with political issues.
These messages elicited severe protests, particularly from our
small contingent, which regarded them as both betrayals of the
ideals of the War on Poverty and contradictory to the facts about
the relative effectiveness of programs with which we were famil-
iar. Only months later did we hear from a central Upward
Bound figure that the real concern of the main office was to dis-
suade incompetent Upward Bound stafls from attempting collab-
oratively structured programs. The indirect and general policy
had been formulated to avoid alienating the local staffs by con-
fronting openly their alleged incompetence.

This final episode illustrates several administrative characteris-
tics all too common in contemporary schools: (1) the tendency to
suppress and distort information; (2) the resulting tendency to
undermine constructive social change and increase unnecessary
conflict; and (3) the ultimate assumption that inquiry in action is
an impossible ideal for most people rather than an exciting, de-
manding, inescapable common purpose.

The foregoing anecdotes sketch the personal background from
which my effort to formalize an understanding of learning from
experience emerged. They also suggest dramatic and historical
qualities of inquiry in action that remain largely implicit in the
rest of the book.



Preface xiii

I hope that the formality of the model of learning from experi-
ence presented in the lollowing pages does not obscure its de-
mand of a growing commitment to inquiry in action from a per-
son who aspires to become more than an automaton—who
wishes to become conscious—who would realize his full human-

ity.
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LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE



INTRODUCTION

This book addresses the question of how people learn from expe-
rience. The topic is unusually slippery and easily eludes one's
grasp just when one feels one has it defined and placed. For ex-
ample, scientific investigation seeks objective knowledge, yet ex-
perience is unmistakably subjective; therefore, must not the es-
sential nature of experience be distorted when rendered as
objective knowledge? Or, to take another tack, is not scientific in-
vestigation itself merely one way of learning from experience,
along with other ways such as dramatic or political action and
poetic or religious illumination? If so, how can a scientific inves-
tigation hope to elucidate “how one learns from experience” gen-
erally?

These questions suggest that the topic of learning Irom experi-
ence challenges the very framework of scientific methodology,
language, and results. For this reason, the book places an unusu-
ally heavy emphasis, compared to most studies in behavioral sci-
ence, on developing frameworks for study and a comparatively
light emphasis on developing theoretical propositions and empir-
ical data, though these are by no means absent.

Just what is a “framework”? At some points in the following
pages 1 follow Kaplan (19g64) in referring to a framework as a
model, which he defines as the most abstract and systematic level
of knowledge. Particular theories are elaborations of aspects of
models (although the models may not be explicitly formulated). 1
regard what has heretofore been named general systems “theory”
as a model and attempt in chapter 1 to examine, amend, and
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apply the systems model to the process of personal learning.

In terms of observational methods, one can follow Husser!
(1962) and regard intuitive or phenomenological observation
as framing or bracketing empirical observation. Intuitive aware-
ness involves direct consciousness of onesell or of how one is
seeing whatever one sees in the outside world. By contrast, exter-
nal awareness of empirical facts is mediated by senses and is “con-
tained within” direct consciousness.

Phenomenological observation plays several roles in the book.
In its most obvious form, it is developed in chapters 4 and 5 as a
means of gathering data 1o assess the validity of the model of
learning presented in chapter 1. In this sense, phenomenological
data are viewed as confirming or disconfirming an abstract model
in a manner analogous to the way empirical data confirm or dis-
'confirm a theoretical proposition. Intuitive self-observation-
while-in-action also plays a role in the book, in that self-observa-
tion over a number of years led me toward the theoretical
categories of verbal behavior introduced in chapter 6.

Still another way in which the book emphasizes Iramework is
in terms of scientific method and presuppositions. Kuhn (1962)
has argued that science ordinarily operates within unexamined
trameworks or, as he names them, paradigms. The discussion of
the 1erm framework in this introduction began with the assertion
that “learning from experience challenges the very framework of
scientific methodology.” It is appropriate that the nature of this
challenge be investigated in this book since 1 wish to be scien-
tific. Chapter 3 develops a new paradigm or framework for science
that is consistent with the model of learning presented in chapter
1.

Despite the emphasis on the development of frameworks in
this book, particularly in part 1 (*“A Model of Experiential
Learning”), the various kinds of theory and data presented in
parts 11 (“Approaches to the Phenomenon of Experiential Learn-
ing”) and HI (“Measurements of Experiential Learning”) play
equally important roles in the complete work. One of the aims of
this book is to begin to explore how to be systematic across the
three levels of scientific model, theory, and datum, (or, stated ac-
tively, across the three levels of scientific paradigm, strategy, and
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execution), rather than simply being systematic within one of
those levels or across two. The span from intuitive model to em-
pirical data is also critical because it will, I hope, contribute to
reconciling the epistemological, conceptual, and experiential po-
larities which make learning from experience so difficult today:
the polarities between subject and object, between action and re-
flection, between humanist and technologist.

Such reconciliations are as difficult to achieve as they are easy
to talk about. In entering the mysterious territory of “frame-
works,” “paradigms,” “self-observations,” “presuppositions,” “in-
tuitions,” and “models”—even if at first only intellectually—one
quickly experiences one’s own life-frame (more popularly ren-
dered as “life-style”) to be in question. The political, dramatic,
poetic, and religious implications of scientific investigation begin
to intrude more regularly into one's awareness, introducing new,
more intense, more precise clarifications and confusions, joys and
sufferings. Each act becomes more problematic, more significant,
more powerful, more costly, more lonely, more dependent upon
the support of friends.

I have found it especially difficult to achieve a reconciliation
between my personal aspirations and my personal limits. This
book is one effort to create such a reconciliation. I will consider
it successful if it spans three levels for the reader as it has lor me
—if it puts not only his thought into question, but also his daily
behavior and his overall life-style. Otherwise the reader will not
truly have learned Irom the experience of reading this work.

Almost all who have read this book prior to publication have
found some chapters accessible and motivating but others at first
difficult. The trouble is that the various readers did not agree
about which chapters initially provide access to the ideas and
thus can serve as introductions to further chapters.

Scholars familiar with systems theory found chapter 1 (“The
Interplay of Feedback, Attention, and Consciousness”) a good be-
ginning; psychologists familiar with other learning theories
found that chapter 2 (“"Experiential Learning Compared to Pre-
vious Learning Theories”) provided the best angle from which to
approach the rest of the material; those with a bent toward phi-
losophy of science found that chapter 3 (“Science As Experiential

[T " "o
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Learning™) posed the critical challenge motivating them to pro-
ceed. These first three chapters have in common a high level of
abstraction and thereby provide the framework for the later
chapters.

Chapter 4 (“The Phenomenological versus the Empirical Ap-
proach”) atiracted readers with a bent towards methodological
questions. Chapter 5 (“Attempts at Inner Self-Observation™) ini-
tially engaged persons with some established concern in medita-
tion. Chapter 6 (“Categories for Observing Verbal Behavior”) ap-
pealed particularly to those with active, clinical interests in
therapy or group dynamics. These three chapters share a quality
of reflection about how to do something, whether it be research,
meditation, or everyday conversation.

The final three chapters are the most concrete, focusing on em-
pirical results. Chapter 7 (“Achieving Intersubjective Agreement
in Scoring Learning”) presents the final, operationally reliable
definitions of the behavior-scoring categories introduced in chap-
ter 6. It will be of critical importance to anyone interested in
using the behavior-scoring procedure to analyze his own or oth-
ers’ activities, but may seem tedious to other readers. For some
readers the credibility of all the ideas offered will depend on the
explorations of the validity of the behavior-scoring procedure, in
chapters 8 and g—the former discussing correlations and the lat-
ter deviations between learning scores and other criteria of learn-
ing.
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A MODEL OF EXPERIENTIAL
LEARNING

The following three chapters posit four different but related lev-
els of human experience: (1) the world outside; (2) one’s own be- '
havior; (3) one's internal cognitive-emotional-sensory structure; @
and (4) consciousness.

In chapter 1 the quality of human attention and interchange
(feedback) is shown to depend upon the relationships among
these four levels of experience. In chapter 2 the quality of human
environments and thought is shown to depend upon the relation-
ships among the levels. In chapter 3 the quality of human science
is shown to depend upon the relationships among them. To-
gether, the three chapters provide a framework for how to study
man and learning.

It may be helpful to provide a brief overview of the argument
in part I. Examination of theory and data will indicate that peo-
ple are generally not in comtact with all four levels of experience
simultaneously. Instead, people tend to be aware only of what
they are focusing upon at any given time. If they are focusing on‘
the outside world, for example, they tend to be unaware of their
behavior that mediates this focusing (such as looking, moving,
hearing, bodily posture); they also tend to be unaware of the par-
ticular cognitive-emotional-sensory framework that is focusing or’
defining the focus; furthermore, they tend to be immersed in the.
given cognitive-emotional-sensory framework rather than operat-:'
ing through it while maintaining an inner sense of alternative
frameworks. That is, they are not conscious. Consciousness is
thus defined as a trauscognitive phenomenon.
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As long as human experience occurs within the severely limited
context of mere tocal awareness, this model indicates that experi-
ential learning cannot occur. One way of explaining this proposi-
tion is to say that all of a person’s experience under such circum-
stances is defined by the particular cognitive-emotional-sensory
structure he applies but does not have access to in terms of his

- immediate awareness. Thus, all of his perceptions of the world
and himsell, all of his "learning,” and all of his experience are
conditional upon the validity of these trameworks. But since he
lis limited to local awareness, he has no means for assessing the
validity of his frameworks and consequently no way of determin-
ing the final validity of his focal experience. In short, he has no
way of being scientific. What he calls his experiences, his percep-

i tions, his learnings may all be illusory.



Chapter One

THE INTERPLAY OF FEEDBACK, ATTENTION,
AND CONSCIOUSNESS

How does one learn from experience? Why do some people ap-
pear to learn from experience—increasing the effectiveness of
their action, increasing the accuracy of their beliefs about pat-
terns in experience, and increasingly accepting their emotions as
significantly related to situations—while others repeat habitual
patterns without learning? What kinds of speaking encourage or
discourage learning from experience? This book moves from a
general model of learning, to be developed in this chapter, to the
testing of a procedure of scoring verbal behavior (chapters 7, 8,
and g), in an effort to respond to such questions.

In this chapter I will attempt to describe the process of experi-
ential learning by using systems theory and phenomenology to
conceptualize it, focusing particularly on the notions of feedback,
attention, and consciousness.

Rather than beginning with definitions of the various terms, I
will discuss them naively and allow the initial, implicit meanings
of the terms to prove themselves inadequate (o the complexity of
the phenomena requiring elucidation. Only as such inadequacies
reveal themselves will the key concepts be elaborated and refor-
mulated. In this way, the reader will share, and be able to evalu-
ate, the sense of reality upon which the emergent model of expe-
riential learning rests.

By way of an initial overview, we can say that experiential
learning involves becoming aware of the qualities, patterns, and
consequences of one’s own experience as one experiences it. How
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basic such learning is can be indicated by the fact that to be out
of contact with, and unaware of, one’s immediate experiencing
has been conceptualized as psychological illness (Rogers, 1961a).
Experiential learning has also been viewed as a2 means of increas-
ing one’s competence to deal with other persons even if one is al-
ready healthy by dlinical standards (Argyris, 1g68a). 1t has also
been viewed as a means of developing a growth-oriented, autono-
mous, self-correcting group of persons (Mills, 196g). It is my pur-
pose in this chapter to arrive at a model of learning which un-
derlies and supports the view that experiential learning is central
to fully human being and doing.

FEEDBACK

The connection between experiential learning and systems
theory lies in the concept of feedback, a term already much used
by therapists, group trainers, and organizational consultants ori-
ented towards experiential learning. In the vocabulary of systems
theory, feedback is information from the environment which tells
a system whether it is moving towards its goal effectively or not.
IF a system receives no feedback from its environment, or blocks
or distorts what feedback it does receive, it will not be able to ad-
just its behavior to achieve its goals. Under such conditions,
whether it achieves its goals will tend to become a matter of

: chance. Clearly, a system utilizing feedback is more likely to be
_able to diagnose and correct its behavior and thus achieve its
goals than one that operates blindly.

The application of the feedback concept to experiential learn-
ing has occurred as follows: A person’s senses and feelings have
been conceived of as receptors of feedback about the state of his
own organism and his relationship to the environment. If he
blocks or distorts the information these receptors take in from his
awareness, he is viewed as rigid, insensitive, closed, sick. Other
persons in the individual's environment have been conceived of
as sources of feedback. They can inform him about the impact of
his behavior on them and whether, from their perspective, it ap-
pears as though be is acting effectively to accomplish his goal. It
is possible to imagine a situation in which a person is receptive
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to feedback but other persons do not provide it. In such a case,
the structure of the social situation, rather than the person him-
self, is viewed as closed (Argyris, 1g68a). Of course, personal and
social closedness in relation to receiving and sending feedback
are related, for personal behavior patterns and personal values or
assumptions about proper social behavior create social closedness,
and social closedness can be internalized as personal closedness
(Freud's description of the formation of the superego in the child
would be an example of this process [Freud, 1943] ).

In any event, experiential learning in groups has been con-
ceived of as a process of opening feedback channels, so that peo-
ple begin to become aware of their impact on one another, begin
to become aware of, and learn the meaning of, their feelings as
they relate to their own and others’ behavior, and begin to learn
how to achieve goals that are personally meaningful to them
through the use of intra- and inter-personal feedback. For exam-
ple, one theory sees learning as commencing with a dilemma or
disconfirming feedback; this leads to attitude change, which leads
to new behavior, then new information from others, and a new
cycle of change if it is warranted (Schein and Bennis, 1965).

This exposition of experiential learning emphasizes the bene-
fits it confers o any person who engages in it, both in terms of
long-range efforts to orient himself towards meaninglul goals and
in terms of day-to-day efforts to achieve more immediate goals
and subgoals. The benefits of feedback are so straightforward,
not only to overt learning situations, but also to any goal-ori-
ented enterprise, that one would expect to find feedback a com-
mon personal and intevpersonal process, a process eagerly
adopted by persons or organizations when they become familiar
with it. However, this expectation is highly inaccurate. Empirical
investigation indicates that feedback processes within persons,
among persons, and within organizations are often so muted and
distorted as to be unintelligible and consequently of little or no
help, or even a hindrance in guiding the system in question.

Several short examples can illusirate muted or distorted feed-
back. On the personal scale, a person will sometimes become red
in the lace, bang his fist on the table, and shout at someone else,
yet, when asked a moment later if he is angry, will insist that he
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is not. On the interpersonal scale, a person who is viewed as
being too enthusiastic about his own action-suggestions may re-
ceive as feedback only that others seem to ignore him. He may
not take this reaction as feedback at all, or he may interpret it to
mean that he needs to be more enthusiastic and persuasive in the
future. On the organizational scale, knowledge about an organi-
zational problem may get severely distorted, as it travels up the
hierarchy, by subordinates who do not wish to appear incompe-
tent to their bosses; the problem may immediately be blamed on
another department, its upward communication thereby creating
a new problem of interdepartmental rivalry rather than resolving
the first problem. Such examples of distorted feedback must be
common, lor a series of studies of many kinds of natural groups
in schools and businesses has found that the verbal transmission,
reception, and encouragement of direct, clear, personally rele-
vant, new feedback is virtually nonexistent (Argyris, 146g).

Not only is personally informative and enhancing feedback a
rare process, but therapists, group leaders, and organizational
consultants invariably encounter resistances to opening feedback
chamnels, and in some theories the diagnosis of these resistances
becomes the major concern (e.g., Perls, Helferline, and Good-
man, 196s). ‘T'hese resistances (ranging from acquiescence to so-
cial norms which hold that expressing feelings causes trouble and
is immature, to inner fears of discovering something unaccept-
able about onesel) and means of reducing them (from social
isolation of learners during their learning experience, to focusing
on specific incidents rather than on overall impressions in speak-
ing to others) have been listed and discussed (Schein and Bennis,
1965). Unfortunately, there is no single model that links their ex-
istence to the process of experiential learning.

AGAIN, WHAT IS FEEDBACK?

In order 10 probe more deeply into the resistances to feedback,
we must redefine the very concept of feedback as it operates in
human systems. Other terms central to experiential learning,
such as consciousness, will also have to be redefined as I intro-
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duce successive considerations influencing the elaboration of the
model of learning.

The short examples of distorted feedback that I have offered,
plus qualifying phrases such as “personally informative and en-
hancing” feedback, indicate that it is not obvious what defines
feedback as useful and how it can be transmitted. T-group educa-
tors have described and limited what they mean by useful feed-
back in the following ways:

Laboratory training is experience-based learning which besets us with
the problem of matching symbols with experience. . . . We attempt to
learn from an analysis of our own experiences in groups rather than
from what some expert tells us. ‘Thus, the term laboratory implies that
the delegate has an opportunity to become a researcher of his own and
others’ group behavior; he becomes both the subject and the experi-
menter-observer. . . . In other words, here-and-now learning is based
on experiences which are shared, public, immediate, first-hand, un-
conceptualized, and self-acknowledged (Schein and Bennis, 1965. pp.
5. 13, 39, emphasis added).

Information in a laboratory will tend to be collected and used in such
a way that it tends to increase the feelings of sell-responsibility, self-
commitment, and authenticity. Such information should be, as much as
possible, non-evaluative and descriptive; and gathering of data should
be under the contro! of, and for the use of, the participants. Under
these conditions the message is “owned” by the sender and sent in such
a way that it does not imply that the receiver must accept it or that
the sender is correct. Also, information would not tend o be collected
to control human behavior. Information collected would tend to be re-
turned immediately to the relevant individuals to help them control or
modify their behavior if they wished to do so (Argyris, 1962, p. 143).

At first encounter, the specifications that feedback be shared,
public, immediate, first-hand, unconceptualized, self-acknowl-
edged, authenticity-enhancing, nonevaluative, descriptive, and
noncontrolling may appear both incredibly demanding and in-
credibly restricting. Why only these kinds of feedback, one won-
ders. [ will ury to show in the following pages that from the view-
point of systems theory these specifications define all feedback
rather than some special kind of feedback and that they appear
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demanding simply because we are not accustomed to talking in a
way that produces feedback.

We are not accustomed to feedback-producing conversation be-
cause, in general, social processes seem to operate within the
framework of what Bakan (1967) has critically named the “mys-
tery-mastery” complex. The mystery-mastery social process dis-
courages sharing of feelings, motives, and goals with others (the
element of mystery). Also, it encourages people to behave so as to
gain control over a situation in order to influence others if neces-
sary without themselves being influenced (the mastery ele-
ment). (This definition of mastery can include a nonparticipative
member of a group or a jokester as well as the overt leader.) The
mystery-mastery process tends to be somewhat self-defeating, be-
cause the lack of sharing leads to lack of clarity about one’s own
goals, feelings, and motives, and because each person’s efforts to
gain control over others mean that whatever control is estab-
lished tends to be conformity-producing and thus reduces every-
body's autonomy. Nonetheless, so common is this pattern of so-
cial interaction (see Argyris, 1g69) that a number of theories treat
the resulting pressures towards conformity rather than enhanced
individual awareness as the only kind of social process that exists
(Festinger, 1950; Freud, 1930; Hobbes, 1651; Skinner, 1960).

Systems theory has only recently begun to have a conceptual
framework that is sufficiently elaborated that I can refer to it in
order to conceptualize the alternative social process which experi-
ential learning seems to involve, given the specifications for feed-
back that 1 quoted from Schein and Bennis and from Argyris.

A social process that does not produce new information and
increased awareness in new situations, but instead distorts the
new information 1o fit old categories, can be said, in termns of in-
formation theory, to produce “noise.” Because systems theory was
derived in large part from cybernetics, the study of how ma-
chines operate, and because when a machine is built the kinds of
information (feedback) it can handle are specified by the con-
struction, the problem of how to distinguish feedback from noise
was at frst little considered. However, a major problem for
human and social systems, unlike machines, is what in their
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blooming, buzzing environment they are to define, identify, and
accept as feedback and what they will reject as mere noise (von
Bertalanfiy, 1968). An early cyberneticist overlooks this distinc-
tion and its potential importance:

When 1 give an order to a machine, the situation is not essentially dif-
ferent from that which arises when | give an order to a person. In
other words, as far as my consciousness goes 1 am aware of the order
that has gone omt and of the signal of compliance that has come back.
To me, personally, the fact that the signal in its intermediate stages
has gone through a machine rather than through a person is irrelevant
and does not in any case greatly change my relation to the signal (Wie-
ner, 1954, p. 16).

If a signal is not' coded properly, a machine will automatically re-
ject it. A person, however, may obey my signal to him but at the
same time feel resentful, leading him in the long run to disobey
me and cease responding to me altogether. A human being may
also cease to obey signals because his goals change and the signals
are not relevant to his new goals.

It would seem logical that a system must somehow be unambi-
guously programmed with, or else discover or create, its identity
and goals and its boundary-receptors, in order to know what is
informative and enhancing feedback from its environment. If
this is not the case, there is doubt whether the system will accept
and use effectively the potential feedback. If a system has no de-
fined goal, no information can tell it whether it is reaching its
goal. And without defined boundaries the system will be unable
to distinguish between its own behavior and the feedback from
the environment (consider the problem, for example, of disentan-
gling feedback from hehavior in the case of a puppy chasing his
own tail).

Nor are these the only reasons why determining what is feed-
back can be problematic for human systems. As their environ-
mental conditions and subgoals change, individuals must be able
to redefine what they will accept as information, if they are not
to become ineffective, neurotic, or dead. Thus, for human sys-
tems, whether a potential communication is feedback or noise is
a complex issue related to boundaries, internal structure, and
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purpose and thus answerable only for one person at a time.
What is feedback for one may not be for another.

Recognition of these problems has led social systems theorists
to attempt to deal with them by postulating two orders of feed-
back over and above goal-directed feedback (Deutsch, 1qfi;
Mills, 1965). Goal-directed feedback is referred to as first-order
feedback. Its function is to redirect a system as it negotiates its
outer environment towards a specific goal. The goals and boun-
daries of the system are assumed to be defined, so feedback is also
defined. These assumptions underlie the definition of feedback
on page 8. The two higher orders of leedback can be viewed as
explaining how goals and boundaries come to be defined. Se-
cond-order feedback has been named “learning” by Deutsch. Its
function is to alert the system to changes it needs to make within
its own structure to achieve its goal. The change in structure
may lead to a redefinition of what the goal is and always leads to
a redefinition of the units of feedback (Buckley, 1967). Lhird-
order feedback is called “consciousness” by Deutsch. Its function is
to scan all system-environment interactions immediately in order
to maintain a sense of the overall, lifetime, autonomous purpose
and integrity of the system.

The terms “purpose” and “integrity,” critical to the meaning
ol “consciousness,” can be elaborated as follows: The “inner” con-
scious purpose can be contrasted to the “external” behavioral
goal. Goals are subordinate o one's purpose. Goals are related to
particular times and places, whercas purpose relates to one's life
as a whole, one’s life as act. Purpose has also been termed “inten-
tion” (Husserl, 1962; Miller, Galanter, and Pribram, 1960) and
can be related to the literary term “personal destiny.”

“The concept of integrity can be related to Erikson's (1959)
life-stage that has the same name. A sense of integrity embraces
all aspects of a person, whereas the earlier ife-stage in Erikson's
sequence, named “identity,” represents the glorification of certain
elements of the personality and the repudiation of others (Erik-
son, 1958, p. 54). The distinction between a system's identity and
a system’s integrity can be sharpened by regarding identity as the
particular quality of a system's structure, whereas integrity re-
Hects the operation of consciousness. In this sense, consciousness
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provides a system with “ultrastability” (Cadwallader, 1968). Ul-
wrastability gives the system the possibility of making changes in
its structure because the system's essential coherence and integrity
are not dependent upon any given structure.

These concepts require further consideration and amendment
before they hecome clear and can help us to elucidate both what
teedback is for human systems and why empirically we find that
people resist feedback.

The difficulty with following Deutsch in his division of feed-
back into three orders is that it implies three different types of
feedback with special facilities for each. But a system’s conscious-
ness and structure are both crucial for defining what its goals are
and what it will define as feedback. That is, in a conscious sys-
tem a behavioral goal depends for its formulation upon the
conscious sense of autonomous purpose and momentary
action-orientation. Moreover, units of feedback do not exist apart
from structural definitions of feedback: "To be defined as a
quantity of information a signal must be selected from a set or
matched with an element of a set” (Rapaport, 1968) and to be-
come feedback from environment to system, a signal must be
both selected from and matched with a set or structure (Buckley,
1967). Consequently, so-called first-order, goal-directed feedback
only becomes informative, enhancing leedback by virtue of its
congruence with conscious purposes and structural definitions of
what feedback is.

Moreover, secomd-order, structure-maintaining-or-changing
leedback only becomes operative by the person’s choice when
third-order feedback is operative. For if consciousness is not oper-
ative, the system does not possess the ultrastability necessary to
give up a given structure and make the transition to another
structure without losing its sense of identity, which is its sole
source of cohesion. Structure-changing feedback is further depen-
dent upon the operation of consciousness in that the system's
structural organization must be congruent with its conscious sense
of integrity and action-purpose. ‘T'hus, second-order feedback only
becomes enhancing and inlormative (i.e., true feedback) by virtue
of the simultaneous operation of third-order feedback, or con-
sciousness.
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These considerations indicate that it is more helpful to view
leedback as unitary but necessa ily congruent with the three sys-
tems levels of behavioral goal-seeking, conceptual-emotional-sen-
sory structure, and consciousness, if it is to be unambiguously in-
formative and enhancing. According to this model, the structural
level can be conceptualized as somehow framing, bounding,
defining, organizing, or interpenetrating the behavioral level, with
consciousness bounding, defining, organizing, or interpenetrating
both of the other two levels.

CONDITIONS OF EFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

Feedback will not be maximally effective when the sending or
receiving system is unformed at any of the three levels, when the
system blocks and distorts transformations among the levels, or
when the system has not defined what another system offers as
feedback. These formulations are different ways of saying the
same thing: the effectiveness and the existence of feedback are fi-
nally indistinguishable issues, just as the effectiveness and the exis-
tence of a system are finally indistinguishable, since a system is
defined by, and organized for, its operations in the environment.
To say, accurately, that feedback exists is to say that it is effec-
tive.

If we look at feedback from this perspective, we can immedi-
ately formulate the circumstances in which human systems will
resist, reject, distort, not attend to, or not even define a poten-
tial communication as feedback. A human system will not uti-
lize potential feedback when:

1) it is irrelevant to the system's conscious purpose and thus

incongruent with any particular structure the system may

adopt for defining feedback;

2) it is incongruent with maintenance of the system’s con-

sciousness;

3) it is relevant to the system’s purported goals but incon-

gruent with its structure, and the system's sense of coherence

and identity are tied to a particular structure that blocks or dis-
torts contact with consciousness.
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Moreover, it is always problematic whether and how a human
system will define a potential communication as feedback when
the system is not lully formed in terms of goal, boundary, or
identity.

Feedback among conscious, autonomous systems would in-
volve:

1) a mutual sharing of experience at the levels of behavior,
structure, and consciousness;

2) a lormulation of that experience which encourages the oth-
er’s efforts to specify and pursue behavioral goals that authenti-
cally transform conscious purposes; and

3) a consequent predisposition to mutual self-control rather
than to external control.

These conditions are not utopian, but rather follow logically and
pragmatically from the concept of feedback. Conscious systems,
recognizing their need for feedback to operate elfectively, will ad-
here to these conditions. Argyris (1965a) has reached the same
conclusion, based on a slightly dilferent theoretical terminology.
As he puts it, only individuals with high self-esteem will transmit
undistorted feedback that is useful to other people in achieving
their goals. Consequently, a person aware of his need for undis-
torted feedback will seek to operate so as to enhance others’ self-
esteem,

We can now relate the perspective on feedback given by sys-
tems theory to the specifications for feedback developed by
T-group educators (p. 11). For example, sensitivity to another’s
conscious autonomy would lead one to make one’s feedback non-
evaluative and noncontrolling because one would recognize the
other person as the proper evaluator of feedback to him and as
the proper controller of his own behavior, since both evaluation
and control depend upon his autonomous purpose. It will be ob-
vious to the reader that this kind of behavior—in its focus upon
others as autonomous goal-setters and sources of feedback and its
consequent emphasis on sharing and mutual self-control—is di-
rectly contradictory to the patterns of behavior resulting from
the mystery-mastery social process.
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WHY MYSTERY-MASTERY?

We have yet to explain why the mystery-mastery process is so-
cially so common. Indeed, this more extensive application of sys-
tems theory to experiential learning seems to emphasize all the
more clearly the benefits of feedback. Moreover, it shows that the
resulting atmosphere, which enhances the effective autonomy of
persons, corresponds directly with the major value that American
society places upon freedom, dignity, and self-determination by
the individual. How are we to reconcile this theory and this so-
cial value with the fact that empirical social behavior seems to
demonstrate their very antitheses?

To answer this question, I will return to one of the conditions
in which a system will not use potential feedback: when the po-
tential feedback is relevant to the system's purported goals but
incongruent with its structure, and the system’s sense of coher-
ence and identity are tied to a particular structure that blocks or
distorts contact with consciousness. The possibility that a human
or social system can be nonconscious has been suggested by a
number of theorists in different but related terms. 1 have already
cited Cadwallader’s (1968) view that ultrastability may or may
not characterize a complex social system. Mills (1965) has pro-
posed a model of group functioning in which he places autono-
mous, growth-oriented goal-setting by a group at levels above
those at which he has observed natural groups to operate. Allport
(1967) has proposed a similar model of functioning on the per-
sonal scale, according to which the development of system-envi-
ronment transactional consciousness requires that a person be-
come increasingly complex and differentiated and achieve a
higher level of integration over the course of his life. The person
is not born with such consciousness and does not necessarily de-
velop it. Jung (19g62) has called such an increase in integration
the process of individuation, involving a shift from ego-identifica-
tion to self-consciousness, which, he says, few people achieve.
_From the phenomenological perspective, Merleau-Ponty has ar-
jrived at a very similar view, concluding that most persons do not

‘achieve transcendental consciousness but, rather, understand
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their lived states “only through an idea which is not adequate to
them” (1963, p. 221).

If man is not born conscious and if the predominant social
processes do not encourage feedback consonant with the possibil-
ity of conscious, autonomous goal-setting, it seems likely that rel-
atively few human beings develop consciousness. This™ proposi-
tion may at first appear highly unlikely because we tend to think
of ourselves as conscious—perhaps not conscious of everything
inside us, as Freud has shown, but certainly conscious of many
things. The proposition becomes less unlikely if we treat con-
sciousness as the integration of thought, feeling, and sensation
and therefore as different from them. To be able to say "I think,
therefore 1 am” may prove that 1 am, but it does not show that 1
am conscious. To be conscious of something according to this for-
mulation, would be not merely to see it or touch it and think
about it but to see it in the light of one’s life-aim in relation to
the world. Although some people have ideas or feelings about
their life-aims in relation to the world, probably few of them ac-
tively experience their life-aims as organizing the way they see
the world—organizing not in the sense of directing some of their
daily activities but in the sense of bringing energy, coherence,
and significance o every moment of their lives. Thus, we must
distinguish between thought at the structural level —intellectual
awareness—and consciousness. A person can think he is con-
scious without in fact being conscious; or, to reverse the statement
he can be unaware that he is nonconscious.

THE PROCESS OF ATTENTION

The entire argument presented up to this point has been
based upon terms from systems theory, such as feedback and con-
sciousness. The distinction just made between intellectual aware-
ness and consciousness can also be demonstrated by reference to
the process of attention. When we introduce the phrase “life-aim
organizing the way one sees the world,” we are talking about a
process of attention and perception. The relation of feedback to
attention is obviously crucial. A system only receives the feedback
it pays attention to. (“My experience is what I agree to attend
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to.” William James, in P. Bakan [1966).) When we speak of feed.
back in man as necessarily congruent with the three levels of be.
havior, structure, and consciousness if it is 1o be unambiguously
informative and enhancing, we are also talking about the quality
of attention necessary to receive feedback at all three levels simul-
taneously; we are talking about a kind of perception thai
breathes energy, coherence, and significance into what we see. De.
scribing this quality of attention can help to clarify the concept
of three interpenetrating levels in man and the concept of his
typical nonconscious state.

Perceiving something is not a simple matter of attending ta
what is there. The "1 agree” in William james’s weli-known
aphorism cannot be divided from the attending. It is common-
place in perceptual research that subjects see what they expect to
see.

In fact, “perception” is at least filty percent assumptions, and these as-
sumptions depend on the total circumstances in which the perception
takes place. For example, if 1 am sitting in the station master's office
looking out of the window and [ see a train start up, | do not have a
moment of doubt about whether 1 am moving because 1 am not ex-
pecling to move (Wilson, 1967b, p. G6).

In schizophrenics such expectations become elaborated and rig-
idly applied across all situations as an “ideational gating” to
filter out “disturbing connotative environmental inputs” (Silver-
man, 1966). These considerations have led theorists to conclude
that the decision whether to attend to something can occur, on
the basis of its meaning, after it is physiologically discriminated
(J. Deutsch and D. Deutsch, 1g6g). Thus an object (or word) may
be seen or heard, and yet the person may not “agree to attend
to” it because of its meaning.

This treatment of attention accords closely with that of phe-
nomenology. :

We are mistaken to think that we possess only one mode of perception
—our “immediacy perception” of things. | certainly possess this mode
of perception—which can be described as a kind of feeler reaching out
from my eyes, and feeling its way over the surface of the things around
me. But | possess a second mode of perception, which can hardly be
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described by a simile, except perhaps to say that it is like switching on

an electric light in a dark room and suddenly revealing a whole situa-

tion that it would have taken hours 10 assess by “feeling” around the
room in the dark. In other words, we possess meaning perception, and

the two modes of perception have to work together (Wilson, 1g67b, p.

72).

Even though the study of auention reveals it 10 be highly inten-

tional (Husserl, 1g62) both in selection of a focus and in terms of

the meaning-framework that defines an object as a “this" or a

“that,” we tend to experience ourselves as passively ‘seeing what's

there.” WE__;E not in contact with our own action in perceiving.
~The whole point of phenomenology is that there is no sharp di-
viding line between perception and imagination. The dividing
line only applies when we think of perception as passive and
imagination as active. As soon as we realize that perception is ac-
tive, the old dichotomy vanishes” (Wilson, 1g67b, p. 108). But if
we remain out of contact with our activity of choosing what we
attend to, we fall into patterns of choice (values) determined by
external pressures of which we are unaware. Our actions become
more and more alienated both from our inner responses and
from new situational characteristics. OQur perceptions and behav-
ior become more and more stereotyped.

The assumption we tend to make in daily life, that things,
events, or words are preconstituted entities which we passively
perceive, is similar wo the assumption that feedback exists when-
ever somebody speaks to someone else, or that it can be limited
to issues of behavioral goal-achievement. In both cases, the world
out there is assumed to be separated from the world in here. Yet
we have already introduced the argument that feedback must be
simultaneously congruent across three levels: behavioral manifes-
tation (which to another person appears as an event in the out-
side world), structure, and consciousness (which appear as aspects
of the inner world. Polanyi (1958) suggests a similar inseparabil-
ity of outer and inner worlds when he speaks of the influence of
subsidiary awareness on focal awareness. Holmer (tg70), in re-
viewing Polanyi's work, has insisted that although our bodies
may logically be subsidiary 1o all the objects of our focus in the
world out there (since we invariably see them from our body), we



Table 1. “Levels” ot experience

As denoted by
systems theory

goal-directed
input-output

structure

consciousness

In terms of
human attention

focai
awareness

subsidiary
presence

thread of

" intentionality

In the
human system

perception,
behavior

cognition,
emotion,

inner sensation
life-aim
intuition,
conscience,
will

in
science

empirical
fact

logical
theory

intuitive
model

In
organization

raw materials,
plant

formal structure
and informal
processes

abstract
purpose

In
society

distribution and
exchange of tokens
of value, symbols

norms,
values

myths
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do not ordinarily feel our bodies at all. We are not in active con-
tact with the subsidiary element of our awareness.

Thus, attention as well as feedback seems to be best regarded
as involving three simultancous levels of experience. Focal auten-
tion, subsidiary awareness of bodily presence, and a thread of in-
tentional meaning are all involved in each perception, yet the
fatter two elements are not present in our awareness from mo-
ment to moment. Rather, we tend to distinguish merely between
two alternative modes of locusing, one on the world out there,
the other on imagination in here. This distinction leads us to
posit imagination or intellectual awareness as self-consciousness.
Yet from the perspective of three levels of attention, such aware-
ness is severely limited. Only ongoing appropriation, recognition,
and awareness of our hodily presence and of ihe thread of inten-
tional meaning corresponds to full consciousness. In the same
way, only ongoing appropriation, recognition, and awareness of
the levels of structure and consciousness on the part of both
sender and receiver correspond to full feedback. (It should be
noted that consciousness is used to denote a level when we are
speaking statically and a process when we are speaking dynami-
cally; neither perspective alone adequately defines consciousness.)

Consideration of the phenomenon of attention provides us
with a dynamic sense of consciousness, complementing the static
sense provided by the earlier discussion of feedback. Table 1 il-
lustrates the interaction of the three levels of experience through-
out human life. The critical twin claims advanced here are that
these levels represent more than a conceptual hierarchy but that
their experiential referents are obscured by the limits of our ac-
tive awareness.

MAN AS NONCONSCIOUS—THE COGNITIVE
DISSONANCE ARGUMENT

By the following analysis 1 hope to establish a further logical,
empirical, and intuitive context for the proposition that men are
for the most part nonconscious, and also to elucidate the link be-
tween their iionconscious state and the predominance of the mys-
tery-mastery social process.



24 Model of experiential learning

If man is not conscious, he is not in touch with his unique
identity and goals (which would stem from the experienced inter-
actions among his levels of awareness). Therefore, his image of
himself is comprised of certain of his thoughts which he believes
accurately reflect and integrate the totality of his intuitions,
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, thus describing his self-struc-
ture. However, if at the center of his self-image is a belief that he
is a conscious, autonomous goal-setter (as American values teach
us to believe), then his selfimage must be fundamentally inaccu-
rate. But even if he does not hold this particular belief, the very
assumption that thought can integrate itself, feelings, and sensa-
tions must be inaccurate, according to the proposed model. A
higher level than thought—consciousness—is necessary to inte-
grate the clements at the level of thought.

Thought could reflect given feelings and sensations in integrat-
ing behavior, but it could not even integrate behavior adequately
if it were isolated from feelings and sensations. Since either isola-
tion of thought, feeling, and sensation or else nonconscious
combinations of the three (as in attitudes) must be the case in the
absence of the conscious level of integration, thought must be in-
adequate to integrate even behavior in nonconscious man. This
deduction leads in turn to the deduction that a person’s pattern
of behavior will tend to be incongruent with his thoughts about
his values (i.e., his preferred behavior patterns) and his beliefs
about himself. But, since such incougruities indicate the need for
structural level adjustments, and since the nonconscious person is
not able to make structural changes because he is not integrated
by the ultrastability of consciousness, and since to recognize ei-
ther his incongruities or his lack of consciousness would threaten
his structural-level self-image (assuming now that part of his self-
image is that he is conscious), it follows that the person will
Strive to remain unaware of incongruities between his values and
this behavior and between his self-image and his behavior. Since
‘most people are nonconscious, the foregoing characterization
should apply to a large majority.

The entire foregoing analysis is a series of deductions based on
the particular formulation of systems theory that I have devel-
oped. It is borne out empirically by inferences which can be
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drawn Irom cognitive dissonance experiments. In a typical exam-
ple of these experiments, subjects were instructed to perform a
task which they afterwards reported to be very dull (Festinger
and Carlsmith, 1959). Then they were offered either one or
twenty dollars to tell other (supposed) subjects that the same task
would be very interesting. The one-dollar amount was fairly low
for such help, especially since it involved lying. On the other
hand, the wtwenty-dollar sum was a windfall for relatively litde
work. The experimenters reasoned that the subjects offered one
dollar would experience cognitive dissonance about telling the
lie, which they would reduce by persuading themselves that the
task had in fact been interesting. By contrast, the subjects paid
twenty dollars were expected to justify their lie to themselves
quite easily on the basis of its insignificance in comparison to
their monetary gain. This prediction was borne out: when asked
again, after lying to the (supposed) subjects, whether the task in
question was dull or interesting, the subjects paid one dollar
tended to report it as having been interesting, whereas those who
had been paid twenty dollars continued to report it as having
been dull. Those paid one dollar attempted to bring what they
believed into line with what they had said to avoid the incongru-
ity between their thought and behavior. The others could avoid
the incongruity (in terms of making any eftort to resolve it) sim-
ply by justilying it on the basis of their twenty dollars.

The experiments concluded their analysis at this point. But
several inferential steps are still needed to show how the material
confirms the model of man that | have presented. The first step
is to recognize that to lie was dissonant to subjects only because
of an unexpressed premise they made about themselves: that they
were people who said what they felt or believed. Roger Brown
(1965), who points out this unexpressed premise, reflects upon it
as follows:

Probably this premise is one that almost everybody holds and so the
Festinger and Carlsmith manipulation can safely be assumed to be a
cause of dissonance. However, to eliminate the dissonance it is only
necessary to hold the premise: | am a liar and habitually say what 1
do not believe. Ergo, | have said that the experiment was interesting.
For very many experiments on dissonance the underlying premise is
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complimentary to the seif. . . . Here are some of them: (1) I say what
i believe; (2) | do what I want to do; (3) If 1 willingly endure some-
thing unpleasant it always turns out to have been worth it; (4) What |
choose is always better than anything I reject (p. 597).

If we compare these premises to the characteristics of a conscious,
autonomous system, we find that they match very closely. That
is, these unexpressed premises indicate that persons commonly
view themselves as congruent in expressing (hehaving) their val-
ues (beliefs). They view themselves as autonomous (“I do what |
want to do”). And they view themselves as conscious (and there-
fore maximally elfective) goal-setters and achievers (“What I
choose is always better than anything 1 reject”).

The subjects’ efforts to rationalize incongruities away rather
than use them as feedback indicates, however, that they are non-
conscious systems that are unaware that they are nonconscious.
Which are we to believe, their behavior or their unexpressed
self-images? Are they nonconscious or conscious? If the model 1
have developed is correct, then their self-images must be false. In-
directly, one might be led to question the validity of their self-
images, given the prevalence of the mystery-mastery social pro-
cess. Since this process directly discourages congruence and
autonomy, it seems highly unlikely that “almost everyone” could
be correct in their images of themselves as congruent and autono-
mous. But we do not have to adduce indirect evidence of the in-
accuracy of these persons’ self-images. The very structure of the
experiments proves the subjects’ self-images to be inaccurate. By
becoming consistent with their actual behavior (telling the sup-
posed subjects that the experimental task was interesting) when
they report their belief in the final report, the subjects who were
paid one dollar thereby became inconsistent with what they said
in their first report (that the task was dull).’ And, in any event,
the inconsistency between their original repbrt and what they
said to the (supposed) subjects remains. Their effort to diminish
their inconsistency and to avoid lying only served to increase
their inconsistency and their lying while simultaneously reduc-
ing their awareness of their incongruity. The fact that subjects for-
get their first report in their futile efforts to achieve a semblance
of congruence after the fact indicates the lengths to which most
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of us go, no doubt ordinarily, to avoid awareness of our incon-
gruities.

We can carry this analysis still further and ask ourselves, Why
is it that these obviously ingenious psychologists, who created
and carried out these experiments, never carried their thinking
heyond the concept of dissonance to the unexpressed premises it
implies and to the evidence of the inaccuracy of these premises
which their own experiments provide? Not only why, but how?
How could they, each time, hit upon a major inaccurate aspect
of most persons' sell-images without ever, evidently, consciously
conceiving of their efforts in this light at all? In reply we can at
least say that the organizing intuition upon which these experi-
ments are based and which is here exposed was, for some reason,
inaccessible to the thoughts of the very men who had the intui-
tion. This inference provides further evidence of the inability of
thought to organize and account for one’s behavior (in this case
the scientists' theory was unable to account [ully for their actual
experiment), when the thought is incongruent with conscious in-
tuition. The fascinating aspect of this particular example is that
the intuition succeeded in organizing the scientists’ behavior even
while failing to organize their thought. Their thought distorted
the intuition but did not block its further transformation into
behavior consonant with the intuition.

INTERNALIZING THE MYSTERY-
MASTERY PROCESS

Through the analysis of cognitive dissonance, the personal
function of the mystery-mastery process becomes clear. Once in-
ternalized in us, the mystery-mastery process perpetuates itsell
through us. We tend to avoid sharing feedback, not only because
such avoidance concurs with social norms, but also in order to
avoid facing up to our own incongruities and our fundamentally
inaccurate self-images. Hence the attempt to mystify others and
ourselves is redoubled. We also wish to control situations, not
only because we are taught that this is the way to get ahead or
stay sale, but also so that they do not reveal the at-least-occa-
sional inadequacy of our structural configurations and our lack
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of conscious ultrastability. Hence the attempt 1o master others is
redoubled. The mystery-mastery process cannot be dealt with
simply by changing society in some external way, lor it is deeply
internalized in us, leading us to resist its exposure and change.

For any communication whatsoever to occur in these condi-
tions, there must be a strong analogy between social structures
and internalized psychic structures (since these structures mu-
tually define information). Without going into detail, we can
note that several recent theories of psychological and social struc-
ture indicate such analogies at comparable historical periods. Sig-
mund Freud's work can be viewed as one description of how the
mystery-mastery process may be internalized by a child as he in-
teracts with society (especially with his parents as he grows up).
Freud regarded this internalization as resulting in three struc-
tural components—superego, ego, and id. From the perspective
of the theory here presented, these components or institutions are
separated conglomerations of thought, feeling, and sensation.
Freud (1933) focused considerable attention on the role of the su-
perego in controlling the personality and repressing the contents
and “perverse” energies of the id. The ego or sell-image served as
a passive observer of this struggle, both mastered by the superego
and kept out of touch with the mystery of the id. This picture
seems to correspond in considerable measure to Riesman’s (1950)
analysis of the individual's passive acceptance of a role into
which he is born or inducted in a tradition-bound society. Tradi-
tion masters the society and keeps it out of touch with the mys-
tery of its developmental potential. Socially, central Europe at
the turn of the twentieth century, when Freud was formulating
his view of personality on the basis of his patients, was probably
still close to Riesman's view of a traditional society. Hence, there
appears to have been a correspondence between psychic and so-
cial structure at that time.

More recently, psychoanalytic theorists have focused more on
the active, mastering function of the ego in relation to the total
personality and on the mystifying function of the ego-defenses (A.
Freud, 1946; Harumann, 1958). The ego-defenses protect the ego
from seeing aspects of one’s interactions with the environment
which violate the ego’s perspective. This change in emphasis in



Interplay of feedback, atiention, and consciousness ' 29

regard to the dynamics of personal structure seems to correspond
to an analogous change in the structure of society. Mastery no
longer derives from tradition and deference to tradition, but in
creasingly from the raw ability to organize people, whatever the
end. Such organized power can be thought of as analogous to
ego-sirength within an individual.

THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN INTERNALIZATION
AND LEARNING

It is important to note explicitly that what I have called “in-
ternalizalion'!‘ is not equivalent to “learning.” Internalization in-
volves a diminution of contact with one’s conscious action-orien-
tation. “The hateful environment is both annihilated and
accepted by swallowing it whole and blotting it out. . . . The so-
cial environment [thus comes to contain] all the reality there is,
and he [who has internalized it] constitutes himsell by identify-
ing with its standards, and alienating what are potentially his
own standards” (Perls, Heflerline, and Goodman, 1965 pp.
452-53). Internalization will make a person less aware of his ac-
tion-aim, less aware of the character of his interaction with the
environment, less aware of potential feedback that might ques-
tion the validity of his internalized structure, and, therefore, a
less eftective actor, even though his behavior may accord with
mystery-mastery norms and thus tend to be rewarded socially as
successful. A great deal of what we conventionally call learning
may in fact be internalization, or, to use the term from informa-
tion theory, noise. The common absence ol a distinction between
internalization and learning has led me 1o call “experiential
learning” what I am discussing in this book; the distinctive name
corresponds to the common perception that I am talking about a
special kind of learning. Strictly speaking, however, all learning
is experiential, and the diminution of contact with consciousness
inherent in the mystery-mastery process of internalization is the
converse of learning rather than a kind of learning.

The human paradox is that the personal internalization of the
mystery-mastery process appears to be necessary for a person to
deal with society (to exchange information with it at all), yet at
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the same time this process operates in ways that actively resist
and distort leedback. "The optimal solution might be lor a person
to be able to use different structural arrangements at different
times, using the mystery-mastery structure only to interpret social
information in that mode. But how does one achieve this state in
the first place, if one’s internalized mystery-mastery structure ob-
structs the development of consciousness and thus of the ultrasta-
bility necessary for a system to change at the structural level?

To state this problem in another way, the obvious symbols of
success in a mystery-mastery process will seem o be threatened
by experiential learning. And, at the same time, the potential
benefits of such learning will appear abstract, overly subtle, and
unconvincing. For example, one person in a learning group in
which 1 was designated as educator received feedback from oth-
ers that he was viewed as a strong but cold and distant personal-
ity, so that others felt uncertainty about his motives and some
distrust of his leadership. This person had expressed two goals:
to find someone whom he could {ove and 10 be a good leader.
But rather than perceiving the feedback as useful to him in reor-
ganizing his behavior so as to progress toward these goals, and
rather than feeling valued by others as a result of their concern
to give him this information, he rebuuted the feedback by an-
swering:

| see myself on a pedestal. I'm proud of myself and { think pride
is important for a person. Wouldn't it be better for a person to
strive to attain his image of himself as a leader than to discover
that he was actually a runt?

This person saw the feedback not as helpful but as destructive of
a seli-image of himself as a success. His self-image was static, sta-
tuesque, inflexible. Hence, he felt that his self-image, his pride,
his value would shatter rather than adjustif he took the feed-
back seriously and thus acknowledged a discrepancy—a crack—
between his thought-image of himself and his behavior as experi-
enced by others. His sense of stability was entirely invested in
this statuesque self-image, this single structure. His lack of con-
scious ultrastability prevented him from increasing the effective-
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ness, accuracy, and (lexibility of his behavior and of his sell-
image.

The metaphor of one’s sell as a statue on a pedestal captures
precisely the essential quality of a self-image for a nonconscious
person. Some people may try out a number of dilferent statues
on the pedestal from time to time. Such a process might permit a
person to substitute one self-image for another if the first were
disconfirmed by feedback; the person would not really be learn-
ing anything, however, since each seil-image would be equally
immobile, equally unchanging.

Another adjustment that would fall short of experiential learn-
ing would be to attach a "leedback and change mechanism” to
one’s self-image. This mechanism would collect feedback, and the
statuesque self-image would occasionally be shrouded for repairs
and alterations. The statue would thus become a public and
changeable self-image, whereas the repairman would become in-
creasingly central but also increasingly mysterious because never
examined. This solution to dealing with experiential learning is
ingenious but dangerous. It is ingenious because it permits one
to change and thus to appear to learn consciously, and to use the
rhetoric of experiential learning without anxiety or obvious de-
fensiveness. It is dangerous because one does not thereby come
into contact with the conscious level and is unlikely to encourage
others to do so; because one will therefore actually be able to op-
erate effectively only in certain restricted environments, despite
one’s beliefl that one is flexible; and because one will believe one
has mastered the process of experiential learning before truly rec-
ognizing it.

By this time, the process of experiential learning may begin to
appear more impossible than sell-evident. If persons tend to dis-
tort or reject any feedback that is not isomorphic with mystery-
mastery categories, if social and psychological structures tend to
reinforce one another's interpretations of the world, if the mystery-
mastery categories discourage the development of consciousness,
and if consciousness is necessary to begin with for the nondis-
torted reception and transmission of feedback, how then can ex-
periential learning occur at all?
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THE PROCESS OF "GROWING DOWN"

If consciousness were utterly alien to humans at birth and if
society operated only according to the mystery-mastery process,
experiential learning as | have formulated it could not occur. Al-
ternatively, if consciousness were accessible to the child but not
yet formulable at the structural level nor expressible at the be-
havioral level because the child had not yet grown “down” into
his thought and body, and if there were adults whose education
had somehow facilitated the interaction among their conscious,
structural, and behavioral levels and who were therefore both be-
haviorally formed and in touch with consciousness, then the ex-
change between the child and such an adult would be character-
ized by experiential learning on both their parts. In the aduls,
experiential learning would be a regular aspect of his action. In
the child, experiential learning would be more irregular, since it
would not only involve the transformation of feedback among
the three levels, but also the very forming of the lower levels.

If the child were initially educated in the mystery-mastery pro-
cess and had come to internalize it to some extent, consequently
ceasing to be aware of the organizing function of his conscious-
ness, then the educational task of such an adult might be formu-
lated as reawakening the child’s consciousness, or as helping him
to recognize its manifestations anew. The child, under these con-
ditions, would be called to an effort beyond the boundaries of
the mystery-mastery process, an effort to break through his inter-
nalized image of himself as a separate and integumented ego and
into the life of consciousness which interpenetrates bodies and
thoughts. And the motivation for such an effort, initially often
distorted and blocked by the insensitivity of the mystery-mastery
process to consciousness, would itself derive from this conscious-
ness, which would already be informing him, even though unap-
propriated, blocked, and distorted.

This revision of the proposed model of human functioning
would still leave us in agreement with those theoretical views
and empirical inferences which suggest that adult human beings
are for the most part not conscious. But it would lead us to con-
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ceptualize the process of becoming conscious—of experiential
learning—not so much as the development of a higher level of
integration_on _the basis of already existing lower levels in man,
but rather as a rediscovery and disciplining of a life-source which
leads to the formation or reorganization of the lower levels. The
reader may have noted that my earlier references to experiential
learning have hinted at this perspective in characterizing con-
sciousness as the prime organizer of a total autonomous system
and therefore as rediscovered, more than created, through experi-
ential learning.

Is there, however, any evidence or conceptual support for this
model of human growth, which figuratively holds that children
rightly grow tlown rather than up?

Schachtel (1959b) has noted that the adult categories for mem.
ory and experience that are prevalent in Western culture are un-
able to accommodate the complexity and immediacy of a child’s
perceptions. As a result, these childhood perceptions find no
place in the adult’s memory, thus accounting for the common
tendency to “forget” much of one’s childhood experiences. In a
similar vein, Fahey (1942a,b) and Flanders (1959) have shown
that children’s school experience systematically discourages them
from asking the profound questions which parents find them to
be concerned with in earlier years and which they initially bring
1o school with them. Together these studies suggest that children
lose touch with a complex, profound, and immediate stratum of
experience as they are educated into the mystery-mastery process.

Moreover, when we think in dynamic terms about the process
of attention, we recognize that children are forever reading their
own meanings, fantasies, and bodies into what they see. They
have yet to develop the experience, discipline, and language to
recognize which aspects of this interpenetration are common to
all persons, which are unique to them, and which reflect specific
space-time configurations. But rather than helping them develop
such experience, discipline, and language, their families and
schools commouly insist that meanings are predetermined, singu-
lar, external, and limited to what can be grasped in the focal ele-
ment ol attention alone (Roszak, 1969, on the myth of objective
consciousness).
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In terms of (:uncepuml support for the model ol persons (sys-
tems) growing down, we find an analogous model being devel-
oped to deal with the development of the human species as a
whole. Theoreticians concerned with biological and psychologi-
cal evolution have argued that the Darwinian theory of evolution
cannot account for the dilferentiai levels of organization that
characterize life, since these levels are not randomly accretive but
rather rellect constamy, intrinsic, analogous principles in their or-
ganization and interrclationships (von Bertalanlly, rg67; Koes-
tler, 1964; ‘T'eilhard de Chardin, 1959). Not only are such organi-
zational principles not accounted for in the Darwinian theory of
evolution, but they dispute to some degree its dynamic postulate
that beings of lesser complexity gradually evolved towards man.
Even though Darwin’s theory may be historically accurate, it may
not be ontologically correct. In some sense, organizational princi-
ples must operate from high degrees of integrated complexity to-
ward lower degrees, since the unity of any whole defines the
functions of the parts at lower levels, as we have seen that a
man's conscious life-goal is necessary to organize his thought and
behavioral levels. Rightly understood, the humman species as a
whole may be (ought to be, but isn’t?) growing down rather than
(as well as?) up.

Still another source of support derives from the work of certain
scholars who are concerned with the development of full human
health. They have supported the notion that socialized humans
need o break through internalized (mystery-mastery) habits to
consciousness if they are to function cohesively (N. Brown, 1966;
Jung, 1964; Laing, 1g67; Watts, 1963). In their research and writ-
ing they have attempted to reconnect daily life with the mystical
concepts of initiation or rebirth into higher consciousness. These
attempts, in turn, remind us of the long-standing conceptual sup-
port for the idea of growing “down” that is inherent in the philo-
sophical, religious, and mystical doctrines holding that organiza-
tion, or grace, or consciousness grows “down"” into a child as his
body grows “up.” I am referring here to the New Testament and
to Platonic philosophy, as well as o traditions which are more
esoteric (e.g., Evans-Wentz, 1g6o; Franck, 1967; Ouspensky, 194g;
Schuon, 1g63).
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In the loregoing pages | have posited consciousness, structure,
and goal-oriented behavior as distinct but interpenetrating levels
of organization in human beings, rather than as different and
discrete kinds of feedback. Second, 1 have interpreted certain
general characteristics of human behavior as reflecting the inter-
nalization of what [ have called the mystery-mastery process.
Third, 1 have viewed the mystery-mastery process as blocking,
distorting, and not appropriating consciousness—as limiting at-
tention to its focal clement. And fourth, I have defined experien-
tial learning as involving three rather distinct aspects, depending
upon the state of a system: in a child in whom experiential learn-
ing is encouraged from the outset, feedback is used partly to
form the levels of structure and behavior and to distinguish
among qualities of attention; in a person who has internalized
the mystery-mastery process, experiential learning will have a
quality of breaking through into higher consciousness as well as
of reorganizing the lower levels—a quality of sensualizing and
spiritualizing his moment-to-moment perceptions; in a person
fully formed at all three levels and in touch with consciousness,
experiential learning will be a regular aspect of his action in the
environment in fulfillment of his ultimate concern.



Chapter Two

EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING COMPARED TO
PREVIOUS LEARNING THEORIES

i

.
3

In formulating a new model of learning in chapter 1, 1 appealed
for conceptual support to previous work in a variety of fields.
Conspicuous by its absence, however, has been any extended ref-
erence to learning theory. This significant omission results from
the simple fact that existing learning theories do not provide
support for the model of learning here introduced. Nevertheless,
a criticism of two existing theories of learning (and the wmodels
upon which they are implicitly based) will show that the model
presented here permits us to identily unexamined assumptions
and logical gaps in the existing theories. Moreover, such a criti-
cism leads, toward the end of this chapter, to an elaboration of
the model of learning presented in chapter 1, in directions and
terms that are less scholarly and more personal in quality,
Mowrer (ty6o) has developed a two-factor theory of learning,
including learning through external conditioning and learning
through cognitive problem-solving. Other learning theorists have
stressed the continuum between conditioning and problem-solv-
ing, seeing the former as a simpler precursor to the latter (Gagne,
1965). Still others have stressed the fundamental discrepancy be-
tween the kind of environment necessary for external condition-
ing and the kind necessary for effective, long-term, human
problem-solving (Argyris, 1967). This last group holds that the
learner (subject) not the teacher (experimenter) must control his
own learning if he is 1o experience psychological success, in-
creased competence, and permanent solution of problems. This
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position emphasizes the difterences between Mowrer's two factors
of learning. For the purpose of clearly distinguishing between
two models of learning I will accept this position on the long-
term problemi-solving process, naming the kind of learning which
involves subjective control learning through goal-setting-and-
achicvement, and the kind of learning which involves control of
the subject by another person learning through external condi-
tioning.

Beyond these two kinds of iearning, which will be detailed
below, Kobler (1g65) has argued that a third factor or kind of
learning should be added to Mowrer's two. A third factor is nec-
essary, he argues, 1o account for life-integration through the de-
velopment of a basis for meaning and a personal conscience in a
person. 1 want to explicate the relation of this third kind of
learning to the other two. This third kind of learning can be
named learning through self-recognition and will be shown to be
based on the model of learning imroduced in chapter 1.

We must differentiate the kinds of thought, awareness, and en-
vironment that tend to be associated with, or conducive to, each
of the three kinds of learning. Table 2 presents the distinctions
and relations pursued in the following pages. The meanings of
the various terms in this table will become clearer as the reader
proceeds.

Table 2. Three kinds of learning

Kind of Kind of Kind of Kind of

learning environment thought awareness

l. external unilateral associative diffuse

conditioning inculcation

Il. problem-solving collaborative logical, cognitive,

through goal- interdependence verbal absorbed

setting-and-

achievement

. self-recognition  existential intuitive, alert,
variety analogical relaxed

intentional

attention
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EXTERNAL CONDITIONING

All forms of stimulus-response conditioning or learning
(whether classical or operant) involve complete control of the en-
vironment, instruments, and goals by the experimenter or
teacher. The learner is treated as a manipulable black box whose
external behavior is to be changed. Phenomena such as “atti-
tudes,” “values,” and “insight,” referring to events within the
black box, are irrelevant. Only behavior (verbal and other) is at
issue. This total control conforms closely enough to social learn-
ing situations in schools (except that schools tend to use their
control in inconsistent, ineflective ways, partly because their rhet-
oric tends to disown such control) to make research results about
learning through external conditioning potentially applicable to
them—at least, so the researchers commenting on the following
research designs believe:

The social rewards and punishments applied to human beings may be
treated as the equivalent to the food pellets and electric shocks used
with rats. Similarly, social roles are the equivalents to the mazes which
must be learned in order to obtain the rewards and avoid punishment.
Human beings of course constitute a far more variable environment
than laboratory hardware, and one on which S can exercise greater in-
fluence. However, since most of the theory in this area [learning and
acquisition of values] is concerned with the adaptation of S to a rela-
tively constant human environment (whether it be called culture, so-
cial system, or the personalities of the parents), this should not prove a
serious stumbling block (Hill, 1952, p. 93, emphasis added).

Design 4 [one of a number of research designs] in the social attitudes
realm is so demanding of cooperation on the part of respondents or
subjects as to end up with research done only on captive audiences
rather than the general citizen of whom one would wish to speak. For
such a setting, Design 4 would rate a minus for selection. Yet for re-
search on teaching our universe of interest is a captive population, and
for this, highly representative Design 45 can be done (Campbell and
Stanley, 1963, p. 1go, emphasis added).

Many theories of learning assume from the outset that all
learning is controlled by someone besides the learner. For exam-
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ple, in The Conditions of Learning (1965) Gagne does not exam-
ine different environments, as one might imagine by the title. On
the contrary, all eight kinds of learning he describes, ranging
from the simplest kind of sign learning to the most complex
problem-solving, assume that the teacher (or experimenter) con-
trols the learning goals and environment. The “conditions” of
learning are essentially that simpler forms of learning must pre-
cede more complex forms if the more complex forms are to be
successfully negotiated. Likewise, McGehee (1967) in an article
on learning theory which integrates stimulus-response lactors
with cognitive (goal-setting-and-achievement) factors makes no
distinction among environments. His principles could presum-
ably all be used in sitvations of external control.

External control of a person leads to dependency by that per-
son on the controller and to conformity to the ends of control, es-
pecially as the person values the rewards and is not aware of
other sources of satisfaction for his needs. Such control can be in-
ternalized within the subject as superego, in Freudian terms, as
an introjection, in Gestalt terms, or as an automatic habit, in
Deweyan terms. Cultural values can exert the third kind of con-
trol by becoming the assumed ground or framework for the per-
son’s thought or behavior. He may conform to them and be de-
pendent upon them without even realizing his dependence, being
cognitively and emotionally unable to imagine alternatives. He
may take the units, standards, and goals of his perceptions or ac-
tions as “natural,” “necessary,” as “reality itsell,” without recog-
nizing his intentional appropriation of them for himself. In
short, the dependency and conformity which result [rom external
control can be unnoticed consequences to the extent that the cul-
ture as a whole operates on the basis of external control.

In this respect, too, laboratory experiments on learning tend to
operate uniformly within the assumption of external control.
Only recently has the underlying effect of the total laboratory en-
vironment on the quality of learning been investigated (Argyris,
1968b). In general, however, as Hilgard and Bower (1966) have
noted, there has been liutle study of how subjects come to dis-
criminate stimuli or how they go about setting their own goals.
Instead, experimental stimuli are chosen on the basis of being
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clearly discriminable to subjects, given their culiural back-
ground, and the laboratory surroundings and interactions also
accord with what will seem “natural” to subjects. “In the human
laboratory, we tend to use stimulus variations that the culture
has trained our subjects to notice and label. . . . The coding re-
sponse is presumably conditioned to those background or situa-
tional cues which prevail despite changes in the proximal stimu-
lus from trial to trial” (Hilgard and Bower, 1966, p. 540).
Although researchers may be correct in believing that
laboratory controt of subjects is analogous to social control of stu-
dents in school (a beliet less viable in times of turmoil and
change such as the present), there are nevertheless two serious
costs endemic to this kind of learning. One is that learners tend,
unaware, to become adapted to and dependent upon a given en-
vironment and unable o orient themselves (1o learn) under con-
ditions when the environment is ambiguous or changing. The
other is that there is no way of determining whether external
conditioning is the best way to learn: its proponents claim it is
the only way, and, since it is basically congruent with auempted
forms of social control through education, the circle is closed, the
argument over, before the issue has been joined. Recently, how-
ever, several fundamental theoretical attacks have been launched
upon the entire stimulus-response perspective (Merleau-Ponty,
1963; Miller, Galanter, and Pribram, 1960). Basically, these at-
tacks hold that stimuli are intentionally discriminated by persons
(one may recall James's dictum, “My experience is what I choose
to attend 10”) and consequently are theorvetically indistin-
guishable from responses by those persons. From this perspective
the whole stimulus-response framework becomes a somewhat con-
fused description of what happens in the special situation in
which educator and learner agree (1) what to classify as stimuli,
(2) that the educator controls the learner, and (3) that the
learner will not consciously appropriate his control over his at-
tention (the agreements themselves necessarily remain covert).
Apparently this special learning situation is empirically the com-
mon one. And since its basic processes are covert precisely to it-
sell, they are, not surprisingly, presented in a confused way by
those who regard it as the only possible learning situation.
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What we have here is essentially another description of the
mystery-mastery process.

PROBLEM-SOLVING

The second kind of learning is described by cognitive theories
although, like the behaviorists, many cognitive theorists have not
clearly described the fundamental environmental conditions of
learning. As the name suggests, cognitive models of learning have
focused on intraorganismic variables that are hypothesized to af-
fect learning. In some cases, particular emphasis has been placed
on the learner’s setting of his own goals and/or on the effect of a
collaborative, interdependent environment that facilitates setting
one's own goals (Argyris, 1967; Dewey, 1922; Schroder and
Harvey, 1963). 1t has been found that whether an individual sets
a goal for himself and what he sets as his goal can greatly influ-
ence his learning and achievement (Locke, Cartledge, and Koep-
pel, 1968; McGehee, 1967). This factor is not apparent in “condi-
tioning” experiments because of the covert agreements between
the subject (if he is human) and the experimenter. In such situa-
tions the subjects tend to accept temporarily the experimenters’
goals for them. Or, in any event, they are given no opportunity
within the framework of the experiment to formulate or express
any goals they have for themselves.

Since 1 have already noted the congruence between education
as a process of cultural transmission and the controlled experi-
ment as a setting for unilateral inculcation by the experimenter,
it follows that social environments in which learners can overtly
set and achieve their own goals are empirically rare. So-called T-
groups were develope(l in an attempt to provide such an environ-
ment. Their initial emphasis was on studying social norms and
creating norms conducive to individual goal-setting (Argyris,
1967; Bradlord, Benne, and Gibb, 1964; Schein and Bennis,
1965). Recent research has verified differences in individual be-
havior, group norms, and cognitive processes depending upon
whether a person’s training or a group's leadership emphasizes
unilateral inculcation or interdependent goal-setting (Argyris,
1969; Schroder and Harvey, 1963).
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As noted earlier, unilateral inculcation tends to be associated
with conformity to norms of, and dependence upon rewards and
direction from, an authovity viewed as external to the person
who is instructed. The dependence can become an underlying
preconscious framework flor all of a person’s thinking. Under dif-
ferent environmental conditions, the learner can think and be-
have within other sensory-emotional frameworks than depend-
ence. Counterdependence, competitiveness, collaboration, and
situational experimentation are distinct sensory-emotional frame-
works, each of which defines the units, processes, boundaries, and
aims of relational exchange differently (Harrison, 1965; Shepard,
1965). They will receive further discussion momentarily.

Another characteristic of the dependent framework, also noted
earlier, is its lack ol appropriation of one’s dependence, conform.
ity, and purposive attention. Consequently, to the degree that a
person is dependent, he will tend to lack awareness of his sensory-
emotional framework; units, processes, boundaries, and aims
are all taken for granted as externally determined.

As one moves from dependence to situational experimentation,
each sensory-emotional framework involves a greater awareness of
itself as framework, and a clearer sense, therefore, of the limita-
tions of thought and behavior within that framework, and an in-
creased feeling of personal control of the framework. But the
later frameworks are by no means necessarily developed. Persons,
groups, organizations, and societies can remain framed within the
dependent mode.

The thesis or initial interpersonal hypothesis of our [dependent-coun-
terdependent) dialectic is “I need what the authority gives me; I can-
not get it myself; therefore I must do whatever is necessary to get the
authority to give me what | need.” . . . There can develop very elabo-
rate cognitive systems around this basic thesis. Indeed, whole lives and
organizations and societies are complexly and intricately organized
without ever exploring beyond this stage of development (Harrison,

1965, p- 39)

One phenomenon that T groups have always had to deal with is
that persons seem to need to learn how to learn according to the
goal-setting-and-achieving model. This fact in itself indicates the
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extent to which the general culture generates unappropriated de-
pendency and conformity. Persons must develop new sensory-
emotional frameworks for thought in order to become capable of
learning through goal-setting-and-achievement. Although mem-
bers may say they would like the freedom to set their own goals,
an environment conducive to this process is so different from
the conformity-producing, dependency-oriented environments to -
which they are accustomed that they tend initially to resist it and
the educator’s role in it. Consequently, an unlearning process
must commonly occur along with the beginnings of this different
learning process.

In the transition between external conditioning and collabora-
tive goal-setting, the issue for the learner can perhaps be phrased
most generally, “Why am [ doing these various tasks? Who and
what am I doing them for?”" The answers to these questions may
take various twists and turns in a person’s experience, corre-
sponding to the changes in his sensory-emotional framework. We
have already seen the answer of the dependent perspective: 1 am
doing these tasks for somebody else as he defines them in order
to get something I need or want,” or, more simply, “1 am doing
these tasks because that's the way the world is.”

In the counterdependent mode the answer might be phrased,
“] will not do tasks for somebody else. I'll prove my indepen-
dence by always doing the reverse of what the authority wishes
and thus avoiding his inlluence.” Of course, as critics of counter-
dependent behavior are fond of reminding us, consistent hostility
to authority leaves the actor just as much determined by the au-
thority as does consistent obedience. Often, however, a person
does not become totally counterdependent, but rather alternates
between dependence and counterdependence during early stages
of a search for independence. In such cases, counterdependence
can be seen as a step closer to independence because it no longer
takes for granted that the external standards are necessarily valid.

In the competitive mode the answer becomes, “I'd better do
things for myself and myself only because otherwise somebody
else will beat me to the good things in life.” Here the emotional
emphasis switches from the external authority to onesell. In this
sense, it is another step closer to independence. At the same time,
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however, the competitive mode assumes that the basic properties
of life—"mysell,” “somebody else,” and “the good things"—are
preestablished, limited, and mutually exclusive of one another.
The person acting in this mode does not verify these propositions
for himself. In fact, if challenged, he will tend to maintain that
they are self-evidently true (or, in a slightly subtler argument,
that since most persons act as if they were true, they become true
for all practical purposes). Such a person remains dependent
upon broad cultural definitions for his basic world view.

In the collaborative mode the answer might be, “The good
things in life include friendship with others and can be increased
by working with others; also, we influence one another’s view ol
what is good in life, so we might as well help each other to be
aware and consistent and eflective in defining what is good.”
This kind of answer is different from the previous ones because it
provides a framework for questioning what is good rather than
assuming what is good. Consequently, it encourages the ques-
tioner to develop a personally valid criterion of what is good for
him,

These twists and turns tend to be negotiated in successful T-
group settings (Bennis, 1964; Harrison, 1g65; Mann, 1966; Mills,
1964, 1965). However, the final framework, which I call situa-
tional experimentation, cannot be fully negotiated in a I-group
(unless someone takes the role of educator during the early
stages, belore collaboration has been attained) because it involves
an effort to learn through full experiential awareness in all situa-
tions, not just in those collaborative groups which share a com-
mitment to learn through setting and achieving people’s own
goals. Moreover, goal-setting-and-achievement becomes subordi-
nate to learning, in the mode of situational experimentation,
rather than learning being a by-product of goal-achievement.

Learning theorists focusing on problem-solving acknowledge
only goal-achievement, not learning itself, as a motivating state;
for example:

A specific resolve [to learn] needs to be carefully distinguished from
motivation to achieve, which, as later discussion will show, is of tre-
mendous importance o successful learning. If the student’s “motiva-
tion to learn” means that he resolves {o be able to do something, a



16 Model of experiential learning

something that can be achieved as a result of learning, then this is pos-
itive motivation of a substantial character (Gagne, 1965, p. 209).

LEARNING THROUGH SELF-RECOGNITION

T'o wranscend the achievement motivation one must see one’s
life as a whole. This whole is the broader context within which
specific events of goal-setting-and-achievement occur. But how
can one become fully and rightly aware of the meaning, essence,
and value of one's life as a whole? Such learning, however it oc-
curs, involves recognition of what one is rather than achievement
of some goal (although a certain kind of achievement may be-
_come recognized as that which characterizes one). Self-recognition
requires an awareness of onesell which spans all social environ-
ments. It is not restricted to apparently collaborative situations,
for one’s life among others is not thus restricted. To put it an-
other way, insofar as one is dependent upon a collaborative so-
cial environment for setting and achieving one’s own goals, one
has yet to achieve full independence.

In the mode of situational experimentation the question “Why
am I doing these various tasks?” receives an answer something
like “Because of all the reasons 1 usually give and think about,
and no doubt also because of others of which I'm unaware. 1
rwish to be as aware as possible of my living of this, my one and
jonly life, but usually 1 find myself totally absorbed by whatever
task 1 am working on. In some situations people will help me in-
icrease my awareness, but often increased awareness is threatening
to others and to me. | wish to investigate my life-process as it
manifests itself in all situations, and to understand especially,
however it can be understood, my reluctance to investigate it.”
This answer is circular because it seeks to propel the person be-
yond mere thought about awareness to full, experiential aware-
ness. No longer will the person identify himself and the world
through thought within some sensory-emotional [framework.
Rather, cognition will be recognized as capable of various modes
in relation to emotion and sensation, within a wider framework
of experiential self-awareness.

The preceding two paragraphs introduce many new terms in
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an eflort 10 make qualitative distinctions between kinds of learn-
ing, kinds of awareness, and kinds of thinking. The remainder of
this chapter will be devoted to explicating these distinctions
more carefully and fully, presenting a more complete picture of
this third kind of learning—Ilearning through sell-recognition.
First, 1 will explore in somewhat greater depth the question
why learning through sell-recognition cannot simply be included
within learning through goal-setting-and-achievement. It may ap-
pear that the basic issue in learning through self-recognition,
“Who is it that is setting and achieving these goals?” can be re-
stated in goal-achievement terms, such as, “My goal is to discover
who 1 am.” Such a statement would make learning through
self-recognition one aspect of learning through goal-setting-and-
achievement. True, such a goal would be different from goals
that direct me into the external environment. This goal would
appear reflexive if diagrammed as an arrow, the head of the arrow
circling back upon its tail. Could not this diagram represent
a feedback loop whose function is to regulate the relationship
between inputs and outputs of a system? Am | not the system
which wishes to learn about itsell? Cannot the setting and
achievement of the goal of discovering who 1 am be con-
ceived reasonably as the development of such a feedback loop?
The answer to all these questions must be no, for each assumes at
the outset something about who 1 am, a something that cannot
be examined in the learning process because it forms the frame-
work of the process. Who posits the goal “1o discover who I am™?
How are my boundaries determined that it is possible from the
outset to distinguish “inputs” from “system” from “outputs”?
Looked at another way, goal-setting-and-achievement presumes
a process of discrimination (choosing this goal, not that) and a
process of time (from goal-setting to goal-achievement). However
correct and serviceable these presumptions may be in daily life,
learning through self-recognition must come to include them as
known rather than as assumed. But, you may reply, learning
through self-recognition is itself some kind of process, and all
processes occur within some framework which in bounding the
process is not completely accessible to it, as the river bank is inac-
cessible to the water except as boundary, or as the axiology of a
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logical system is inaccessible to its propositions and proofs except
as boundary. Skipping down a level, you continue, the process of
a conversation is likewise inaccessible Lo its content (when people
speak of “talking about process,” they mean talking about past
process, since even the previous comment is now a past process;
there is always an unspeakable present process bounding the pres-
ent content). Analogously, in psychological terms, Polanyi has
pointed out that “we cannot look at our standards in the process
of using them, for we cannot attend locally to elements that are
used subsidiarily for the purpose of shaping the present focus of
our attention” (Polanyi, 1g58, p. 183). The various terms may be
confusing, but the different examples do seem (o have in com-
mon a reference to two “levels” of a given event, whether they be
called water and stream bed, theorem and axiom, content and
process of a conversation, or focal and subsidiary attention. The
two levels in each case seem somehow to be of different qualities,
and one level acts as a boundary or organizing structure for the
other.

To pursue this problem further, we can turn it upside down.
So far, we have been attacking it “from the bottom up,” that is,
from something called theorem to something called axiom, from
the focal to the subsidiary, from cognition (goal-setting) to self
(who 1 am). And in each case we find the “higher” inaccessible to
the “lower.” How about the other way around: is the lower acces-
sible to the higher? What “accessible” means is suggested by the
concept of the higher providing the organizing structure for the
lower. Maclntyre (1962) and Merleau-Ponty (1g63) have argued
that thought causes, reveals the structure of, or makes intelli-
gible, physical action. The verb is uncertain. They do not mean
“causes” in a forced sequential sense. Rather they mean that
thought names, weighs, and selects among a range of behaviors
(the units themselves being determined by thought). The correct
verb for the relationship between thought and action will tran-
scend the active-passive dichotomy between the subject (initiaior)
and the object (result) of a forceful causation. The type of causa-
tion is closer to Aquinas’s differentiation between principal and
instrumental causes operating simultaneously. Thought becomes
a principal cause in relation to behavior, which becomes an in-
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strumental cause in relation to its intended effects. Thought
bounds and interpenetrates behavior, organizes and observes rela-
tions within behavior.

Given this relation beiween the higher and the lower, my
proposition is that the self stands in relation to one’s thought as
one’s thought does to one’s behavior. Thus, if cognitive goal-set.
ting-and-achievement is a process lor organizing or learning
about relationships within behavior, learning through self-recog-
nition may act similarly in relation to thought (as well as feeling
and sensation).

If this is the case, the term “self-recognition” is, in a way, a
paradox. The self can organize or learn about relationships
within cognition-emotion-sensation but is itsell presumably
bounded and interpenetrated by a still higher level. This model
seems to accord with D). H. Lawrence’s more poetic rendering:

We are only actors, we are never wholly the authors of our deeds or
works. . . . Gods, strange gods, come forth from the forest into the
clearing of [the] known self, and then go back. . . . Know that you
are responsible to the gods inside you and to the men in whom the
gods are manifest. Recognize your superiors and your inferiors, accord-
ing to the gods. This is the root of all order (Lawrence, 1923, pp. 16,

17. 20).
Or, in Maritain's and Melville's words:

The substance of man is obscure o himsell. . . . If he knows it, it is
formlessly. by feeling it as a kind of propitious and enveloping night.
Melville, 1 think, was aware of that when he observed that "no man
can ever feel his own identity aright except his eyes be closed”; as if
darkness were indeed the proper element of our essences (Maritain,
1954, p- 82).

Most of us, however, are deal and blind (in the Biblical sense) to
these gods, to this enveloping darkness. We are totally absorbed
in our thoughts or the behavior that seems to be required of us,
defining ourselves as a more or less distinct ego about which we
have some ideas. Jung has described the difficult process of indi-
viduation through which some men and women pass in their
later life when they attempt to accept their unconscious as well
as their heretolore conscious experiencing as a genuine aspect of
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themselves. ‘T'hat is, these people attempt to recognize their given
selves under the cultural encrustations of their egoic self-concepts.
He also uses the image of contact with a higher level or upper
story:

If life can be lived in such a way that conscious and unconscious de-
mands are accepted as far as possible, the centre of gravity of the total
personality shifts its position. . . . I'he new centre might be called the
self (distinguishing it from the ego). . . . If such a transposition suc-
ceeds . . . there develops a personality who, so to speak, suffers only in
the lower story of himself, but in the upper story . . . is singularly de-
tached trom painful as well as from joylul cvents (Jung, 1962).

So, self-recognition involves recognition of both the conscious
and unconscious at the cognitive-emotional-sensory level, the
level at which ego operates, from a “higher” level which, again, is
not fully visible to itself. The Greek ek-stasis meant to stand out-
side oneself, or in my terms to stand outside one’s ego experience,
one's total cognitive-emotional-sensory process, observing it from
the self level. To attain permanent ecstasy would be to attain the
ultimate in lucidity, not, as Webster's dictionary now maintains,
to be “beside oneself, crazy.” From this perspective, Camus’s goal,
“to remain lucid in ecstasy,” (Camus, 1955) appears almost tau-
tologous rather than unlikely.

Learning through self-recognition does not, however, merely
bring one in touch with an additional level of awareness. This
learning can bring one closer to the recognition of the very basis
of awareness, the basis of the exchange among all “levels” of life.
I have already noted that a “higher level” observes, interpene-
trates, organizes, learns about relationships within a “lower
level.” The mysterious action for which I've offered several verbs
in the previous sentence can be appropriated by learning
through self-recognition because one can begin to compare two
occasions of interaction between levels (between the behavioral
and the cognitive-emotional-sensory level and between the latter
and the self level). Moreover, the full action of the cognitive-emo-
tional-sensory level on the behavioral level is visible from the self
level. Finally, all the organizing forces from “below,” “above,”
and within the cognitive-emotional-sensory level become visible.
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A full knowledge, a direct experiencing, of the organizing action
of consciousness becomes possible. In this sense, the term “self-
recognition” is not paradoxical, for it tokens a self-knowledge
so grounded, so alive, that further search becomes the equivalent
of further life.

These considerations provide, in a somewhat structural way, in
terms of a logic of life, a basic sense of the relation of the results
of learning through self-recognition to personality. But they pro-
vide liule sense of the dynamics of personality, such as learning
or motivation, the processes that might lead one to verify this
structure within one's own experience. Since this is an expository
discussion and the reader tends to “rest” in its/his thought as he
reads, the best entry into the actual process of learning through
self-recognition may be through distinctions among the qualities
of thought characteristic of each of the three kinds of learning
described. So long as the reader remains “in" his thought—the
second kind of thought shortly to be described—Ilearning
through self-recognition will remain a foreign and unknown pro-
cess.

THREE KINDS OF THOUGHT

The first kind of thought can be associated with learning
through external conditioning. The reader will remember that
leariiing through conditioning treats only 2 subject’s behavior.
His “inner” cognitive state is considered irrelevant. Likewise, or
in parallel, the first kind of thought is altogether out of contact
with and irrelevant 1o one's behavior. Behavior is organized by
external pressures in the case of a man working on an assembly
line, for example, so thought is unnecessary to his behavior. At
least, this is how the assembly-line worker conceives of the situa-
tion. Thought is characterized by a flow of fantasies, daydreams,
disconnected association, commentaries on external events, mem-
ories. Almost everyone has experienced this kind of thought
when driving a car along a turnpike on a long trip, or when typ-
ing something one has previously handwritten. In these cases, the
goal may have been self-set, but continued thought is unnecessary
to accomplish the activity. Instead, the mind functions in pre-
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conscious, robot fashion to discriminate traffic patierns, words, or
new paragraphs, while awareness is absorbed in a Hlow of associa-
tions wholly unrelated to the present activity (Wilson, 1g67a).
Secretaries and assembly-line workers with whom I have talked
report that this kind of thought predominates during their work-
days, often volunteering comments like "1'd go crazy if I had to
concentrate on the work.” My description of this kind of think-
ing largely corresponds to the Freudian concept of primary-pro-
cess thinking, which is also characterized by the absence of any
negatives, conditionals, or other qualilying conjunctions and by
the lack of a sense of past, present, and future temporal relations
(Brenner, 1957).

The second kind of thought is a more continuous, more math-
ematical, linguistic, or logical sequence that is connected 0 other
thought or to behavior. This corresponds 1o Freud’s secomlary
" process thinking, which is described as “ordinary, conscious

thinking as we know it from introspection, that is, primarily ver-
bal and following the usual laws of syntax and logic” (Brenner,
1957). This kind of thought is essentially goal or task oriented
and can therefore be associated with learning through goal-set-
ting-and-achieving.
The third kind of thought is a window to the nonconceptual
and the transconceptual. But “window" is too passive an image,
“for this third kind of thought turns toward and focuses upon
emotional and sensory experience. It is simply the appropriated
intentional attention. Its appropriation requires a new, experien-
tial language that mediates among the languages ol our senses
and our emotions and our verbal language—the language of the
second lund of thought Th|s language is eidic, mtumve duectly
language, wh|c|1 ‘carelul logical .malysls has shown to be neces-
sary to logic itself, semantics, and action (Watzlawick, Beavin,
and Jackson, 1967). That is, one cannot program oneself with a
metalanguage in the same arbitrary way as one can a computer.
The metalanguage already sounds within us if we but develop
the ears to hear it. Maritain speaks of a “spiritual pre-conscious”
in which the key to this metalanguage is to be found:
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There is still for the intellect another kind of life, which makes use of
other resources and another reserve of vitality, and which is free, |
mean free from the engendering of abstract concepts and ideas, free
from the workings of rational knowledge and the disciplines of logical
thought, free from the human actions to regulate and the human life
to guide, and free from the laws of objective reality as to be known
and acknowledged by science and discursive reason. But as it appears,
at least in certain privileged or ill-fated people, this freedom is not
freedom at random, this free life of the intellect is also cognitive and
productive, it obeys an inner law ol expansion and generosity, which
carries it along toward the manifestation of the creativity of the spirit;
and it is shaped and quickened by creative intuition (Maritain, 1gg4,

p- 79)- ;

In a further description of this kind of thought, Maritain evokes
qualities introduced earlier in this chapter:

Man perceives himselfl only through a repercussion of his knowledge of
the world of things. . . . 'The poet knows himself ounly on the condi-
tion that things resound in him, and that in him, at a single awaken-
ing, they and he come forth together out of sleep. In other words, the
primary requirement of poetry, which is the obscure knowing, by the
poet, of his own subjectivity, is inseparable from, is one with another
requirement—the grasping, by the poet, of the objective reality of the
outer and inner world: not by means of concepts and conceptual
knowledge, but by means of an obscure knowledge which | shall de-
scribe in 2 moment as knowledge through affective union (p. 83).

The patterns of the language of the second kind of thought
must be subtly and cunningly violated, as in poetry, to be
opened to sensation and emotion and 10 the living order that in-
forms both them and cognition. The poet must mold this lan-
guage from a stance beyond it, an order above it and within it, if
it is to reveal the thread of immediate experience.

An awareness limited to the second kind of thought alone is
opague to emotion or sensation. When a feeling or sensation be-.l
comes strong enough 0 intrude upon one’s awareness, it tends to!
displace thought altogether for the moment. (I might add here
that some persons tend to be absorbed ordinarily in their feeling
or sensation rather than their thought, but the quality of aware-
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ness is similar.) ‘The second kind of thought cannot know sensa-
tion and feeling except from the outside. It cannot interpenetrate
them. At best, it can reflect about them. The extent to which our
verhal training in this culture limits our awareness to the second
kind of thought and consequently distances us from a knowledge
of emotional experience is provocatively suggested by a study
which has found that therapists’ ability to be accurately empath-
etic with clients, to know, relive, and express their clients’ feel-
ings. is negatively related to the therapists’ verbal ability as mea-
sured by a standard test (Bergin and Solomon, 1467).

Another study has distinguished between digital, logical
thought and analogical, experiential thought in a way that gen-
erally corresponds to my distinction between the second and
third kinds of thought, except that analogical thought (like the
analogue computer) is viewed as the more primitive of the two
(Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson, 1g67). The model of learning
presented here, on the contrary, views analogical thought as
more complex (in touch with more aspects and levels of reality)
and more conscious than logical thought; a person unlike a com-
puter, is not preprogrammed with parameters and primary func-
tions that infallibly guide his activities. He may be prepro-
grammed in some sense, or he may be an aspect of a developiung
universal program, but in either case he must do his own work of
linking his behavior to his life-parameters, of consciously identi-
fying and translating the higher order that informs him into be-
havior that accurately expresses it.

Even in realms considered to be purely cognitive, the need for
the third kind of thought in interplay with the second kind can
be seen. This is especially obvious in the case of discoveries, be
they inventions or new theories. In invention, straightforward
thought which proceeds circularly on one level within a given set
of assumptions tends to be ineffective, since the given assump-
tions are often precisely the barrier to the invention of the re-
quired product. "Synectics,” a procedure to encourage inventive
thought, emphasizes the hindering effect of verbal thought, and
instead trains people to think analogically (Gordon, 1961). Simi-
larly, in the development of scientific theory, a number of writers
have emphasized the need to break through purely conceptual
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thought to an intuitive level which reorganizes previous knowl-
edge in a more satisfactory and inclusive way (Koestler, 1964;
Murphy, 1958). Like Maritain, they allude to aspects of this kind
of thinking that are alien to progressive, goal-oriented thought
—for example, a passive receptivity 10 an order within things
and experiences rather than an imposition of order upon them;
also, the role of sudden insight or inspiration rather than empiri-
cal induction or logical deduction.

This third kind of thought provides an exit from the paradox
of conceptualization. Kaplan's formulation of this paradox is that
“the proper concepts are needed to formulate a good theory, but
we need a good theory to arrive at the proper concepts” (1964, p.
53). Haley (1967) formulates it as “What we know about human
beings depends upon our method of examining them, and our
method of examination depends upon what we think human
beings are” (p. 149). The paradox arises from thought caught
within itself, unable to gain access to its own assumptions, ax-
ioms, and boundaries, disconnected from experiential awareness.
All these conditions tend to characterize the second kind of
thought when learning through self-recognition is absent.

We search in the second kind of thought for “the right way of
looking at things,” “the right way of thinking about things,” all
the while looking and thinking in a variety of attentional modes
(or being distracted to other matters) without appropriating the
action of our looking and thinking. We consider thought to be
passive in relation to action; we are looking for the total picture
—the still life that is perfectly “objective.” Artists in this century
have announced through their painting that a still life seen from
only one perspective is a fiction, but we have not incorporated
this insight into our daily thought.

Experiential awareness of the intentional quality of one’s atten-
tion would immediately convince one (though one would forget
it upon reimmersion in the second kind of thought) that unity,
lucidity, and objectivity are not to be found in some abstraction,
some theory, some method, but rather in one's one and only life
in the world. Each abstraction, method, or theory is suited to;
some attentional perspective but distorts phenomena if “held”
and applied to other attentional perspectives. The constants of
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the action of evolving consciousness are not abstractable from ex-
periential awareness itself. There is nothing to hold onto, yet
there is order; but the belief that order is “that which can be
held onto” can obscure one’s view of living order; thus the strug-

gle.

SOME DISCIPLINES LEADING TO
SELF-RECOGNITION

The model of learning through self-recognition rests uncom-
fortably in one's cognitive awareness for the reasons just dis-
cussed. Is it the right framework, we ask? It can never be the
right framework in the abstract. It itches to be experientially ver-
ified. At the outset, only its itchiness, its action towards experien-
tial awareness, suggests its rightness for one. Only the eflort of
learning through self-recognition can continue the verifying pro-
cess. What are the disciplines through which this learning, this
verification, can occur? Again, a full exposition of methodology is
impossible at the outset, since the very terms will require match-
ing with experience. The scope and quality of the problems en-
countered in connecting this theory to personal experience will
be illustrated in chapter 5, when a group of people attempt to do
just that. Some initial comments on method are, however, of-
fered below.

A basic mode of iearning through self-recognition is simple
self-observation. Unfortunately self-observation is made difficult
by the tendency of the second kind of thought to absorb our at-
tention entirely. Self-observation involves taking a picture of
one’s inner state at a given moment, not introspective, cognitive
reflection. This “picture” is not an imaginative picture, just as
the “language” of the third kind of thought is not verbal lan-
guage. The difference between sell-observation and introspection
(which, 1 agree with Hebb [196g], is actually hallucination
rather than vision) must be discovered through continued at-
tempts at self-observation, with some guide to help one to make
the distinction at the outset. If we try out self-observation, we
quickly begin to encounter major facts about our ordinary cogni-
tive-sensory-emotional states: we see how infrequently we observe
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ourselves, how much resistance our cognitive awareness puts up,
how blatant, empty, or dull we often seem within, how discon-
nected our lhoughls about ourselves are from this “dull” actual-
ity, | how difficult it is to observe ourselves while thinking or act-
ing, how quickly self-observation ceases and passes into a
combination of pictorial and verbal associations (perhaps about
what was so fleetingly observed). In short, we begin to see many
things that we will tend to evaluate as negative initially (when
we pass into associating and imagining about what we see), com-
pared to our more positive self-concepts that tend to stress our
unity, awareness, authenticity, and ability to make good, free
choices (see chapter 1, p. 25 ff).

Through continued attempts at self-observation, we begin to
see increasingly that at any moment we are in touch with only a
very limited number of our thoughts, feelings, and movements,
and that most of the time our awareness is immersed in one or at
_most two of these. The rest never even appear as possibilities, are
not even remembered, until another moment, situation, or per-
son provokes them. But we ordinarily think and act as though
we were altogether present each moment. We think, “J am here;
what shall I do? I will do such-and-such.” This tendency can be
seen in regard to small plans or promises. I decide to wake my-
self early tomorrow morning by the alarm clock; I really wish to
work. When the alarm clock rings, 1 turn it off and return to
sleep because 1 wish to sleep Last night's I should have known
better than to think | would get up. But last night's I knew only
that it really would get up if the alarm clock awakened it, be-
cause it really wished to work.

A second mode of learning through self-recognition is to inves-
tigate incongruencies, resistances, and distortions in transforma-
tions among levels (self, cognitive-emotional-sensory, and
behavior). For example, 1 intend to work now, but when 1 come
to myself 1 realize I have been daydreaming. Somehow, 1 “for-
got” my intent. But if it was a self-intention, then 1 became dis-
connected from the self level of awareness when I “forgot.” lden-
tified with the daydream, I am a different | than at the previous
moment. Aind what is the second shilt in “1,” the “coming 1o my-
self” “out of” the daydream? Is it possible to see, feel, taste these
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differences? Or, perhaps the “intent” was no self-intent in the hrst
place, but merely a disconnected cognitive association formulated
as a goal. Then the disjunction between intent and daydream
suggests a disjunction in cognitive structure, or a lack of integra-
tion bewtween linguistic awareness and the phenomenon which
prompted the association, or perhaps the interference of the emo-
tions. Do 1 really want to work? Could I develop a taste for an
intentional impulse within me that I could trust more than the
cognitive associations? When 1 do follow through on things,
what intentional impulse am 1 trusting? Or, still another line of
investigation from this experience of disjunction, what is the pro-
cess of coming to myself? Is there 2 moment when, as the phrase-
suggests, | remember my total self? These questions are possible
experiential questions, possible intentions in learning through
self-recognition. How long can I pursue such questions before be-
coming caught up in a daydream? How strong, clear, and cen-
tered is their intentionality? The strength of my inner self-ques-
tioning in this experiential manner—this third kind of thought
—rather than in a purely cognitive, introspective manner can
itself be a primary datum for the extent of my contact with cen-
tered intentionality. But what I know irreducibly as a dilemma
at the outset of such questioning is the disjunction in me and the
intention or lack of intention to investigate it. 1 experience the
passivity inherent in ordinary thought (whether it be the first or
second kind of thought) and its resistance to active questioning. 1
can begin to experience questioning as an active illumination of
processes—as the functioning of appropriated intentional
attention—rather than as an intellective verbalization.

A third mode of learning through self-recognition is to block
off the cognitive-emotional-sensory processes or cease to attend to
them waiting for the appearance of centered intent and aware-
ness. What “block off,” “cease to attend,” “waiting,” and “cen-
tered intent” mean is directly in question. 1 do what I think this
means, attempting to observe myself as I do so. The attempt to
resist the “temptations” to reidentify with cognitive-emotional-
sensory contents leads either to contact with a finer attention that
can interpenctrate these contents without being absorbed by
them, or to reabsorption.
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A fourth mode is to try to develop a given thought, feeling, or
sensation “in a straight line,” rather than diverted by other asso-
ciations or by situational pressures. This discipline, if successful,
inevitably leads one into touch with the total cognitive-emotional-
sensory structure and breaks the identification with the single
element. Examples of this process occur in cross-country running,
mathematical discovery, and certain forms of psychotherapy
(starting from sensory, cognitive, and emotional elements, respec-
tively). If one begins any of these processes in habitual rhythms,
one quickly nears exhaustion, frustration, or fruitless cycling (re-
spectively) because habit is inadequate for the present test. One
must remember, establish contact with, and be reorganized by
one’s centered intentions, by conscious thought-feeling-sensation
dealing directly with present experience, in order to break
~ through the inadequate chrysalis of habit to new learning.

A fifth mode of learning through self-recognition can be to
“play off” the conflict between two elements of the cognitive-emo-
tional-sensory structure without iduntifying with either. In this
case, “waiting” for intentional resolution may be easier than the
“waiting” initiated by one element as described above.

A sixth mode is to observe and distinguish among different
-qualities of atiention, depending upon whether one is identified
totally with a single level, or in contact with two levels at the ini-
tiative of one or the other, or with the three levels of self, cogni-
tive-emotional-sensory structure, and behavior.

A seventh mode of learning wauld be to identify the presence
or absence of the intentional level in one’s awareness according
to the motivating force of the goal one sets oneself. This process
uses the goal-setting-and-achievement model of learning as a pas-
sive input, with observation of how the goal is set (externally?
cognitively? intentionally?) as the active learning process. This
mode of learning was implicit in the first two examples, since the
different I's encountered are distinguished in part by the pres-
ence or absence of intentional awareness.

These descriptions of modes of learning may help the reader to
make them operational, i.e,, to attempt them in relation to his
own experience. Based on the earlier theoretical discussion, they
are not very surprising, and in fact have a circular quality—
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“Intention is intention; you will recognize it when you see it.”
This circularity derives from the linguistic problem inherent in
translating learning through self-recognition into the second kind
of thought. The translation is merely verbal, yet learning
through self-recognition is consciously experiential. No one can
supply another person with self-recognition. Each must appropri-
ate his self at his own initiative. One’s self is the fount of one’s
initiative. Learning through self-recognition is indissolubly tied
to the development or realization of the organizing motivation of
one’s self: centered internal motivation (the self-actualization mo-
tive referred to by Goldstein [1939], Maslow [1954], and Rog-
ers [1963); not the lower, partial, cognitive-emotional-sensory
drives).

Also, this third kind of learning is indissolubly connected to
full personal growth. It represents the reconciliation of mind and
body, of the psychological, the biological, and the cosmic. Some
theorists have asserted that learning and maturation are mutually
exclusive processes, but this assertion is based on a view of
growth as purely biological and genetic. This book represents
conscious self-recognition as biologically possible but also as, of
necessity, voluntarily, individually developed. The individual
can be the growing tip of the universal evolution of conscious-
ness. These are high-sounding words; whether they are meaning-
ful must be left to individual verification.

Maslow (1968) speaks of learning through self-recognition as
introspective biology and biological phenomenology, “implying
that one of the necessary methods in the search for identity, the
search for self, the search for spontaneity and for naturalness, is a
matter of closing your eyes, cutting down the noise, turning off
the thoughts, putting away all busyness, just relaxing in a kind
of Taoistic and receptive fashion.” Such a meditative posture
may at first be a literal, behavioral necessity and later a cogni-
tive-emotional-sensory possibility in the midst of outer noise and
turmoil. (It corresponds closely to the third mode of learning
through self-recognition.)

From everything that this chapter has proposed and exposed,
we would expect the motivation to learn through self-recognition
to be less recognized the less one appropriates one’s sell level,
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one’s intentional attention. Thus, paradoxically, at the outset
when there would appear to be the most learning to do, there is
the least motivation to do it. This paradox results from immer-
sion in the second kind of thought. In fact, experientially, one is
least in touch with one’s experience at the outset and therefore
has least material lor learning. Moreover, internal motivation de-
rives from experience of lack of integration, an experience we
shicld ourselves from in the second kind of thought. Couse-
quently, to argue that initial lack of internal motivation to learn
is reason to discount internal motivation in strategies for moti-
vating learning is to discount the very possibility of learning
through self-recognition—as the following learning theorist does,
no doubt without awareness of this consequence:

Some discussions of the problems of motivation speak of “motivation
to learn” as if this were a specific kind of resolve by means of which
the student could say to himself, “1 must learn this,” and learniung
would then follow. But if there is this kind of specific motivation, it
does not appear to be very effective. A number of studies have shown
that under many circumstances learning occurs about as well when
such resolve is absent as when it is present: this has been the general
finding in investigations of “incidental learning” (Gagne, 1465, p. 20¢).

In conclusion, the reader may note that although learning
through sell-recognition has been introduced in this chapter as
one of three factors in a general learning theory, it can also be
conceived as the gateway to a satisfactory unitary model of learn-
ing, the model explicated in chapter 1. In terms of learning
through goal-setting-and-achievement, learning through self-rec-
ognition is necessary for setting one’s own goals, for it informs
and interrelates them in the context of one’s one and only life in
the world. In terms of stimulus-response learning, learning
through sell-recognition is necessary to reveal the function of the
learner as discriminator and organizer of both his responses and
the stimuli to which he responds.

To return to the language of the first chapter, _IEarning
through self-recognition is the kind ol learning necessary for a
nonconscious person to become conscious. And this is not merely
one among many kinds of learning, for consciousness is a condi-
tion for all genuine learning. o

- SUSRVREPLE P
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Chapter Three

SCIENCE AS EXPERIENTIAL
LEARNING

The discussion in chapter 1 of problems surrounding the unam-
biguous definition of feedback, or information, has implications
not only for human learning but also for accurate scientific
knowledge, especially when that knowledge is achieved by
human beings studying human beings, as in the social sciences.
For science is concerned with developing unambiguous, shared
information.

In particular, the contingency of unambiguous feedback upon
the conscious, autonomous purpose of a human system, as shown
in chapter 1, suggests that science is not a neutral, value-free pro-
cess for accumulating nonpersonal facts that will be instrumental
to whatever ends they are applied. Rather, science must be
viewed, from the systems perspective, as itself a valued action-proj-
ect chosen by the scientist and dependent for its accuracy upon
his development of contact with consciousness and his resultant
sensitivity to his own and others' structuring of the world.

Let us approach this proposition more carefully, however,
turning first to a briel characterization of contemporary science
and then to a fuller characterization of the systems model of sci-
ence.

THE FRAMEWORK OF CONTEMPORARY
SCIENCE

A prominent learning theorist relates knowledge to action-val-
ues as follows: “Knowledge . . . is instrumental to values. . . .
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The possession of certain hodies of knowledge does not in itsell
predispose one to either decency or its opposite” (Bruner, 1966,
p. 204). Thus knowledge is viewed as neutral and passive in rela-
tion o action; yet “instruction in the values of a society or in the
values of a profession or group or family is based upon the accep-
tance and/or rejection of axiomatic or unprovable propositions
about preference” (ibid.). Taken together, these propositions
hold, on the one hand, that knowledge is divorced from action
and from valuation and, on the other hand, that knowledge is ra-
tional while action-values are somehow irrational or ungrounded
(unprovable). If the latier is true, then the action of gathering
rigorous knowledge—science as a profession—is not itself a ra-
tional enterprise but is based rather on unprovable preference.

This perspective on knowledge and action seems to accord
with Kuhn's (1962) description of the process of ordinary scien-
tific inquiry as occurring within the bounds of a paradigm, a set
of axioms, that remains unexamined by the science. The limiting
paradigm is internalized by young scientists during their profes-
sional education, and their subsequent research becomes “a stren-
uous and devoted attempt to force nature into the conceptual
boxes supplied by prolessional education™ (p. 5). The resulting
knowledge will be rational within the limits of the paradigm or
axioms, but the paradigm itself will remain ungrounded.

In this description the mysterious, unexamined axioms seem to
be associated with an effort at conceptual mastery over nature.
That conceptual mastery of nature is the object of contemporary
science is suggested by von Weizsacker in describing atomic phys-
ics: “In atomic physics, matter is defined by its possible reactions
to human experiments, and by the mathematical—that is,
intellectual—laws it obeys. We are defining matter as the possi-
ble object of man’s manipulation” (1957, p. 71).

Science in its present formulation thus appears to be an exam-
ple of the mystery-mastery process described in chapter 1 (in fact,
D. Bakan [1967], from whom 1 have taken the term mystery-
mastery, uses it to describe science). Of the three levels which
affect contemporary science (the axiomatic, the conceptual, and
the empirical), science examines only two—the conceptual and
the empirical. Of course, the very term “axiomatic” encourages
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lack of rigorous examination when we take it to mean “assump-
tions taken lor granted.” But the original meaning of axiom is
“self-evident truth,” and it is conscious intuition which illumi-
nates self-evident truths when we learn to discriminate it (Hus-
serl, 1g62; Jung, 1964). As we saw in the cognitive dissonance ex-
periments in chapter 1, when a scientist’s theory is out of contact
with his intuition, his theoretical extrapolations from his empiri-
cal data will tend to be distorted (a danger that Kubie [1960]
sees as general for scientific theory and of which I will provide
further examples).

The foregoing characterization of contemporary science sug-
gests that it is not so much the particular scientific paradigm
now ascendant that is challenged by the threelevel systems
model presented in chapter 1, but rather the whole concept of a
science based on unexamined paradigms, out of contact with con-
scious intuition, and operating in the mystery-mastery mode.

AXIOMS OF A NEW MODEL OF
SCIENCE

Let us now portray more fully the systems model of science.
Having introduced the model in chapter 1, 1 will continue with
a series of axioms about science that are inherent in the model of
multilevel experiencing.

Axiom one: Science is an aclion-project requiring the develop-
ment of consciousness by individual scientists for success and
thus if truly pursued, is in conflict with the mystery-mastery
process.

To accord with this perspective, scientific knowledge would be
introduced to the nonconscious apprentice scientist in a manner
elucidating the interrelation of increasing knowledge about the
world out there and increasingly accurate self-awareness (requir-
ing contact with consciousness and the ability to translate its in-
tuitions into analogical thoughts). An impressionistic measure of
how distant contemporary science is from this model of science is
how unclear this interrelation is in most disciplines and method-
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ologies. The succeeding axioms describe further implications ot
this concept of science.

Axiom two: There is no such thing as an empirical fact apart
Jrom a structural (theoretical) organization which defines it as
such.

This proposition derives from the view that analogous struc-
tures in system and environment are required for information to
be defined as such and transferred (see chapter 1). It shows that
the project of verifying theories through their ability 1o predict
empirical facts is partial at best, since theory (and, more gener-
ally, the whole way the scientist structures his studies) ultimately
defines the facts. Empirical testing may be able to eliminate inco-
herent theories but cannot alone verify the perspectives of those
which are predictive (e.g., cognitive dissonance). Such theories
must also be tested against conscious intuitions. Otherwise, the
theory, out of touch with consciousness, cannot possibly account
for the structural organization of the empirical facts. Conflicts be-
tween different predictive theories will be irresolvable under
these conditions, as Russell amusingly documents in the clash be-
tween behaviorist and Gestalt learning theories:

One may say broadly that all the animals that have been carefully ob-
served have behaved so as to confirm the philosophy in which the ob-
server believed before his observations began. Nay, more, they have all
displayed the national characteristics of the observer. Animals studied
by Americans rush about frantically, with an incredible display of hus-
tle and pep, and at last achieve the desired result by chance. Animals
observed by Germans sit still and think, and at last evolve the situa-
tion out of their inner consciousness. . . . 1 observe, however, that the
type of problem which a man naturally sets to an animal depends
upon his own philosophy, and that this probably accounts for the dif-
ferences in the results (1927, pp. 32-33).

Axiom three: Scientific information is not d passive, neutral
phenomenon that is instrumental to any kind of action, but

rather directly derives from and sustains a given aclion-orienta-
tion. '

This proposition derives from the function of information in
orienting a system’s operations in the environment, requiring a
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concomitant sense of conscious purpose and behavioral goal on
the part of the system. A number of other writers, not using the
systems model, have regarded knowledge as fundamentally for ac-
tion (MacMurray, 1953; Polanyi, 1958). The validity of any sup-
posed piece of scientific information depends upon its being an
authentic transformnation of a conscious purpose through a
theory. From this perspective the validity of all current scientific
facts is highly questionable, since their properties as transforma-
tions of conscious purposes are not only not specified but actually
denied (e.g., Bruner, as quoted).

Axiom four: Knowledge cannot characterize self and world
separately, but rather characterizes self in relation to world.

This proposition follows from the second and third because
knowledge is defined by the analogy between system and envi-
ronmental structures and because a system itself is defined in part
by its boundary and exchange with the environment. The propo-
sition must be recognized not merely as a formal one to be taken
into account in theoretical models of knowledge, but also as an
existential one whenever a person is engaged in studying some.
thing or attempting to relate what he has learned to others. Be-
cause of its personal quality, knowledge must be formulated so as
to adhere to the conditions of enhancing, unambiguous feedback
developed in chapter 1 and so as to disclose the relationship be-
tween investigator and investigated.

Axiom five: The distinction between the inner, subjective
world and the outer, objective world is relative, at most. It
holds at the bodily (behavioral) level. One’s conscious and
structural levels, however, are not integumented; rather, they
interpenetrate behavioral-level boundaries (e.g., thoughis inter-
penetrate bodies).

This proposition derives from my particular formulation of
the interrelation of systems levels (chapter 1). The concept of in-
terpenetration of levels (suggested in such works as Fink, 1966;
Ouspensky, 1949; White, 1g40; Yogananda, 1968) is not familiar
1o social science, which, with its heavy emphasis on empirical
measurement, has paid litde attention to the qualitative differ-
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ence between thought and behavior, not 1o mention the differ-
ence between consciousness and thought. However, some such
concept is needed to begin to account systematically for what has
variously been called empathic cognizance (Carson, tg6g), intui-
tive knowledge (Cohn, 1968; Suzuki, 1955), knowledge by “in-
dwelling” (Polanyi, 1958), recognition of 1 through Thou
(Buber, 1965), extrasensory perception (Rhine, 1947; Jung, 1g61), |
or precognition (Priestley, 1964). All of these terms signily a type
of knowledge that exceeds behavioral cues and hence is regarded
with suspicion by many behavioral scientists. But, as Northrop
has argued (1959, p. 126), even the most rigorously controlled
physical experiment involves this kind of knowledge, since its
formulation is guided by concepts which, by virtue of being con-
cepts, are not empirical operations but rather defined by their re-
lation to other concepts, and are crucial to the conclusions scien-
tists draw from their empirical data (see also Blalock and
Blalock, 1968).

Northrop and Blalock and Blalock conclude that there is, in
the nature of things, an inevitable gap between concept and
datum. The systems model adds that there is afso an interaction
between the two (and all) levels—the tracing of which would re-
veal the organizing dynamics of the universe. The difference be-
tween concept and datum appears to be a bothersome gap be-
cause the hypothetico-deductive model used by contemporary
science cannot gain access to the dynamics of interlevel transfor-
mations. The hypothetico-deductive model involves focusing
from theory (and other aspects of a study’s structure that usually
remain implicit) to datum (behavioral level) without relerence to
intuitive consciousness. The datum is the object of attention for
the nonconscious scientist and his structural organization shapes
the datum subsidiarily, distinguishing it from the ground or
field. The interaction between the structural and behavioral lev-
els cannot be appropriated at those two levels because “we can-
not look at our standards in the process of using them, for we
cannot attend focally to elements that are used subsidiarily for
the purpose of shaping the present focus” (Polanyi, 1958, p. 183).
Consequently, the world is viewed as out there at the end of
one's perceptual focus, as accessible only on the behavioral level.
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The implicit organizing work of the structural, subsidiary atien-
tion is represented, partially at most, through theory. And the
conscious intuition or intentional awareness, which, being a dif-
ferent kind of sight from focal atiention, can interpenetrate the
levels of structure and behavior and thus see their interaction, is
left out of account aliogether. As a result, the nonconscious scien-
tist overlooks and does not report such intuitive facts as the inter-
action between his structural and behavioral levels, or his iner-
action at the behavioral level with what he sees (Argyris, 1967;
Friedman, 1g67; Rosenthal, 1966), or his and his subjects’ mutual
interpenetration by language, in the case of social science (Lan-
ger, 1967). |

Conscioustiess that is impartially interpenetrating different
men is their only basis for common, objective knowledge. Their
bodies and behaviors are bound to be different, and men's struc-
tures will to some extent reflect these behavioral dilferences in
their organization. Hence, structurally, others’ behavior will be
at least to some extent alien to one (that is, the other person’s be-
havior will to some extent be incomprehensible, irrational, or
distorted by one’s own, different way of structuring behavior).
Persons can therefore be genuinely and fully related only
through conscious appropriation of their own and one another’s
interlevel dynamics that result in particular behaviors. Perma-
nently conscious persons would agree about the objective mean-
ing of one another’s behavior, for consciousness is not committed
to or biased by a given person’s particular structure, but rather
impartially interpenetrates his and others’ structures and behav-
iors.

Paradoxically, from the point of view of our juxtaposition of
the public and private realms of our lives, consciousness is simul-
taneously necessary for personal autonomy and common among
persons. Its presence is thus crucial at one and the same time for
attaining objectivity, intersubjectivity, and subjectivity. These
three modes are not hostile but complementary. The supposed
objectivity which the hypothetico-deductive model of science op-
poses to supposed subjectivity finds no epistemological or onto-
logical grounding, since it takes the world of appearances for
granted (Husserl, 1g62), takes it as the only level of reality (limit-
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ing reality, in Heidegger's terms, to the ontic level), and does not
account for the scientist’s subjective commitment to the scientific
project of objectivity (Polanyi, 1958).

Axiom six: Abstractions at the level of thought cannot encom-
pass human activity because thought, feeling, and sensation {o-
gether organize activity at the behavioral level, and their or-
ganization, in turn, is accessible only to a higher level of organ-
ization, that is, to consciousness.

This proposition derives from the analysis in chapter 1 of the
ineffectiveness of attempts by thought alone to create accurate
images of oneself and the world. It has also been foreshadowed
by the elaboration of the fifth axiom. But in focusing on the ca-
pacity of thought for reflecting reality, the sixth axiom permits
us to identify a point at which Western psychologists and philos-
ophers have bulwarked the hypothetico-deductive model of sci-
ence and differed fundamentally from the implications of the
model of science here introduced. They have tended to view logi-
cal abstraction as a higher stage of thought than immediate intu-
ition. For example, Northrop (1959) has viewed the Eastern em-
phasis on immediate apprehension by intuition as equivalent to
the Western positivist attempt to restrict the whole of reality to
the behavioral level. Likewise, as already noted in chapter 2,
Waulawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1967) have viewed intuitive,
“analogical” thought as more primitive than abstract, logical,
“digital” thought. These perspectives are at variance both with
the remarkable inner disciplines that seem to be necessary in
Eastern schools to realize immediate consciousness (indicating
that it is anything but primitive) and with the model of human
systems here presented that suggests that analogical thought is
the congruent transformation of conscious intuitions, whereas
logic is the internal elaboration of thought. Thus, this model
views analogical thought (the third kind of thought described in
chapter 2) as requiring a higher level of systems evolution than
logical thought (the second kind, in chapter 2).

Axiom seven: A primary characteristic of the mutual interac-
tion of systems is their highest level of organization relative to
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one another, and this relativity determines the quality of data
available 1o each regarding the other.

Boulding (1968), Koestler (1945), and Teilhard de Chardin
(1959) have already advanced the proposition that different levels
of organization characterize different phenomena and are crucial
to understanding them. The methods of contact and exchange of
information (and the nature of the information) between man
and various systems of different levels of organization (e.g. galax-
ies, animals, molecules) presumably vary and would differentiate
fields of inquiry.

This axiom opens the way to clarification of some perplexing
epistemological problems in the competition between neurology
and depth psychology for primacy in describing what goes on in-
side a man’s brain-mind. Are brain and mind the same thing?
How do they intersect? This axiom tells us that the answers to
these questions will not be found by concentrating harder on
neurological or psychological data, but rather by becoming
aware of the effect of the system that perceives on the nature of
the data perceived.

This axiom can also serve to dispel the notion that a model
such as systems theory represents a single monolithic methodol-
ogy. a notion that sometimes results from its superimposition
upon existing bodies of knowledge in various fields to show that
it can organize them more satislactorily than the preexisting
framework. This kind of superimposition is possible precisely be-
cause systems theory is really a meta-theory, 2 model, rather than
a logical theory. Its axioms initially concern the intuitive unity
of knowledge, but as they are elaborated they begin to point to
different fields and methodologies, as this axiom does.

Having characterized the contemporary paradigm of science
and the systems model of science, 1 shall now turn to a more spe-
cific discussion of their differences with respect to the social sci-
ences. The discussion will, in turn, prepare the ground for the
application to this study of still more specific guidelines for so-
cial scientific inquiry.
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HOW CONTEMPORARY SCIENCE CONTRIBUTES
TO SOCIAL IRRATIONALITY

The discussion can begin with an example of the effects of
treating social scientific knowledge as though it applied 10 a
world out there that was essentially unrelated to the observer.
Whenever knowledge is presented in this way, its accuracy about
whatever it characterizes “out there in the world” only serves to
contribute to the actor’s blindness to the ways in which his own
action also manifests the very problem he is setting about correct-
ing out there. For example, Ichheiser (1968) has suggested that
such social phenomena as stereotypes, prejudices, ideologies, and
aggression result not only from projection, whereby we see and
condemn in others what is actually in ourselves and not in them,
but also from what he calls the “mote-beam mechanism,”
whereby what we see in others is actually valid but we overlook
that it also exists concomitantly in ourselves. The problem is al-
ways felt to be out there, and more accurate, more scientific anal-
ysis of the world out there serves increasingly to confirm for the
person who would act on this knowledge that the problem is in-
deed (wholly) out there. What the mote-beam mechanism pro-
tects the scientist (and others who use the knowledge) from
seeing, in terms of the theory I have advanced, is the fact of his
own nonconscious and therefore incomplete state (despite his
knowledge) and its contribution to social irrationality.

One consequence of the underlying but false commonsense as-
sumption that knowledge is about a world “out there” is thau all
action to correct social irrationality, based on the knowledge
which is in turn based on these assumptions, must be ineffective.
It will always bhe directed away from onesell and externalized.
Technology—the essence of that which is directed away from
oneself and externalized—thus becomes a prime instrument in
the combat against social irrationality in the modern, scientilic
state. And, in keeping with his view of his instruments and meth-
ods as value-free and neutral, the scientist often proclaims tech-
nology to be value-free (McDermott, 196g), thus consistently ob-
scuring its human function of concealing our nonconsciousness,
which is in fact the source of social irrationality.
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A more restricted example of current scientific thought will
also show how its definition of rational social action actually
feeds social irrationality. Bartos (1967) supposes that a piece of
research, known to a negotiator, shows that socially mature nego-
tiators will tend to make more concessions than immature nego-
tiators. The negotiator also discovers that he will be facing an-
other socially mature negotiator in an upcoming negotiation. He
concludes that he will get a better bargain for his client in this
case by not making concessions. If the other negotiator is also
aware of this research and adopls the same strategy, several re-
sults follow: (1) it will no longer be empirically true that these
socially mature negotiators make more concessions than imma-
ture negotiators;: (2) both of their ctrategies will fail to yield the
expected results; and (3) neither one is likely to end up with a
better bargain for his client. This possible series of events seems
to indicate that the application of scientific knowledge to action
is directly dysfunctional and increases the irrationality of the re-
sulting behavior.

Let us examine more carefully why this is the case. Bartos uses
this hypothetical situation to argue that empirical knowledge
based on descriptive theory indicates constraints on persons’
choices, but not criteria for making better choices. Instead, nor-
mative theory, such as games theory, is offered as an analysis of
rational social solutions in conflict situations. According to the
scientific paradigm | have outlined, however, this distinction be-
tween descriptive and normative knowledge does not hold up be-
cause all knowledge is aimed toward increasing the probability of
effective systems action. Let us return to the hypothetical exam-
ple and to games theory to see why both their definitions of
“rational” lead to irrational action.

We find that the negotiators’ action-decisions in the hypotheti-
cal situation inciuded characteristics not directly determined by
the scientific knowledge, but nevertheless implied by omission.
Each negotiator decided to exploit the other with his knowledge,
rather than 0 understand himself better. In other words, each
decided to view his self-interest as exclusive of the other's rather
than as mutwally interpenetrating, and each decided to apply the
knowledge 1o the other rather than to himsell. (lronically, the
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piece of knowledge itselt {which results from an actual study] in-
dicates that the more mature negotiator intuitively recognizes
that his self-interest does interpenetrate the other’s.) These as-
pects of their decisions are to be expected of nonconscious sys-
tems, which appropriate their mutual interpenetration incom-
pletely at best and which operate according to the mote-beam
mechanism. Thus, the difficulties ol the negotiators are created
not by the content of the knowledge itself, but rather by the as-
sumptions about its use which its formulation permits and which
their cognitive-emotional-sensory structure leads them to make.

According to Bartos, the function of games theory, being a
normative theory, is to specify rational action, so we would ex-
pect it to avoid the false assumptions inherent in the formulation
and application of the descriptive knowledge in the hypothetical
case just discussed. When we turn to games theory, however, we
find that its basic theoretical structure accords with the social as-
sumptions that led the hypothetical negotiators to attempt to ex-
ploit one another. Games theory defines each player’s rational
sell-interest as exclusive of the other's and directs the player to-
ward maximizing his self-interest as currently conceived, rather
than toward possibly understanding himself better (Rapaport,
1966). Shepard (1965) has suggested that this concept of rational-
ity is common to many current economic, political, psychologi-
cal, and sociological theories. Thus, the use of games theory
would tend to result in the same difficulties which the hypotheti-
cal negotiators experienced, the same social irrationality.

VERIFICATION OF AXIOMS AS A
SCIENTIFIC TASK

Games theory can serve further as an example of how a theory
derived from the hypothetico-deductive model: can obscure the
human potential for discovering, changing, or verilying axioms,
treating them instead as elements to be taken for granted. 1
noted (first and fifth axioms) that because scientists do not now
form a consciously intentional community, scientific knowledge is
neither objectively nor intersubjectively grounded. Yet, by the
rules of science as presently defined, current science is objective.
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Only as scientists themselves develop consciousness will the mean-
ing of objectivity change for them. Scientists will change their ax-
ioms defining social reality and objectivity from those inherent in
the mystery-mastery structure to those which are grounded in
consciousness. The structural “rules of the game” will thereby
change. Such a change cannot occur within the framework of
games theory as it is presently formulated. It does not allow for
changes in the rules—game structures are defined as fixed and
beyond the control of the players. 'T'hus, the axioms upon which
each game structure is bhased are unchallengeable and unverifi-
able within the context of the game. Again, by omission, a process
critical to greater social rationality is discouraged by a current
theoretical formulation. (Here 1 might remind the reader that it
is in the study of experiential learning itsell that the human po-
tential for recognizing, verifying, and changing the rules of a
game is increasingly being recognized, as described in chapter 2,
pages 4%-45.)

The verification of its axioms thus emerges as a major problem
for science, particularly since this aspect of verification has not
been attended to in the hypothetico-deductive model. That veri-
fication of its axioms is a problem for science has been recognized
before, but no model of science has been presented wherein this
problem can be formulated as a positive task. For example, Rog-
ers (in Rogers and Skinner, 1956) has attempted a move similar
to Rartos’ division of normative and descriptive theory, in order
to highlight the scientist’s [reedom of choice and action-orienta-
tion. He maimains that

In any scientific endeavor—whether “pure” or applied science—there is
a prior subjective choice of the purpose or value which that scientific
work is perceived as serving. This subjective value choice which brings
the scientific endeavor into being must aiways lie outside of that en-
deavor and can never become a part of the science involved in that en-
deavor (p. 1062).

The difficulty with Rogers's formulation is that we have already
shown in the preceding pages that the contemporary scientist be-
gins with certain “prior, subjective,” commonsense action-values
and perceptual assumptions about the world that influence his
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theorizing but are false. If these values and assumptions are to be
treated as the scientist’s purely subjective attributes which “must
always lie outside” scientific investigation, then there is no possi-
bility of achieving an objective science. 1 would agree with Rog-
ers, however, that these values and assumptions are not accessible
to scientific method as it is currently forinulated, since it divides
the scientist in two—separating the subjective from the objective,
the actor from the observer—and attends only to his charac-
teristics as an objective observer in a scientific study. By contrast,
the systems model I am proposing does not recognize this duality
as final.

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL VALIDITY

Verifying axioms corresponds to what is more commonly called
establishing the external validity of a study, except that the term
“external” aptly betrays the misapprehension of contemporary
science about this process. External validity is conventionally
contrasted to internal validity (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). In-
ternal validity derives [rom designing, executing, and analyzing a
study so as to avoid systematic distortion of empirical data. Ex-
ternal validity, however, supposedly derives from studying a rep-
resentative sample of people, so that the results of the study may
be generalized across all persons. The trouble is that generaliza-
tion from a particular sample to the population at large is impos-
sible in principle. Thus, no study ever succeeds in achieving “ex-
ternal” validity.

There are two interconnected reasons why it is impossible to
establish external validity by the hypothetico-deductive model of
science. The first is that, “whereas the problems of internal valid-
ity are solvable within the limits of the logic of probability statis-
tics, the problems of external validity are not logically solvable
in any neat, conclusive way. Generalization always turns out to
involve extrapolation into a realm not represented in one’s sam-
ple” (Campbell and Swuanley, 1963, p. 187). Thus, neither logic
nor empirical support of a hypothesis by a given sample ever per-
mits generalization beyond that sample on logical grounds.
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The second reason for the inaccessibility of external validity 10
the hypothetico-deductive model of science is the misconception
of what can be generalized. The generalizations that that model
attempts are about reality at the behavioral level, at the level of
manifestation, as though it were the single and inclusive reality.
But the model of science here proposed suggests that empirical
realities are unspecifiable apart from logical theories and intui-
tive models, which are not mere abstractions but represent levels
of reality different from the empirical reality. Consequently, the
essential, general characteristics of any one level cannot be deter-
mined apart from its interactions with the levels above and
below it and its organizing characteristics in comparison with
other levels. The inevitable contradictions which result from
treating different levels of reality as one level have been recog-
nized intellectually in the fields of symbolic logic, linguistics, and
human action (Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson, 1967).

To put this point another way, I have shown in earlier exam-
ples (e.g., the negotiators, and games theory) that the very at-
tempt o lormulate theories on the basis of what statistically
appears to be the case at the behavioral level, without reference
to the intuitively verifiable fact of intentional consciousness, inev-
itably leads to partial and distorted 1heories rather than to theo-
ries of general validity. Or, in still another formulation, the
generalizability of scientific findings depends not only on
congruence between the surrounding empirical conditions of the
sample tested and the conditions of the sample 1o which someone
hopes to apply the knowledge, but also on the cougruence be-
tween the intuitive action-aims in both cases and on the authen-
ticity of 1the transformation between the inwitive and the empiri-
cal in the study.

In short, it is the introduction of the intuitive element of
knowledge by the paradigm of science lormulated here that gives
this new paradigm access 10 the external validity of a study. At
the same time, the task of establishing external validity becomes
reformulated as the task of verifying intuitive axioms, for valid
intuitions are precisely what are applicable to other moments
and situations when they occur.



78 Model of experviential learning

GUIDELINES FOR SCIENTIFIC
SOCIAL INQUIRY

A number of more specific guidelines for the vesearcher of
human events can be constructed on the basis of the seven ax-
ioms and the foregoing discussion. As I present the guidelines, I
shall also discuss how this work attempts to meet them. Some
readers may prefer simply to glance over the underlined guide-
lines and examine them in greater detail afier completing the
book. Much of the discussion of how this work seeks to meet the
guidelines refers to future chapters and may be more meaningful
alter the reader is familiar with them.

Guideline one: The researcher must apply all three elements of
knowledge to the same action-study.

All three processes operate continuously. 'T'o take any of them
for granted is necessarily to distort one’s observation and concep-
tualization, to obscure the transformations among the three levels
represented by the three terms of knowledge: intuition—
consciousness; logic—structure; empirical evidence—behavior.

I attempt to realize this guideline here by formulating an intu-
itive model of learning (chapters 1 and 2), a series of logically
distinct theoretical categories (chapter 6), and an empirically reli-
able and valid behavior-scoring procedure (chapters 7, 8, and g).

Guideline two: The methods themselves must be recognized as
provisional and as mutually modifying insofar as the scientist
has not yet achieved permanent consciousness.

The application of this guideline in this book is recognizable
in two broad ways. First, the inwuitive model of learning pre-
sented in chapter 1 is gradually derived by attempting 10 explain
the empirical paradox that experiential learning is resisted by
human beings even though it appears to be beneficial for them.
The emergent maodel is partly elaborated, partly validated, by
logical deductions from it, which help to reconcile inconsistencies
in existing theories. Thus, the empirical and logical methods
serve to modily the intuitive model.
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In the second place, the empirical methodology of the scoring
procedure (chapter 7) is quite obviously interpenetrated by logi-
cal and intuitive judgments by the scorers, based on the theory
and model.

Guideline three: A methodology for a specific study is fully de-
fined only when it is velated to the vesearcher’s action-aim, his
degree of conscious development, and the topic in question.

My action-aim in this book derives from the interaction of
three elements, as far as 1 am aware: (1) my understanding of my
life-aim as reconciling man (mysell) to his real possibilities,
rather than leaving him (me) behind as I (that part of me with
which 1 idemtify) explore ahead; (2) my sense of my current lim-
its at the structural level that make me a more competent theo-
rizer and observer of events and relations than actor with others;
and (3) my behavioral goal of completing a limited Ph.D. disser-
tation that would be satisfactory to my faculty—the dissertation
having formed the basis for this book. '

These three elements derive, in turn, from my experiences and
my eflorts toward consciousness in recent years. Primarily moti-
vated by the impulse to explore, four years ago I attempted to di-
rect a school that encouraged experiential learning, at a time
when | myself was searching for a personal sense of aim and lim-
its. Consequently, both my limits and those of the school were
unclear, and the resulting anxieties among the participants were
often converted into acts {ramed by the mystery-mastery mode,
rather than into acts authentically transforming a search for
higher consciousness. As for myself, 1 found that I tended to use
my own sense of inner search and incompleteness, my uncertainty
about my limits, and my ability to empathize with others’ feel-
ings, as ways of avoiding conflict (retroflecting it on myself, to
use a concept of Perls, Hefferline, and Goodman [1965]). Except
at times when the school as a whole could agree on some limit, 1
tended to feel that any particular limit was arbitrary. In practice,
this inability to reconcile my own and others’ needs for limits
with our inability to agree collaboratively on these limits often
led 10 actions remaining incomplete. Lack of completion meant
that the actions did not become clearly defined and that new ac-
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tions (for which limits might be changed) could not be started,
both results that diminished experiential learning.

It is still difficult for me to judge to what extent my retroflec-
tion of conflict and the incompleteness of many actions was a
necessary and appropriate manifestation of the school's and my
early strivings to grow down into a structural and behavioral
form and to what extent they represented an active resistance to
full learning. Whatever the judgment, it seems to me that, in the
act of this study, setting, accepting, and working within limits
has helped me to gain a more balanced perspective of human
learning. (And if this discussion, by its logical mode and lack of
mention of behavioral and emotional missteps, makes me appear
extraordinarily rational and controlled, let me add that ] strug-
gled with bad feelings concerning the issue of working within
limits for well over six months. 1 felt unwilling to accept my fac-
ulty’s influence and to change my dissertation topic from a focus
on my experience with the school.) The formulation and testing
of a behavior-scoring procedure, which comprised the initial dis-
sertation plan, was a limited act that reconciled my recent experi-
ence with current scholarly practice and emphasized my theoreti-
cal and observational abilities. Chapters such as this one, the
previous one, and chapter 5 on meditation have slyly sneaked
into the final study, despite the original, limited plan.

My past experiences have led not only to the task of this book,
but also 1o its topic and theoretical cmphases. For example, my
interest in finding an intuitive model to account for the deeply
internalized quality of the mystery-mastery process, although still
pointing to the possibility of conscious learning, derives from my
repeated experience at the school 1 directed of the opposition of
two fundamental ways of viewing and acting in the world—
which might be named “manipulation” and “exploration.” 1 am
hopeful that the model provides a conceptual resolution to this
dichotomy, while my struggles with the logical limits of the
book provide me with an experiential resolution to the dichot-
omy.

In chapter 6, to offer another but related example, the reader
will find me heavily emphasizing the effectiveness of confronta-
tion in interpersonal relations. This emphasis derives in large
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part from listening 1o tapes of my own behavior as director of
the school and hearing what 1 did not do, time after time, when
there were differences within a group. My inability to confront
others at appropriate moments, rather than always being suppor-
tive or sell-disclosing, helped make it inevitable that manipula-
tion would be used to set limits and reach conclusions at the
school.

Guideline four: The intuitive, logical, and empirical elements
of knowledge can be distinguished not only for the content of
a particular scientific project, but also for the mode and intent
of a project. The relative emphases of a given project must be
made explicit'if the extent and limits of its validity are to be
appreciated.

The distinctions and interpenetrations of the three terms of
knowledge in the content of this book have already been traced
in reference to the first two guidelines. In terms of mode, the
overwhelming emphasis of this study falls upon the elaboration
of a way of thinking about experiential learning and scientific in-
quiry. Its analysis of events focuses upon patterns of thought of
other scientists (in chapter 1 and this chapter), patterns of
thought about interlevel interactions (chapter 5), and patterns
of thought about behavior (comparison of scoring procedure to
members’ perceptions, chapter g). My own action is confined to
the presentation of thought—to this writing. Thus, the logical
clement of knowledge dominates the mode of presentation,
whereas the intuitive model and explorations and the empirical
findings dominate the content of the study.

This emphasis on a way of thinking about behavior, relations,
and intuitive axioms is close 1o current assumptions about what
science is, but it is only one of several modes possible for con-
scious science. ‘T'he two other primary modes of conscious science
are touched upon in this study but are not fully developed be-
cause of my limited capabilities, the limits of my goal in writing
the book, and the limits of what is currently recognized as sci-
ence. One mode attempts to awaken the scientist and his col-
leagues to fuller experiential awareness. This mode is reported in
chapter 5 in terms of the guided meditations and is actively at-
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tempted in the short reading experiments offered the reader on
pages 1067 of that chapter.

‘The other mode attempts to organize people to participate in
the scientilic search for truth. This mode is touched upon in
chapter 7 and 8 in the discussion of training the other two
scorers and in the allusion to the selection of members for the
two groups stacdied. The exigencies of such organizing are also
touched upon by the questions at the end of chapter 5.

‘The scientist retains a particular concern to make these two
modes—awakening and organizing—comprehensible to, and ver-
ifiable by, others, but even this particular concern cannot be real-
ized without extensive exploration of how to act in and describe
events framed by the intuitive and practical modes.

In plain language, conscious scientific investigation requires re-
ligious experience and discipline, on the one hand, and political
organizing, on the other. Contemporary science maintains the il-
lusion of neutrality toward religion and politics only by refusing
to recognize the challenge of verilying its intuitive axioms and by
reducing politics to the routine administration of questionnaire-
mailings and data computations (Laing, 1967; Mannheim, 1936).

The model presented here reopens the question of the active
relationship of religion and politics to science. At the same time,
the logical mode of the doctoral thesis has restricted the investi-
gation of this relationship to currently acknowledged patterns of
writing and procedure. Since the modes of intuitive awakening
and political organizing consonant with the scientific process of
verification of conclusions are little known, less reporled, and
still less recognized as relevant to the development of current
science, it would be unfortunate if the congruence in mode of
this particular example of the new paradigm ol science with the
mode of the currently predominant paradigm were interpreted as
indicating the limits of the new paradigm as a whole. 1 hope the
exposition in these pages will help to avert this result.

Guideline five: At the outset of exploration within the para-
digm of conscious science, knowledge, to be accurate, must be
Jormulated so as to indicate the mystery which yet surrounds
i, in particular the complementarity between the growing
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self-awareness on the part of the scientist and the increasing ac-
curacy of his knowledge.

This study attempts to fulfill this guideline by its formulation
of the model from which the guideline derives, as well as by its
discussion of the limits of the study in relation to the other
guidelines.

Guideline six: The researcher must distinguish among three
general topics of social scientific study, whether at the individ-
ual, group, organizational, or social scale: the mystery-mastery
process, experiential learning, and conscious action.

Social science up to the present has focused predominantly
upon study of the mystery-mastery process, inevitably somewhat
misconceptualizing it within the total context of human possibili-
ties, since social science has not recognized it as merely one of
three general human possibilities and has therefore taken for
granted certain distorting assumptions of the mystery-mastery
process itself. The paradigm of science presented here indicates
that the framework of the mystery-mastery process cannot be clar-
ified except insofar as the investigator himself attains the perspec-
tive of contact with intuitive consciousness through experiential
learning. On the other hand, the process of conscious action is
unspecifiable except by a fully formed, permanently conscious sci-
entist, so at present its methods and manilestations remain al-
most wholly shrouded. This overview indicates that the topic of
experiential learning currently stands as the central challenge
and most fruitful concern for the social scientist, both in terms of
his personal prol"essional development and in terms of the ad-
vancement of social science as an emerprlse

The foreguing discussion of the relationship of this s(udy to
the six guidelines attempts to provide a brief and impressionistic
model of the kind of procedure necessary to establish the effec-
tiveness and comprehensiveness—the external validity—of a
study. The comments merely illustrate the guidelines and there-
fore only hint at how this study fits into a general framework of
knowledge. But the general framework is itsell no more than
hinted at by the seven axioms at the outset of this chapter. Being
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by no means fully conscious (that is, in regular touch with intui-
tion), 1 would be presumptuous to attempt to be precise about a
framework that must, finally, be intuitive and inwuitively verifi-
able.

In general terms, then, this study has a higher likelihood of
presenting a valid way of thinking about learning and science
than have studies within the hypothetico-deductive model, since
this way of thinking is overtly connected to both the level above
thought (intuition) and the level below thought (behavior).
Given the derivation of a reliable and internally valid behavior-
scoring procedure, this study can be said to present a generally
valid way of thinking about intuition, thought, and behavior,
since this way of thinking permits the study to reflect the trans-
formation of an intuitive model into consistently discriminable
patterns of behavior.

What is generalizable from this study is not a scientific way of
intuiting or a scientific way of behaving, but only a scientific way
of conceptualizing intuition and behavior.



I1

APPROACHES TO THE PHENOMENON OF
EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING

The following three chapters explore and develop two ap-
proaches to studying the phenomenon of learning from experi-
ence, the phenomenological approach and the empirical.

1f learning from experience involves conscious appropriation of
the interaction among one’s structure, one’s behavior, and the
world outside, then to study only others’ behavior as part of the
world outside—that is, merely to adopt an empirical
methodology-—would be to distance oneself {from the phenome-
non in question. All interactions among consciousness, cognitive-
emotional-sensory structure, and one’s own behavior would have
to be inferred rather than directly observed. By contrast, the
phenomenological method of observing one’s own inner process
makes possible the direct observation of the phenomenon of
learning from experience. Thus, in theory, the phenomenological
method ought to be more potent and appropriate for this study.
In practice, however, people’s lack of training in self-observation
while in action poses an obstacle to obtaining full and valid data
by the phenomenological method. Consequently, I will use both
approaches in this study.

Chapter 4 presents a more detailed comparison of the two
methods, giving special consideration to the less familiar pheno-
menological method.

Chapter 5 describes the phenomenological process and findings
of a group of my friends who atempted to identily the quality of
consciousness in themselves and to observe the interaction among
levels of their experience.
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Chapter 6 develops a series of theoretical categories for inter-
preting verbal behavior, based on the model of learning. It then
exemplifies the categories by clinical analyses of verbal behavior
in different settings, in order to distinguish between verbal he-
havior conducive and not conducive to experiential learning.
The theoretical categories, in turn, become the basis {or a quanti-
tative behavior-scoring procedure, the reliability and validity of
which ave established in chapters 7, 8 and g. That is, the theo-
retical categories represent inferences about a person’s inner pro-
cesses as reflected by his various behaviors, which can be mea-
sured empirically.



Chapter Four

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL VERSUS THE
EMPIRICAL APPROACH

To set oul to learn about learning from experience has so clearly
a circular quality to it that the project poses the question, From
what perspective shall we learn about learning? Merely to adopt
a perspective without such questioning would be to presume that
we know already (although we claim only to be learning) how to
learn about learning. ,

The simplest resolution to this confusing circularity is to adopt
two different perspectives of study. Then, if the results based on
both perspectives confirm the model of learning presented here,
our confidence in it can be infinitely greater than if we used but
one approach.

The two most general, divergent perspectives that command
respect as scientific approaches in the West are phenomenology
and empiricism. Empiricism is by-far the more familiar of the
two to most social scientists; phenomenology is both more recent
in origin (having been introduced by Husserl in the early years
of this century) and more often considered part of the realm of
philesophy. Approaches similar to or derived from phenomenol-
ogy have marked four relatively limited strands of social science:
(1) introspectionist psychology, which died a quick death before
Husserl's efforts to describe subjective experience became widely
known: (2) symbelic interactionism, a branch of sociology in-
spired in part by Alfred Schutz (1966, 1967), one of Husserl's stu-
dents, and popularized by Herbert Blumer (1969); (3) ethnosci-
ence, an anthropological approach that aims to describe the way
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a given culwure typically organizes knowledge (Sturtevant, 196q);
and (4) a phenomenological approach to organizational behavior,
being advocated in certain California schools of public adminis-
tration.

Despite its relatively limited impact on the social sciences,
Husserl (1962, 1g65) maintains that phenomenology is fundamen-
tally more scientific than empiricism because it takes nothing for
granted, whereas empiricism takes for granted both the world out
there and the scientist’s ability to perceive that world, exempting
these assumptions from study.

Let us more carefully contrast the Husserlian phenomeno-
logical approach with the empirical approach.

CONTRASTS BETWEEN THE TWO
APPROACHES

Whereas the empirical approach strives to determine patterns
in the world outside, the phenomenological approach suggests
that the world inside shapes the world outside and that a scien-
tific study of phenomena must consequently begin with an analy-
sis of the world inside, that is, with an analysis of subjective (per-
sonal or cultural) processes of patterning external phenomena.

From this common proposition the Husserlian and social
scientific strands of phenomenology have tended to proceed in
different directions. Whereas Husserl strives to attain and de-
scribe a pure consciousness which brackets one’s everyday as-
sumptions about phenomena in the world outside and thus gives
access to the phenomena as they really are in themselves, the so-
cial scientific strands of phenomenology have tended more
toward describing the assumptions made by different persons and
cultures about the world outside. In other words, whereas Hus-
serl strives toward a subjective, normative method for arriving at
the objective, empirical world, social scientific phenomenologists
tend to strive toward an objective, empirical method for arriving
at the subjective, normative world.

1 will avempt a third kind of project: to use a subjective
method to study the world inside (thereby approximating Hus-
serl’s practice of phenomenology) and an empirical method to
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study the world outside, the aimn being to verify as objective the
normative model informing both methods.

The phenomenological approach demands of the scientist that
he study his inner subjective experience directly. By contrast, the
empirical approach studies externally observable behavior and
infers subjective experience theoretically (if at all).

The empirical approach can be unobstrusive; that is, measure-
ments of natural behavior can occur without subjects being
aware that they are objects of study (e.g., a conversation pre-
served with a hidden tape recorder [Webb et al., 1g66]). By con-
trast, in the phenomenological approach the observed party is
necessarily aware of the observer, since they are one and the
same. Thus, the extent to which the measurement itselfl influ-
ences the measured phenomenon always presents itsell as a ques-
tion. (This question also arises in the case of obtrusive empirical
measures such as questionnaires and interviews.)

Another aspect of the dilference between the two approaches is
that the phenomenological approach is necessarily dependent for
data upon the subjective report of the investigator, and such re-
ports are liable to cognitive, emotional, or linguistic distortions
of what he has actually observed. By contrast, empirical measures
that are unobtrusive or that measure behavior directly are not
liable to this kind of distortion.

Empirical measures are, however, liable to sensory distortions
of various kinds (e.g., subjects misreading instructions, tape re-
corders malfunctioning, researchers miscounting results), whereas
phenomenological investigation does not directly involve percep-
tions of the outside world.

Finally, by its direct access to intuitions the phenomenological
approach makes second-order theories (e.g.. models or axioms) ca-
pable of verification, whereas the empirical approach can verify
only hypotheses concerning the world outside.

Several of the enumerated contrasts could be said to give the
phenomenological approach an edge over the unobtrusive or be-
havioral, empirical approach: the lack of assumptions, the lack of
possible sensory distortion, and the potential for verilying sec-
ond-order theories. Other considerations favor an unobtrusive,
behavioral, empirical approach: the lack of possible linguistic



90 Approaches to experiential learning

distortion, and the lack of possible distortion due to the research
instrument itself. In general, however, the two approaches study
different levels of experience, and their advantages and disadvan-
tages derive from their distinct concerns. In this respect, it makes
no sense o speak of one approach as more scientific than the
other.

Husser]l was never able to show satisfactorily that a state ol
awareness could be achieved wherein the world outside as seen
by oneself becomes equivalent to the world outside as it really is.
Thus, phenomenology must be described as concerning itself
with direct observation of subjective experience—with the inter-
action of consciousness, cognitive-emotional-sensory structure,
one’s own behavior, and the world outside as seen by oneself.
Consequently, it makes possible the direct verification of a model
such as the one proposed here (i.e., the very concept of four levels
of experience). ‘I'he empirical approach concerns itself with reli-
able measurement of the world outside and of behavior as part of
the world outside and, consequently, makes possible the verifica-
tion of hypotheses about relationships among aspects of the
world outside. ‘

There is also an obvious potential overlap between the two ap-
proaches. One approach studies one’s own behavior and the
world as seen by oneself, whereas the other studies behavior as
part of the world outside (or as part of the world seen by others),
as well as the world outside in general. So long as there are dis-
crepancies between one's own behavior as seen by oneself and the
same behavior as seen by others or between the world as seen by
oneself and the world outside, the genuine scientist will find it
difficult to determine what is really true, and the authentic actor
will find it difficult to be fully effective. Therefore, not just the
use of the two approaches, but more particularly the develop-
ment of a set of categories that can simultaneously guide both
phenomenological observation and empirical measurement to-
ward intersubjective reliability and validity, becomes a critical
task. Only such a set of categories could aspire to adequacy for
thinking about one’s life in the world. The present model and
the theoretical categories of verbal behavior to be presented in
chapter 6, which rest within the model, address this task, as will
be shown below.
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COMBINING THE TWO APPROACHES

To study experiential learning phenomenologically and empir-
ically required creating rather special social conditions. Since the
model of learning presented in chapter 1 suggests that experien-
tial learning is a socially rare process, it seemed necessary to cre-
ate special social conditions to assure obtaining at least some em-
pirically measurable behavior purportedly reilecting experiential
learning to contrast to other behavior purportedly not rellecting
experiential learning. Such a contrast was necessary to determine
the validity of differentiations made by a behavior-scoring proce-
dure. However, training persons to observe themselves also re-
quired special social conditions. Since 1 wished to combine the
two approaches and since the training of phenomenological ob-
servers presumably involves experiential learning, the two dis-
tinct reasons for creating special social conditions merged into
the following design: I asked two groups of persons to meet in a
series of three sessions for the purpose of learning [rom our com-
mon experience. In both cases 1 tape-recorded and transcribed
the members’ verbal behavior for later scoring by two trained
scorers and myself, using the behavior-scoring procedure presented
in chapter 6. After an initial two hours of unstructured conversa-
tion in both groups, which served to establish base learning
scores, | asked members of one group 1o participate in a series of
guided meditations 1o explore their inner experiencing and see
whether their observations confirmed categories of my model of
learning (e.g., consciousness, dilferent levels of experience, focal
versus subsidiary awareness). In the next two meetings this
group explored how to maintain an inner process of self-observa-
tion while behaving among others. Meanwhile, the other group
was striving to learn with the heip of some existing sensitivity-
training techniques. Members of both groups were asked their
perceptions of their own and others’ learning after each session.
An analysis of the data from these questionnaires was sent to the
members of each group during the course of the meetings.

The design yielded five kinds of data that could be compared:
(1) data on the process of training one group of people for phe.
nomenological investigation; (2) subjective reports of their phe-
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nomenological observations; (3) data on the process of training
scorers to use the behavior-scoring procedure reliably; (4) learn-
ing scores based on transcripts of members’ behavior in each
group at the beginning and end of the series of meetings; (5)
perceptions by members of each group of one another’s rela-
tive learning.

The two forms of “process” data (the training of phenomeno--
logical observers and the training of empirical scorers) are of
special importance to this work. Whereas in most scientific stud-
ies the arduous task of developing valid measures remains in the
background of the final report of results, in this case it belongs in
the foreground since it involves human learning, the very process
under study. Moreover, since the two forms of training both in-
volve applying concepts of the model of learning to one’s active
observation of inner or outer phenomena, rather than merely re-
flecting about the concepts, they should both yield a valid sense
of the scale of the task of using these ideas in one's daily life.

The first two kinds of data (the phenomenological) are pre-
sented and analyzed in chapter 5 as a direct test of this model of
experiential fearning. The other three (empirical) kinds of data
are presented and analyzed in chapters 7, 8, and g as a direct test
of the theoretical categories of verbal behavior in chapter 6 and,
thereby, as an indirect test of the model, since the theoretical cat-
egories are nested within the model.

We can turn now to a closer look at each approach.

THE GUIDED MEDITATIONS

The reader may well wonder why he should trust the validity
of phenomenological reports when those reports derive from in-
vestigators who are being guided and are not fully trained. Wili
the guidance and lack of training not distort the results? There
are several answers to this question: (1) guidance and lack of
training could well distort the results; (2) they will not neces-
sarily distort the results; and (3) irrespective of whether they dis-
tort the results, guidance and lack of training are necessary at-
tributes of phenomenological research at this point since it is at a
primitive stage of development as a recognized science.
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To determine whether the guidance creates conformity to my
concepts rather than genuine investigation by the group mem-
bers, we will remain alert for signs that they are parroting my
categories rather than struggling lor words appropriate to their
own experience, lor signs of unwillingness to disconfirm my de-
scriptions when they appear not to fit a member’s experience,
and for inconsistencies within and among investigators’ reports.
Conversely, we can determine whether the guidance yields any
signs of enhanced contact with subjective experience rather than
mere conformity to prescribed categories. Since I believe that the
model does accurately dillerentiate various qualities of experi-
ence, | expect that sharing its categories in a setting where others
are actively exploring inwardly will enhance a sense of individual
awareness rather than create external conformity.

The lack of training of the investigators, which makes the
guidance necessary, may distort their reports, but it also provides
another source of clinical data—the vicissitudes of their training.
This process is of particular relevance to this model of learning,
for the hypothesized, socially dominant, mysiery-mastery process
militates against inward exploration and against sharing the re-
sults of inward exploration. 'Therefore, if the process of training
reveals that the investigators find it difficult to reconcile inner
exploration and outer sharing, this result itself will serve as a
source of conlirmation for the model.

The more important question is, Why present data from un-
trained investigators in the first place? The answer is that be-
cause research at all like this has not been attempted in Ameri-
can academic psychology for the past hall century, there is no
accepted expert in this kind of introspection, nor even an ac-
cepted process for training such investigators. To have made var-
ious assumptions in training investigators and then to have pre-
sented sophisticated results of their investigations would have
heen to overleap the current frontier of scientilic research. Col-
leagues might well disown such results because they disagree with
the underlying assumptions. Consequently, the relative lack of
training of the investigators is inevitable at this stage of the re-
search.
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PREVIOUS BLOCKS TO SCIENTIFIC
INTROSPECTIONISM

It will enhance our understanding of the phenomenological
approach derived from this model of experiential learning il we
ask why earlier efforts by academic psychologists to use introspec-
tion as a data-collection method ended abruptly in failure.

Three central problems in the academic introspectionist elforts
of Titchener, Brentano, Wundi, and Kulpe around the turn of
the century, appear to have led o the demise of introspectionism
at that time (). Bakan, 1967). One problem was that to focus on
inner experience would seem to modify that experience to some
indeterminable extent, thus restricting the validity of results to
rare moments of direct introspection. A second problem was that
significant emotional experiences could not be induced at will
for study, while, at the same time, all elforts at introspection
seemed to encounter resistances in the investigators. The third
problem was that the different methods of training the investiga-
tors may have accounted for discrepancies in different scholars’
results, and no criterion existed for determining the relative va-
lidity of the various training methods.

The guided meditations and subsequent group explorations to
be described in the next chapter address these three problems. As
to modifying experience by awareness, the model of attention in-
troduced in chapter 1 holds that focal awareness, subsidiary
awareness, and intentional awareness are distinct. To focus on
one’s inner process, when that is ordinarily subsidiary, would in-
deed change the way one experiences it. In fact, even raising
one’s subsidiary attention to recognition without focusing upon it
would change the way one experiences it. Thus this model leads
us to posit, not a method for tapping one’s inner process without
influencing it, but rather a prediction that there are distinguish-
able kinds of introspective influence. Moreover, if our models of
attention, feedback, and science are at all valid, then, even
though moments of full appropriation of consciousness may ordi-
unarily be rare, they are essential to valid knowledge and effective
action. In consequence, it is not as accurate to say that the valid-



The phenomenological versus the empirical approach 95

ity of results is restricted to rare moments of introspection as it is
to say that the validity of one’s ordinary conclusions is extended
or exceeded by the results of such introspection.

The argument becomes still more persuasive when we recog-
nize that, according to the model of interacting levels of experi-
ence, awareness is an integral aspect of experience, not something
superimposed upon a preexisting experience. Thus, the issue is
not modified experience versus unmodified experience, but
rather experience in which the role of subjective awareness is con-
sciously appropriated versus experience in which the role of
subjective awareness is not appropriated (which recalls chapter 2,
page 41, where the same distinction between appropriated and
unappropriated experience arises in another context).

Actually, further work may show that it is possible to appro-
priate intentional awareness without appropriating subsidiary
bodily awareness, giving a person a kind of detached, bird's-eye
view of his ordinary focusing process without directly influencing
it. This possibility is suggested by the quality of heightened ex-:
perience reported by alienated geniuses such as Dostoevski, Nijin-
sky, T. E. Lawrence, and Nietzsche (Wilson, 1956).

In regard to the second problem—that of inducing emotional
experiences for observation while at the same time avoiding emo-
tional resistance 1o self-observation—the model of feedback in
chapter 1 specifically recognizes and explains resistance to experi-
ential learning. Such resistance is intimately connected with sig-
nificant emotional experiences, since the resistance protects as-
sumptions about onesell in action with others from existential
exposure, whereas significant emotional experiences are asso-
ciated with exposing. risking, challenging, testing, and discover-
ing authentic transformations or incongruities across levels of
onesell in action. Thus, an introspective process must aim toward
enlarging the investigator's awareness beyond the focal element if
it is to begin to yield comparative data, and such an eniargement
or deepening of awareness will in turn encounter resistance.
Again, the model leads us, not to posit some means of avoiding
the resistance, but rather to predict that resistance will be a cen-
tral phenomenon in the process of introspection. (Here we
should also recognize explicitly that “introspection” is a poor
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word for the process suggested by this model of attention, since
introspection connotes focusing inwardly at the expense of in-
volvement in, and emotion in relation to, the outside world. By
contrast, this model maintains that one's focal choices in relation
to the outside world are ultimately enhanced by raising to aware-
ness the subsidiary and intentional elements of attention.)

In regard to the possibility that differences in training may
have been responsible for different scholars’ results, the method
of training investigators is here presented rather than assumed.
As with the other two problems, my concern is not to minimize
the extent to which the method of training influences the results,
but rather to assure that the influence is of a kind that enhances
validity rather than conformity. 1 have already indicated some of
the signs that may help us to determine which kind of influence
the guidance or training actually has (p. 93).

A common theme of the previous blocks to scientific introspec-
tionism seems to be the inadequacy of the implicit model of sci-
ence guiding those efforts, which aimed at obtaining isolated,
uninfluenced, sterilized data. By contrast, my response to these
blocks strikes the theme that they represent legitimate and inves-
tigatable dilemmas, given a model of science that seeks data in
the midst of action—that strives for objective observation in the
midst of influences. The complement of this theme is that, un.
like sterilized data, the resuiting information is synchronous with
and therefore applicable to action in everyday life. '

THE BEHAVIOR-SCORING PROCEDURE

The model of learning and science presented in the first three
chapters has the same effect on the empirical approach as on the
phenomenological approach. That is, it inuences me to choose a
particular empirical method (the scoring of “natural” behavior
by trained judges), and particular categories for the resulting scor-
ing procedure. As is true for the phenomenological approach, the
theoretical categories are synchronous with, and therefore appli-
cable to, action in everyday life. Let us examine more closely
what this synchrony means and how it comes about.

First, the process of observing others’ behavior is common to
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everyone's daily life, unlike some empirical methods, such as ad-
ministering questionnaires. Second, 1 derived the theoretical cate-
gories of the scoring procedure from my efforts to observe and re-
spond eflectively to others’ behavior. (Later, within scholarly
literature I found elucidation and confirmation of some of the
categories.) Third, the analytical categories of the scoring proce-
dure nest within the model of different levels of experience, mak-
ing “empirical” observation of the world outside compatible and
continuous with “phenomenological” observation of the world
inside.

This nesting occurs as follows. T'he scoring procedure includes
three distinct but interrelated levels of analysis, corresponding to
the different levels of experience posited by the model of learn-
ing. The first level of analysis purports to describe the possible
permutations of interaction between behavior and the world out-
side. ‘These categories will he named “focal functions of behav-
ior.” The second level of analysis purports to describe the possi-
ble permutations of interaction between the structural or
subsidiary level and the level of behavior. These categories will
be named “structural modes of behavior.” Finally, the third level
of analysis purports to describe the variations in quality of be-
havior as it is or is not interpenetrated by immediate conscious-
ness; the two poles of this dimension will be named “conscious
appropriation of behavior” and “denial of responsibility for be-
havior.”

The scoring procedure thus provides synchronous categories
for thinking about one’s inner experience, thinking about one’s
behavior in the world, and thinking about others’ behavior in
the world in a way that opens toward others’ inner experience. It
is not merely an analytic tool detached from action, but also a
means of conceptualizing behavior that can aid an engaged per-
son in acting eflectively, if he can view his and others’ behavior
through this conceptual framework while in action. 'The impor-
tant point here is that the usefulness of the theoretical categories
in action is not for retiring into one's thought, rellecting about
what is happening, and then returning to the engagement with
some insightful comment. When thought is used analytically in
alternation with behavior, the amalytical categories of thought
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tend not to be the ones that actually frame the verbal behavior.
‘The theoretical categories to be presented become uselul in ac-
tion only when they have been so integrated into a person’s func-
tioning that they actually frame his perceptions and behaviors
when he is in action.

DIFFICULTIES IN TRAINING SCORERS

‘The previous comments, as well as the scale of the task of
applying three levels of analysis to each unit of verbal hehavior,
indicate that training scorers to judge behavior reliably accord-
ing to this scoring procedure represents a major investment ne-
cessitated by this approach. The scoring procedure is not opera-
tional in any simple, mechanical sense, It is not accessible to any
normal person schooled in making ordinary discriminations
among behavioral cues. Iustead, it becomes operational only
when individuals are motivated to stretch their intelligence and
human sensitivity to the utmost, not only in the process of learn-
ing the scoring procedure, but also at each instance of applying
it

This demand upon the scorers is consonant with the model of
science presented in chapter 2, which indicates that the scientist
of human events must personally develop and sustain conscious-
ness if he is to be objective. 'The demanding quality of the scor-
ing procedure may appear, however, to contradict a dictum of
the empirical approach, that the measurement process used in a
given study be replicable by other scientists. Behavior-scoring
procedures in general (Argyris, 1g6sb; Bales, 1g51; Dollard and
Auld, 1g59; Dunphy, 1968; Mann, 1966; Mills, 1964;) are some-
times criticized because the difficulties of replication tend in
practice to make them the “property” of their inventors and the
inventors’ immediate students. ‘

I do not believe these are valid grounds for criticism. There is
no reason why, in principle, scoring procedures cannot be repli-
cated. However difficult further replication may be in practice,
the very fact that a scoring procedure has been learned reliably
by several scorers exemplifies the replicability of the measure-
ment process. Further, although other empirical methods may
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make lower personal demands on the scientist interested in repli-
cation, they all assume extensive professional training of various
kinds. No measurement process is in fact replicable by the ordi-
nary, untrained citizen. In this light, objections to, and lack of
replication of, studies using behavior-scoring procedures indicates
resistance to personal (i.e., experiential) learning by scientists.
Replicability can hardly be advanced as a major issue of practice
in any event, since replication is exceedingly rare in practice
throughout the social sciences. Moreover, in my opinion the di-
rect access to behavior offered by scoring procedures, as con-
trasted to the indirect access offered by archives, questionnaires,
interviews, or impressionistic observation, more than compensates
in validity of the results for the passibly idiosyncratic categories
of a particular scoring procedure. Finally, since the scoring pro-
cedure presented in this book is derived explicitly from a model
of science considerably at variance with the contemporary model,
we should expect it to be difficult to replicate. To dismiss the
findings on the grounds of this difficulty would be tantamount to
rejecting the exploration of alternative models of science in order
to determine which is more valid.

In closing, we can see that, as they have previously been for-
mulated, the two approaches | am adopting to study learning
from experience have exemplified the polarizations in contempo-
rary science between observation and action and between subject
and object. Both approaches are modified by the model of learn-
ing and science presented here, so that they move toward inte-
grating observation and action, subject and object.



Chapter Five

ATTEMPTS AT SELF-OBSERVATION: PROCESS
AND FINDINGS

This chapter reports the events of a series of three meetings
among a group of people willing to test with me whether my
concepts of ditferent levels of experiencing feedback and different
elements of attention seemed valid inwardly and interpersonally
in terms of their experiences. What the members said during the
three meetings is treated, not as scientific data to be analyzed ac-
cording to the research design, but as scientific interpretations by
the members of the group, based on data about their internal ex-
periencing and thus not accessible by any scientific method ex-
cept introspection.

The composition of the group was homogeneous in some re-
spects, heterogeneous in others. All members were friends of
mine before the meetings, and most knew some of the others pres-
ent. Half of the group was male, half female, and twelve of the
fourteen members were married couples. All members were in
their twenties, averaging late twenties. Twelve were college grad-
uates and nine of those had done some graduate work. Fields of
academic specialization ranged from mathematics to law to reli-
gious studies to psychology to biology. Jobs clustered around ed-
ucational organizations, but ranged from elementary school to
college teaching, from prep school administration to research as-
sistantship. Half the group had fairly extensive previous experi-
ence with experiential learning, mainly in T-groups.

1 had described my intentions and plans for the meetings to
individual members when inviting them. The first meeting
began with my simply encouraging the members to try to learn
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from their interaction with one another for the next two hours.
This period provided a base against which to compare, in the
empirical analysis, their behavior after the guided meditations.

The group was then introduced to my concepts of attention
and interacting levels of experience through two guided medita-
tions. T'he justification for the guided meditations was that il my
concepts were accurate descriptions of actual experience, then
using them in a setting where members were inwardly exploring
should help them to become aware of more aspects of their ex-
periencing.

First the words spoken in guidance are reported. 'Fhen mem-
bers’ experiences during the meditation are given. The reader is
also offered the opportunity to verily some of the qualities of ex-
perience by experiments of his own. T'hereafter, the events of the
second and third meetings are reported.

THE GUIDANCE

What I'd like to do first is to begin by asking you to close your
eyes, first giving you a sense of what you might be looking for
when you close your eyes. And then after a minute or so of doing
—wandering around inside—I'll say some things about the
kinds of efforts that can go on inside—what you might be find-
ing—and you might try to follow what I'm saying, but not get lost
in my words. Try to keep your own inner questioning or inner
exploration alive to see it my words are matching what you are
finding. Don't just listen to me, but try to keep two things going
at once, so to speak. So the initial thing that I'd like to suggest
is that you try closing your eyes, letting whatever is going on
inside happen—thoughts, images, feelings, pulse, breathing—
you become aware of, but don’t get lost in any of it. Don't get
lost in it. And see what that involves doing. Whether that's pos-
sible.
(Silence for about four minutes.)
One thing you may notice is the sense of focusing on one thing
and then on another, sort of not really knowing what to do be-
sides focusing on this thought or that image or sensation. You
follow one thing at a time, perhaps get lost in it, then remember
that you're supposed to be doing something and search for
something else to focus upon.
(Silence for about halfa minute.)
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There's a sort of something that is focusing on something eise
even when our eyes are closed.

(Silence for about half a minute.)
How could we get in touch with who is doing the focusing? If we
try to focus on him, we find that we are focusing on something
else, but there is still something focusing.

(Silence for about half a minute.)
We have to find some other effort besides changing the focus,
besides looking somewhere else. We keep looking somewhere
else; we don't stop doing that; we are stilt looking around.

(Silence for about two minutes.)
Okay, we might stop now.

Members of the group proceeded to discuss their experiences
during this meditation and 1 interspersed my interpretations of
their experiences. Then I led a second meditation as follows:

What ('d like to do now is create another exercise where it would
be possible for us to try to be in touch with these four different
aspects of experience at once—what’'s happening outside, our
own behavior, our thought (which will be very transparent in this
exercise—~we may have the impression we're not thinking because
we won't be absorbed in thought—the thought will be trying to
keep touch with all these other things, it won't be doing its own
thing, so to speak). And then in this particular exercise,
consciousness—if we’re lucky—I think will make itself feit physi-
cally as a presence. Now, we can talk afterwards whether any of
that happens. Does—does that sort of an exercise seem right for
now; | mean, have | laid a groundwork that makes that exercise
seem like a meaningfut one to try?

(Short discussion reformulating the idea for one member.)
Shall we try it now? Again you will need to be in a position
where your back is somewhat free.

(People shifi positions so they are sitting straight on chaivs or
the vug, vather than reclining.)
And if we begin by trying to get in touch with the weight of our
body on the floor——how the floor is supporting our body. And, in
particular, that it's hoiding our back up, our backbone, and our
head on top of our back. Feeling the sense that without any effort
the floor is supporting our head.

(Silence—each silence between half a minute and a minute long.)
And not so much weight on the floor as just a presence.
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(Silence.)
And maintaining this awareness of our presence on the fioor, we
begin to notice our breathing, not influencing it, just noticing it.

(Silence.)
Our body is present and breathing.
(Silence.)
And maintaining that awareness, we notice the sounds around us.
(Silence.)
We are present, breathing, listening.
(Silence.)
And maintaining that awareness, we notice the feeling of other
persons here. . . . Not an image of other parsons, but a feeling;
and we breathe and rest on the floor.
(Silence.)

And now, maintaining this awareness, we notice an energy in our
stomachs.
(Silence.) .
The energy connects us to everything: our sitting, the airplane
[the sound of an airplane over the house is heard], the others.
(Silence.)
My thought tells me this is a difficult state to maintain; it keeps
trying to draw me away from it.
(Silence.)
If you wish, we could stop.

THE PROCESS OF FOCUSING

A number of comments by members of the experimental group
immediately after these two guided meditations and over the
course of two more meetings indicated the varying effects in-
duced by the exercises. Some were quickly able to confirm or dis-
confirm the author’s statements relating 1o inner experiencing. A
representative and almost complete selection of comments is of-
fered below. They are not reported in the sequence in which
they were spoken, however (except when that is specifically
stated), but rather are arranged to permit generalizations based
on and illuminating the models of feedback and attention. Thus,
in relation to the process of focusing in the first exercise:

Member 1: | had a sensation . . . of looking down, of looking
up, something focusing on something else; and then after you
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spoke | had the sensation of just being in here, but | felt the cat-
egory was wrong when you said there's still something focusing.
| didn’t feel that was right. It fell like | was just there, as though
the activity of looking had stopped. | wasn't focusing.

Member 2: | think I'm really unsure about whether | was focusing
or things were focusing on me, things were drawing me to focus
on them. | began by being mostly rooted in my body—in my
back, feeling my back, and my head and my eyes—and | was
just, involuntarily almost, drawn out by sounds. They were focus-
ing on me; | didn't want them.

Member 3: | was responding to the soothing quality in your
voice. And kind of tuning in to moving around and feeling my
hands and my hair and the way my hands felt being on my head.
And then a, you know, cognitive kind of trip | took with you.
“Okay, | think I've just been thinking about the fact that it's fo-
cusing from one thing to the next. Okay, for a description.” Okay,
but then | got kind of disappointed; like you took me all around
this thing: right, there’s got to be somebody focusing, but maybe
that's not the way to look at it. And uh, so you stopped. You
didn't take me all the way. And | wasn't going to do it myselt.

Member 4: | was very confused about whether | had any control
over the sort of rapid exchange of images in my mind. . . . |
would try to push my thoughts in a certain direction and some-
times | could and sometimes | couldn't.

Member 5: | kind of get the feeling, rather than of focusing on
something, of flashing a lot rather than | was doing anything ac-
tively, like focusing, that's what that word means to me.

Member 6: At moments where | had the feeling that | was be-
coming in touch with more or less everything, | would focus on it
and | would lose it and it would dart away. And it reminded me
very much of—that | often push my eyes shut with my hand and
try to focus on something | see in the black there. When | try to
focus on it it darts away to some other area, or color just goes
out of the line of vision type thing. | felt that same frustration,
that the harder | tried the more impossible it was becoming.

These comments indicate early experiences with nonfocal qual-
ities of awareness, and the perplexities which these experiences
induce in our habitual conceptual categories. When persons are
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not totally absorbed by their current focal awareness and notice
the changes in focus, as Members 2, 4, and 5 report, the quality
ot their freedom and self control, which they ordinarily take for
granted, comes into question. Are they really in control? And do
their efforts o establish control work? ‘heir sense of personal
will and control is associated with the ability o manipulate ele-
ments in their focal awareness, and they hind that this kind of
control is not effective in regulating the still unknown relation-
ships among focal, subsidiary, and intentional awareness.

The comment of Member 1 points to another element of expe-
rience with nonfocal qualities of awareness. When, by habit, one
is totally absorbed in the content of whatever one is focusing
upon, one retains no independent sense of awareness, as provided
by a subsidiary recognition that one is doing the focusing, during
experiences. If then, by contrast, one attains a “taste” of
awareness—a recognition of subsidiary awareness—such a taste
seems incompatible with focusing.

In Member 1's case, the exercise seems to have brought him in
touch with his focal mechanism at the structural level, the “some-
thing [in here] locusing on something else.” This experience is
subtle, Iragile, easily lost il one continues locusing, since there is
a strong habitual tendency not to maintain a dual awareness of
the subsidiary focusing process and the object focused upon. This
can be illustrated for the reader by reminding him of his presence
as he reads. Ordinarily, he is so involved in the changing words
that he loses awareness of himself as focusing on the words.

Now, if, instead, he makes an effort to maintain conlinuous
awareness of his own presence as breathing, sitting, looking, the
reader may find it necessary to pause briefly or to cease paying
as much attention to the words, letting them go out of focus per-
haps and returning to read them several times. However, experi-
menting back and forth between an unfocused sénse of sensual
presence and his ordinary concentration on what he is reading,
the reader may find a kind of relaxed alertness in which his
“taste” of presence does not interfere with focusing on what he is
reading. This subsidiary taste of presence will not last long:
shortly the reader will encounter some sentence which fascinates
or irritates him and he will become reimmersed in what he is
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reading. But in the meantime 1 suggest that his initial taste of
presence, achieved at the temporary cost of stopping to focus, is
comparable to Member 1's “sensation of just being in here.”
‘T'he incompatibility felt between focusing on something and
maintaining an independent subsidiary sense of awareness is
again reflected by another comment alfter the first exercise:

Member 7: Before you started talking | was—the consclousness
of my own body or my own presence was very minimal. And
when you mentioned pulse it came as a great surprise to me. |
was paying no attention to that. | was somewhere—I had this
sense—not quite seeing, not quite feeling, not quite hearing, but
somehow sensing around the street and the block—I didn't have
a sense of it being cold but of just being there and very temper-
ate, both in temperature and in impact on me. And the sound of
the digging [of snow, going on outside the house] was just crys-
tal clear, beautiful. Then, when you started talking though, ! fol-
lowed along and 1 think | began to think—I think | got seduced
by your words and the concepts you were using. | did focus on
things one by one. The problem | had in that was, yes, what
you're saying makes sense now, but does it describe what was
going on before you started to speak?

It seems that Member 7's independent sense of awareness was of
the continuing presence of the outside world. Our usual focus
upon one and then another discrete object in the outside world
feaves us unaware of the continuing presence of the outside
world amid these changes. This can be illustrated for the reader
by reminding him of the page behind these words. Ordinarily, as
he reads, he is so involved in the changing words that he loses
awareness of their continuing existence here on the page.

Now, if, instead, the veader makes an effort to maintain contin-
uous awareness of the page behind these words, he can do it most
easily by ceasing to pay as much attention to the words—letting
them go out of locus slightly and taking in the whole page. Ex-
perimenting back and forth, the reader may find a kind of re-
laxed alertness in which the words flow by recognizably as he
reads, but without his losing contact with the page behind them.
In this condition his focusing on the words loses any discrete,
willed, wrenching quality it may have had and instead seems to
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be atwracted by the whole context. I suggest that this flowing, re-
laxed alertness is similar to the experience reported by Member
7.

The reacder will have noted that there is considerable similarity
between the process and results of the two experiential exercises
just offered. They suggest that full subsidiary awareness includes,
both a recognition of one’s own body and of the outside world as
background to whatever one is focusing upon. However, Member
7 reported a disjunction between the two and Member 1 showed
no evidence of being aware of an external background of sound
in his comment. We can only speculate that this difference in
ways of structuring experiences results from a habitual disjunc-
tion between “inner” and “outer” on the part of the two mem-
bers.

CHANGING QUALITIES OF
AWARENESS

A number of other members reported changes in their quality
of awareness during the exercises:

Member 8 (first exercise): | found it very difficult to focus on my
breathing from the very beginning because my eyes were flutter-
ing and my—until the halfway point when you began talking—
when they stopped fluttering as much. But while they were flutter-
ing, | feit that my whole awareness fell from being sort of tipped
forward like in my eyes. And it gradually went down into my
vpper shoulders and then into my chest and breathing and | was
still aware of my eyes fluttering somewhat and | felt as though |
was being drowned by every swallow | took. Unusual to hear it
the way | was hearing it. And as | fell deeper | found myselt sit-
ting up straighter. My head was settling in and was becoming
more comfortable. Becoming aware of different parts of me, and
then became aware of a tingling of my fingers—a pulse—you
know | hadn’t been able to find the pulse at all at first, and that
made me scared.

Member 8 (first exercise): When it ended | was just getting into
it. In the beginning it was very difficult to, well first of all | started
thinking, “Who is speaking in me?” and all | could think of were
all the nolses in the room and realized that my eyes were darting



Self-observation: Process and findings 109

around in their sockets. And then, you know, that just kept going
for a while, and then | realized that | hadn't been thinking of any-
thing and that was kind of nice. And then it stopped, and | was
sorry it stopped because it was kind of nice not having anything
in my head.

Member 8 (in reference to the second exercise): The first thing
that | felt was when you said, put the body in a straight line with
the floor, | began to feel ten feet tall, like I'd just stretched. And
then the first thing that struck me was that | could feel my mus-
cles relax. One of them gave this big jump and then my head sort
of wobbled and wow it was clear. When you said the people
around the room, it was like a flash of lightness and then a kind
of buoyancy and | didn't see anyone there—just a kind of blank-
ness and light.

Member 9 (second exercise): | thought it was a very exciting
thing, really exciting. | think what started it was when you said,
"Feel the other persons in the room.” | didn’'t have images, and
then my breathing seemed to become a part of it. | was breathing
in a circle—right. . . . | really can't explain it—! don't know—!
was very much there and | did feel energy coming from my stom-
ach, | felt, “He didn't have to say that because | know. It's hap-
pening.” And then when you said it's hard | thought, “No, it's not
hard; it's very easy.” | first thought that as long as 1| kept
breathing—it was one of the first times in my life when my
breathing was very deep and very flowing. | usualily have a lot of
trouble breathing, but it just seemed like the key was in breath-
ing somehow. But then it, ah, startedtogo. . . .

Member 4 (second exercise): You know, when you said about the
energy in the stomach, | thought, “Who's he trying to kid?" But
then | looked, and there it was.

Member 10 (second exercise): | was in contact with the floor and
breathing and listening. And as you asked us to go through all
the stages, you were just describing things that were already hap-
pening. It wasn't—it was happening already. But there was a
struggle going on; as you got closer to talking about conscious-
ness, it got harder . . . War. Ditferent kinds of consciousness.
war. Being different people, wanting to reach out in different
directions. . . . Sort of like contradictory patterns of organizing
—contradictory images that couldn't comfortably flow into one
another. . . . The thing that | was associating with consciousness
is best expressed as rage.
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On the basis of these comments it seems fair 10 conclude that
the guided meditations provided access to rarely experienced
qualities of awareness for a number of the members in the exper-
imental group. Nor was the impact of the exercises necessarily
immediate. One member reported at the beginning of the second
week that the meditation had seemed untruitful to him, confirm-
ing his previous sense about meditation. However, during an ex-
ercise in the second meeting, where the task was to conduct a
group discussion while each individual member attempted to
keep alive some sort of individual eflort to maintain contact with
several levels of experience, this member began speaking while
looking into his lap. He reported that each time he looked into
his lap his sense of awareness descended into his chest, an experi-
ence he had never had before, but that it was difficult to talk
and maintain this sense of awareness, and that each time he per-
mitted his glance to rise to the other persons present his aware-
ness immediately leaped back into his head. He also reported
that when looking at others he tended 10 be absorbed in present-
ing himself well to them, although he recognized from occasional
tastes of this absorption that he was “highly self-conscious.” It
seems likely that the reports by others of their experiences the
previous week, if not the meditations themselves, helped to pre-
pare this member conceptually to make the sort of effort that re-
sulted in his experience the second week.

That example provides a clue about the relationship hetween
these experiences of different qualities of attention and the
concept of feedback. If one tends to be absorbed in a process of
presenting oneself favorably to others, one would tend o censor
leedback insolar as it relates to other levels of experiencing be-
sides the level of external appearances. T'he resulting concentra-
tion on others' apparent reactions would leave one unaware of
one’s immediate inner structuring of the situation and of alterna-
tive possible structurings. One’s ability 1o understand, test, con-
tribute to the development of, and act effectively in any situation
would be reduced. (1t should be noted, however, that one can be
absorbed in one’s inner imaginings as well as in external appear-
ances. Several comments on pages 108 and 109 suggest a process
of breaking out of such inner absorption. Member 8 speaks of
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her head becoming “clear”; Member g says, "1 didn’t have im-
ages”; Member 10 speaks of “contradictory images” simultane-
ously present.)

Several examples quoted earlier indicated that other members
also tended to be absorbed at the level of external appearances,
to the point that their eyes continued to “look about” alter they
were shut (Members 6 and 8). The following comments seem to
indicate a similar process:

Member 5 (first exercise): | had such a hard time keeping my
eyes closed when we started that | finally put my fingers over
them because | was really struggling. it was detracting from any-
thing efse—you know, concentrating on keeping my eyes closed.
And I've never had that feeling betore.

Member 7 (second exercise): When you suggested that we stop
whenever we wanted to | was enjoying it very much and | didn't
want to stop until in listening | could hear people around me
breathing differently or moving or straightening up the cups or
whatever. But | knew they had stopped and then my interest in
continuing sort of vanished. Maybe | was—maybe | was more
aware of people than | thought.

One can hypothesize that the resistance to keeping one's eyes
shut under such circumstances derives from one’s habitual check-
ing of external appearances to gauge the quality of one’s perfor-
mance.

There was some cvidence that members were censoring their
leelings about others, presumably in favor of the external cues
others communicated or in favor of their own self-images (one's
view of onesell as though from the outside), which do not admit
of such feelings:

Member 11 (the member who found the meditation unfruitful): §
had troubfe in my thought with feeling other people. it didn't hap-
pen. | kept conceptualizing it. Having images.

Member 4: Earlier . . . | thought | could hear about six different
people around breathing and usually | can't even hear myselt
breathing, so that was very exciting. But then when you said
“feel the other people” later in the thing, maybe it was that | was
hung up on wanting to feel warmth or a wave of warmth or some-
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thing, but | kept getting sort of cold air. It may have been the
wrong sort of way that | was looking for it, but |—it didn't seem
to work for me.

The reference to cold air introduces another aspect of some mem-
bers’ relationship to their own feelings. Certain members seemed
to be aware of something like leelings, but they tended to con-
ceptualize them in terms of sensations (like cold air) or other vis-
ual images. The lack of particular terms to denote feelings sug-
gests that these persons are not ordinarily aware of their feelings
from moment 10 moment. This lack of familiarity is further illus-
trated by the following comment:

Member 7: | felt that [feeling the other people during the exer-
cise] was different and | also felt that | wasn’t quite prepared for
it from what you had said before. Everything else you said was
sort of expected. That was unexpected. . . . | felt a little dis-
mayed in not immediately sensing that the way I'd sensed the
other things you'd said. . . . Later on it seemed to come in,
though in a very strange sort of, just sort of present way. No real
contact with people, but just sort of a circle of presence. | think
the most powerful feature of the experience for me was at the
points where | felt | was integrating something—several things at
once. Which occurred. | had this sense of whiteness almost.
Maybe it was because | was dizzy. Powerful, energetic, bustling,
whiteness. Not just in my head but all around. No images.

(See also the end of Member 8's comment, p. 109.) The words
used to describe these experiences are vivid enough to seem ad-
missible as evidence that something was going on inside these
persons in response to the author’s observation, “We notice the
feeling of other persons here.” Yet the meaning of these inner
experiences—their informative value as feedback—is far from
clear. The speakers do not seem to have concepts to fit these ex-
periences into their ordinary thought processes as indices of rela-
tionships among levels of experience and persons.

BLOCKS AND DISCONFIRMATION

Given the conceptual confusion provoked by these exercises,
and the difficulty of applying thought 10 the tracing of several,
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simultaneously interacting levels of experience racher than apply-
ing it simply to naming and analyzing the level of focal experi-
ence, we would not expect all members of the group to succeed
in opening themselves to this kind of experience at first try. If
such experience were so easy of access that everyone achieved it
at the first attempt, then many of the statements ahout the strong
mystery-mastery lorces toward total absorption in focal experi-
ence would be suspect. In fact, however, not only did members
report various experiences, with common themes emerging only
through the analysis based on our model of feedback and atten-
tion, but some members also reported an inability to reach the
kind of awareness indicated in the second exercise (the following
comments are a direct sequence from the tape):

Member 1: | tried to watch my breathing and my weight, but
after a while things became very unclear. And then when the
next one came | would lose one. | couldn't believe that you could
imagine that we could do five things at once. So then what hap-
pened was that | would start at the beginning again and with
each breath | was adding one more thing [laughs} and then it
would topple at the end—it never quite got to the energy in the
stomach.

Member 4: | was doing it sort of check-list style: back stiil here,
still breathing, still. . . .

Member 1: Yeah, each time | would add something | would have
the sense that, well, | really didn't have to add that because that
was already there in a subsidiary kind of way, but now | was fo-
cusing on it.

Member 2: Yeah, | {inaudible] like that too, except | was always
able to kind of go back to the floor and | just felt suspended, |
felt floating, | felt | was really integrated and everything: | was
breathing and | was suspended on the floor, kind of above it, |
was listening; and | really felt like | was doing all of them at the
same time, but | didn’t come to any energy. . . . The energy was
where | really got lost.

The preceding comments indicate that the climate of this
group session was such that members were not under social pres-
sure from me or the rest of the group to report experiences in
conformity with my verbal guidance (J had suggested in the sec-
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ond exercise that “we notice an energy in our stomachs”). The
ability and willingness of members to react variously, sometimes
in disconfirmation of my ideas and actions, is further demon-
strated by their response to a questionnaire after the session. The
following excerpts represent the range of responses to two differ-
ent questions. ‘T'he first series of responses was to the statement-
question: The idea of a conscious level of experience which we
rarcly, if ever, open ourselves to suggests the possibility of some
sort of personal inner effort towards consciousness. What aspects
of this idea now appear valid or invalid to you?

Most Valid Least Valid

Member 4: The reality and im- Whether “personal inner ef-
portance of inner experience. fort’” is the best way (even a
possible way) to get at it.

Member 5: The fact that it [con- | find it hard to practice this

sciousness] actually exists (I
had always considered my
thought process as the inte-

“conscious level” in normal,

everyday life—must set aside

time to “meditate.”

grative power) and that it can
be achieved with effort.

Member 11: That there is a ten- That an experience of this
sion arising from the attempt conscious level might be a
of another *'voice” to surface. basis for different inter-

personal behavior.

Member 1: | agree with the statement, but the nature and scale
of the effort seems difficult to understand.

Member 9: I'm convinced of the validity of the whole system as |
see it, but the achieving of it seems very difficult without group
support or direction.

Member 6: The fact that those Because of all the un-moments

“moments” of consciousness
are not everyday occurrences,
but in themselves make up for

it is least valid for me to make
a constant (in a total sense)
effort.

all the un-moments of my life.

It seems reasonable to interpret these responses as generally con-
firming the idea of a level of consciousness with which we are
rarely in touch. Most members' reservations about the idea
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seemed to concern the possibility of consciousness in their day-
to-day lives, that is, in conditions other than guided, group-sup-
ported meditation. These reservations actually serve to confirm
the relative uniqueness of the eflect of the experimental engage-
ment and to dramatize, as one member put it, “the scale of the
effort” necessary to expand one’s everyday awareness to receive
CONSCIoUSNESS.

The second series of responses was to the question: What as-
pects of Bill Torbert's personal style and conduct of this session
do you see as most and least conducive to communicating the
concepts and creating opportunities for persons to test their va-
lidity and usefulness?

Member 4: Torbert good at accepling and assimilating new infor-
mation from the group, but a bit condescending in implied as-
sumption that “inner experience'" was new and/or unusual for
group member. Maybe . . . maybe not.

Member 11: Bill is willing to accept results which deviate from
his theories, but offers perhaps insufficient metaphors to de-
scribe what kinds of consciousness | should be looking for.

Member 2: The supportive manner, soft, calm, smooth voice
helped me in the meditation exercise. [Later] | felt he could have
explained more clearly the idea of consciousness—he seemed so
slow, talking with such difficulty, heavy.

Member 3: He was messin’ too much with philosophy, but he
really seemed to have selected states in the second exercise that
tuned into where | was or could be with just a little suggestion.

These four comments touch upon all the perspectives mentioned
by the other members and thus can serve to summarize their
comments. ‘T'hey bouh directly express the feeling that the author
could be disconfirmed and actually present disconfirming com-
ments.

Several conclusions seem possible on the basis of this summary
of the guided meditations and members’ reactions to them:

1) The guided meditations did have the desired effect of en-
couraging contact with different qualities of awareness among
most of the members cf the group. There is some evidence that
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these qualities are sensuous, structural, or background-like, cor-
responding to the notion of subsidiary attention.

2) T'he group environment was experienced by members as
conducive—perhaps even necessary—to these qualities of
awareness, but not as coercive of conformity in their reports of
their own experience. Thus, members’ reports of their inner
experiencings can be trusted within the limits of their ability
to conceptualize and verbalize them accurately.

3) There are, however, several strands of evidence that indi-
cate that members were not familiar with the interrelations of
these different qualities of awareness nor capable of integrating
their appropriation of diflferent elements of attention—that is,
they could not fully conceptualize the contents revealed by the
different qualities of attention-awareness.

These conclusions and the experiential dilemmas they point to
open toward the concerns and efforts of the two meetings of the
experimental group after the guided mediations.

LATER MEETINGS OF THE
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

1 had originally intended to include in the meetings with the
experimental group some discussion of the categories of interper-
sonal feedback that will be proposed in chapter 6. In several ex-
ercises, members were to be given a chance to test the usefulness
of the behavior categories for describing their own and others’
behavior. My intention was to work with the group toward rec-
onciling expanded subjective awareness with more effective in-
terpersonal interaction by exploring how dilferent contents of ex-
panded awareness would influer ¢ the character of interpersonal
feedback. I presented the categories of conscious appropriation
(intentionality, relationality, momentary validity) and the struc-
tural modes (mystery-mastery, exploration of structure, support,
self-disclosure, conlrontation [all to be discussed in chapter 6])
at the second meeting, with discussion. Group members generally
found it difficult to relate all these categories and levels of analy-
sis to the levels of experiential awareness they had encountered
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during the meditation exercises the previous week; they felt
flooded by the number of concepts; and they generally felt that 1
spoke too much.

Consequently, | changed my strategy in the middle of the sec-
ond meeting, leaving aside the categories of behavior, and sug-
gesting that members speak to one another while attempting the
same sort of inner effort as the previous week during the silent
meditations. That is, rather than move directly from the inner,
ineffable, sensual meditative experience to outer, empirical, cog-
nitive behavior categories, 1 decided to attempt to help members
experience their behavior with others from the inside, hoping
that the behavi:or categories would eventually appear to flow
from directly distinguishable qualities of their experience rather
than to be alien, imposed categories. The lesson for me in this
change of strategy was that inner, sensual, transfocal awareness
and outer, interpersonal, focal awareness were indeed experi-
enced by members as dichotomous, mutually exclusive kinds of
awareness. This lesson was repeatedly demonstrated during the
rest of the meetings, as the reader will see.

It was during this exercise of speaking to one another while at-
tempting to recognize the subsidiary element of attention that
one person (Member 11) reported his sense of awareness as shift-
ing from his chest to his head, depending upon whether he spoke
and listened while looking into his lap or while looking at others
(sce p. 110). From this perspective, the behavior categories could
be seen as involving head awareness and looking at others, since
they involve analysis of external manifestations, rather than in-
volving chest awareness and inner sensation of oneself. Another
member supported this dichotomy among qualities of awareness,
reporting in the postmeeting questionnaire that “talking and
thinking about the concepts [have put me} so much in my head
right now that I can’t possibly begin to get back to the integrat-
ing of feeling, thought, sensation” (Member 2).

There were also other indications that whatever inner efiorts
members were making produced qualities of awareness consider-
ably different from those they ordinarily experienced when con-
centrating focally in conversation with others. One member (11)
reported hearing his voice as though it were coming from a
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nonograph machine, unpleasantly mechanical and automatic,
continuing to operate even when he was not wholly immersed in
what he was saying. Another member (g) reporied a dense energy
operating within her, quite distinct from her activity of listening
and speaking to others, leading her to a disconcerting sense of
duality between herself and the ongoing conversation. Still an-
other member (6) reported that, contrary to her usual sense of
passivity and peripheral participation in conversation, she found
herself in touch with so many reactions to what was going on
within and among other members and herself that she was con-
fronted with the frustrating problem of how to choose what to
say.

‘These comments all suggest that, in expanding one’s awareness
through one’s own ‘effort to include a taste of levels of reality
Jother than the one being focused upon, one can experience the
multiplicity of phenomena that reveal themselves as overwhelm-
ing and chaotic, and onesell as many-sided, unintegral, and
“spaced-out” within oneself and in relation to others. Suddenly,
instead of being aware of a single thing at a time, one becomes
aware of many things at once without knowing how they relate
to one another or are regulated. Whereas within the limits of
focal awareness one can feel oneself to be free and in control of
oneself (for one sees and acts as usual), when one attains a
perspective lrom which one experiences one's seeing and acting
going on as usual and is aware of more as well, what previously
seemed free and self-controlled now appears automatic and arbi-
trary. We can understand why such experiences would feel “un-
pleasant,” “disconcerting,” and “frustrating” by contrast to the
falsely positive self-concepts described in chapter 1. In short, such
experiences directly contradict the socially and personally ap-

proved illusion that one is generally free and in control of situa-
tions.

On the other hand, these experiences also give ’()pening indica-
tions of the inner states that would be associated with high de-
grees of intentional awareness. The ability to hear oneself talk-
ing, for example, would be crucial to maintaining an active sense
of the moment-to-moment validity of what one was saying. A
sense ol duality between oneself and au onguing conversation
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would be essential to a sense of relationality to others present, as
opposed to undifferentiated fusion with them. And, finally, con-
tact with many reactions to a situation and the need to choose
among them in responding can be seen as contributing to one's
sense of intentionality—one's sense of personally determining
one’s own behavior.

During the third meeting of the experimental group, two fur-
ther exercises were undertaken in the effort to bridge the gap be-
tween meditative awareness and verbal awareness. In the first ex-
ercise, members closed their eyes and searched for the quality of
consciousness in silence and after a few minutes reported their
experience while continuing the inner effort. The second exercise
was to assign members characteristics that were opposite to the
way they had been manifesting themselves in the group and then
to conduct a discussion together through these opposites, at-
tempting to be genuine. In both cases, the aim of the exercise
was to help members achieve a nonhabitual, transstructural, con-
scious awareness of themselves while in interaction.

The first exercise was oriented toward reporting present inner
experience, as compared to the exercise at the second meeting
that was oriented more toward interpersonal feedback with a
background of inner effort. The distinction between this exercise
and the guided meditations of the first meeting is that in the case
of the guided meditations the members reported past experi-
ences. It may be that members regarded themselves as being “car-
ried through” the guided meditations (as suggested by the com-
ment of Member §, p. 105), whereas this exercise required them
to initiate their own efforts. In any event, the sense of resistance
and conflict that members felt was expressed openly.

RESISTANCE TO INTEGRATED
AWARENESS

The felt conflict between transfocal awareness and ordinary
focal awareness was immediately evident in members’ expressions
ol inner resistance to the first exercise (the comments on the fol-
lowing pages are directly sequential except for occasional omis-
sions of irrelevant comments).
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Author: (Proposes the exercise.)

Member 3: Sounds harder to me to do. That's my own reaction if
it entails communicating with other people and doing it. That's
harder than looking inside myself.

Member 6: | guess I'm sort of opposite in feeling and that is that
'm having a very hard time coming into myself cause I've been
going, going, going all day. Even the energy of listening to Bill’
was outward-type energy and when | tried to bring it in, you
know, it would stay in a littie bit and | would feel my body and try
to think how [ was reacting toward what he was saying, to how |
was listening to what he was saying. And | feel if we were to
do a meditation exercise, it would be helpful maybe after a cou-
ple of minutes of silence to hear in a sense other people's trips
to see if | have anything similar, or if | haven't gotten going yet,
to maybe help me get going.

Member 4: Right. | was almost, you know, resenting looking for-
ward to the silence if it was going to be completely silent, hopin’
it wouldn’t last too fong and thinking, “Will it last ten minutes? |
hope not.” 'Cause | really want to be with other people some, too.
So | hope people will at some point tatk.

Member 8: | like the idea of peopie talking because that's what |
react to. Thinking for a few minutes by myselt is okay, but from
what you said before it's like this consciousness you're talking
about is like the start of a reaction to something coming in. You
know, at the point that you start to react. I'd like to have some-
thing to react to rather than just my own thoughts.

Members reported after the exercise as well that the two kinds of
awareness seemed to conflict with one another and be mutually
exclusive:

Member 9: | found it terribly hard to keep watching or keep tast-
ing as other people were talking. It was very distracting to what
was happening here and | sort of wanted to get into what they
were saying. And { couldn’t do either.

Member 8: | felt the same thing, that | was listening to them and
giving up just listening to myself inside, like the words were just
sort of coming in and |, all | was doing was listening and | wasn’t
thinking anymore.
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Author: How did that compare to your expectation? You know,
when you wanted the words to stimulate you.

Member 8: Well, it's funny, but it's the opposite .
Author: Yeabh, that's what it sounds like.
Member 8: Yeah, it's . . . | guess I'll have to think about that.

Member 7: Some of the things that people said fit right in with
what was going on very easily. Not that it was similar, similar
feelings or images, but it just came in without distracting me.
. . . But when you {author] started talking the last time, it didn't
work that way. It was, it was something completely different from
what was going on, not in terms of its content or image so much
as in terms ofi the whole way of structuring you seem to have.
And | can't fit words 1o it, but to force myself to: it seemed ab-
stract and, you know, it just didn’t come through.

Author: And it had a disturbing influence?

Member 7: Yeah, shortly after that | just quit. | don’t know,
maybe | was just getting tired, too.

Member 1: | was feeling—! don't know how to describe it—but it
was really a shock to me when you first spoke and then when
several other people spoke too, really a shock. And 1 tried to
figure out what it was like and the best thing to say what it was
like was when you begin to doze off and then you wake up sud-
denly. it was like that. But | didn’t fall asleep. | was very aware
of, you know, it felt like sort of cold water or cold wind flowing
through me from your direction.

Member 7: Cold water?

Member 1: Yeah. You know the way your body shakes or does
whatever it does when you just wake up?

Member 13: | think there really is a difference between doing it
in yourself and doing it in front of somebody. Because when you
first spoke it was like an interruption. But then | thought "“every-
one is going to be talking, so I've just got to listen.”” Everything
that people said was very, very interesting; nothing that | was
doing in myself. And | learned a lot from listening. but | couldn't
really do what | was doing before. It was either-or. Either being
very calm or letting what people said sink in and being sort of in-
terested. But it was very hard—it took a very conscious effort to
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get back, and it was too bad | had to block everything out by
trying to forget what | had heard.

Member 5: | feel like the difficulty | have is that | just concen-
trate so hard on focusing what I'm trying to focus on that | can't
tind time to be conscious of myself and my energy level. Some-
body says something eise and | can't . . . | either have to let
something go and focus on that. | can’t seem to make mysell go
both ways very well.

Member 12: | had, | had, it was almost like pain trying to say
something. 'Cause 1 felt like it was sort of expected, and so |
wanted to. But if | was going to say anything that was sort of co-
herent with what was going on, it wasn't going to be in whole
sentences. | really had problems making, formulating a sentence.
And then { would get one formulated and all ready to say it, and
then | would realize | wasn't feeling it anymore. | was feeling
something else. And then | would have to give up for a little
while and kind of float.

THE “EFFORT TO RELAX"

I had spoken, before the exercise, of the subtle “effort to relax”
involved in maintaining contact with several levels of reality si-
multaneously and continuing to perceive and behave focally. 1
said that one aspect of the “effort to relax” is an acceptance of
what one experiences in onesell and others, rather than breaking
contact with experiencing by evaluating the experience. Evalua-
tion, 1 maintained, can play a constructive role in experiential
learning when one is deciding what to focus on in perception
and behavior, thus aiding contact with a level of experience. But
evaluation erely obstructs experiential learning if applied in
such a way as to break contact with other levels of experience.
Thus, from the transcript:

Contact with consciousness . . . involves not reacting negatively
to what's going on inside me, like ordinarily very often when |
look inside and | see I'm in a certain condition, I'm very nervous
or something, 1 say, “Oh, God, now stop being nervous.” And the
moment | begin reacting and say ‘‘Stop being nervous,” | think |
usually cut off any contact with consciousness of my condition,
identifying instead with my control over the situation as repre-
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sented by my statement “Stop being nervous.” | go into a
thought, my structural perspective, I'm judging myself very much
at the thought and feeling level.

But just at the moment when | directly saw, tasted, experi-
enced something there, when | saw how | was being, what my
state was, that | was being nervous, that | was talking too
quickly, just at that moment | think there's aiways a momentary
contact with consciousness. But we very quickly throw a blanket
over it by judging it at the lower level of thought: “it's bad” or
“it's good,” either one. We use the judgment to get away from
whatever we were a moment ago, or to hold onto it if we think it
was good.

Whereas thought can easily break contact with consciousness,

it cannot so easily initiate contact with consciousness by deciding
to make an effort to do so. I discussed this dilemma with the
members before the exercise, as follows:
Author: One of the things | feel I've been working on . . . is what
is the distinction between consciousness and thought and feel-
ing. And very often | find myseli, like | decide, “Okay, now I'm
going to be conscious.” | think to myself, and | start looking
around and say, “Well, what's going on in your head, Bill?” And
maybe | start getting a littie tingling sensation in my hand, but
what [ feel after a few minutes of that is an enormous pressure in
my body because my head is directing everything that is going
on, my thought is attempting to look at itself and at everything
else that is going on at that level. And | very often ask in that
state, “what are your feelings now?"” and | experience a great
emptiness in myself or undifterentiated pressure. . . .

Member 6: I've been tuning in and out of what you've been say-
ing and { can’t fisten anymore.

Member 9: Same here. I'm finding it very hard too.

Member §: | have a question. Are you saying that we should try
to postpone the evaluative part and sort of stretch the conscious-
ness, or try to do that?

Author: No, not exactly. It's a good question—exactly what we
have to do is the difficult question. | can't possibly give you the
exact words for doing it because one of the things you'll find is
that you do something. What | hope I'm doing is that the moment
that evaluative mechanism goes into operation for you, you will
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have a little sort of memory of what's been said and you'll, you
won't idenlify with the evaluation completely. You see, ordinarily
I think we get totally absorbed by our evaluation. Our awareness
narrows to include only the content of our evaluation, not even
the fact that we are evaluating, much less our continuing behav-
ior and the world outside. And now maybe as you see that begin-
ning to happen, sometimes you'll, you won't go into it completely,
you won't be totally absorbed by it—it'll keep going.

Member 5: Sort of seeing yourself being evaluative.

Author: Yeah, exactly, but the problem is, you might try to do
that intentionally once, ‘Well, I'm just going to watch myseif be
evaluative.” And if you're watching yourself just from your
thought, you won't be able to continue the evaluation, you'll inter-
rupt yourselt, and you’ll find that you have to force the words out
like, “That's terrible,” while hearing yourself think that, and you
know that has nothing to do with the way you are usually evaluat-
ing. it you successfully get to this other viewpoint, the evaluation
will just keep going, but you won't be totally absorbed by it.
There'll sort of be a presence that's watching that in you.

Member 13: So it's sort of like being able to watch yourself do
whatever you are doing.

Author: Right. | want to be careful about using the verb “watch-
ing" too much. Because for most of us | think that's associated
with a sort of telescope in our heads. So another word that might
be better might be “tasting.” That we taste the evaluation going
on. ! just offer the other word because otherwise it might be
harder to get a feel for it.

Member 13: So it's definitely not thinking about your own think-
ing.

Author: Right. Exactly, exactly. But this is what you'll see your-
self trying to do, and once again you'll have another opportunity
because once again the first move will be “Oh, that's bad, that's
not what I'm supposed to be doing.” And you'll go searching for
something else. But if you do that, you've once again become ab-
sorbed in the evaluation and decision process at the level of
thought. So at the moment when you say, “Oh, I'm just thinking
about thinking,” there's already something else there that’s con-
sciousness. You don't have to go searching for it at that moment.
it's already there.



Self-obsevvation: Process and findings 125

METAPHORS FOR RELEASE FROM THOUGHT

Now that I have sketched the context around the first exercise
of the third meeting, both in terms of the kind of effort 1 sug-
gested and the kinds of difficulties the members experienced, we
can turn to some of the qualities of awareness reported by mem-
bers during the course of the exercise itsell.

(Three minutes of silence, then the following comments with short
silences in between.)

Author: | have this thought in my head that something very dif-
ferent is going to happen. | keep looking around for that different
thing. My mind is hypothesizing what it will look like. Sort of
sweeping out the room to be sure nothing else gets in the way.

Member 4: I'm pretending about that right now, and I'm thinking
about how, when you go outside at night and your eyes get used
to the smaller amount of light, you can see the stars, and in the
same way here it's as if, once the visual images begin to calm
down, you can begin to see all the other incredible levels of ac-
tivity within the room, all the inward thoughts and flashes of com-
munication between people. | mean, it's like a secret fireworks
that's going on all the time.

Member 7: A great deal is going on and has been going on. it
just occurs to me like that, sort of seeing a huge sky late at night
with dusk colors and grey clouds, the landscape is black and
somber. And then all of a sudden I'm seeing the same scene
through a very constricted opening, and then my whole vision is
engulfed with it again. t's just visually the same thing as the
thought “everything and nothing.” For a while | was marking
things that | was going to mention, and now it doesn’'t seem im-
portant.

Member 6: | can't get away from seeing pink and orange and
black, mostly diagonal lines but sometimes little points. My head
is very full of thought, kind of as abrupt as the diagonal lines. My
eye itches and | had to resist itching it. | can’t get out of those
two categories of thought and colors and sights in front of my
eyes. | can't fall down and encompass anything else. . . . But as
I just spoke it disappeared while | was speaking. | didn't see
those colors, but only saw black.
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Member 9: | keep telling thoughts to get out of there and then |
sort of get drawn into them and wish | hadn't said that, that |
could have just watched those thoughts instead of saying ‘‘get
out.”

Member 6: | just fell into my stomach by pretending | was Alice
in Wonderland chewing on the cookie and falling, falling down
the rabbit hole, and my head was spinning. And now I'm kind of
located in my chest. | don’t see much, I'm just more in touch with
my body.

Member 13: Since the beginning, my head has felt reatly light, |
think. Nothing really has been going through it. [Inaudible] no
images. And it seemed especially like a contrast to all the effort |
was making when | was listening to Bill in the beginning and
what he was saying. It seemed like all that tension just went
away and nothing else really came into its place.

Member 7: The thinking that | know I'm doing and that I'm aware
of doing while not wanting to is very isolated, sort of a stream
that | can see, feel going on, but it's not total. But it puzzles me
because | feel that in the state I'm in now | could play chess
very, very, very well, which one normally thinks of as totally
thinking process. But | can see that my thinking is very small,
very defined and separate from everything else.

Member 4: Sometimes it's better to just let the thoughts skim
through lightly than to make the whole effort to block them.

Member 7: Yeabh, if you try to block them it takes over everything
else.

Member 4: Right.

Member 7: it's like the thoughts are a haze over a meadow.
They're there and you can see them and they come and go, but
the whole meadow is alive with other things.

Member 13: My feet are falling asleep, but they don't feef like my
feet. They're outside of me completely. And,, well, it's very
strange. '

Member 12: | feel like I'm floating in a dark ocean after swim-
ming a long time, so that you're really tired. You kind of give up
and let the waves carry you, tow you around. But you're really
tired and don’t really have thoughts, so it's hard to lalk about.

Member 6: | feel very dissatislied with words.



Self-observation: Process and findings 127

Member 7: | said meadow, but it was really more like a swamp.
And when | try to say “Well, that's interesting. Why is it a
swamp?" there's just confusion, blocking, clamor.

Member 4: No firm footing.

Author: So many things come through me. As each person
speaks, whole different waves of feeling, images flying through,
various sensations, and | keep wanting to say “This one is the
right one.” If | could just find a home in one of them, stay awhile.
They're just all going through at such a tremendous rate. And as
| speak, the words are so disconnected from everything that's
happening inside really. It just keeps going. So that they don't
provide any sort of final summation of what's happening either.
Yet | right now do sort of feel at home in some way, but don't
want to focus on that particularly. That would destroy it some-
how.

Member 8: I'd like to take my ears off. Ali 1 can hear is words,
and | don't want to hear them because they stop within the walls
of my head. And they just sort of bounce around and ! don't have
time for anything eise.

Perhaps the two most striking aspects of these reports are the
emphasis on thought as only one aspect of all that occurs within
persons, rather than as encompassing and framing, defining and
directing all experience, and the amount of imagery and meta-
phor o which members resort in the effort to describe their ex-
periences. ‘T'hese two aspects would seem both to complement and
to counter each other. I thought is itselt but an aspect of ex-
perience, then it could not hope to formulate experience ac-
curately except by resort to word-combinations that point be-
yond themselves, as in metaphor. On the other hand, if with
eyes closed | begin to describe a landscape or rabbit hole or
swamp or sea, I can easily become totally absorbed in this de-
scription to the point of losing contact with the quality of experi-
ence which suggested it.

How then, the reader may ask, can we be sure that the images
to which the group members treat us can make any claims to ap-
proaching truthful representations of what is happening within
them? We can look more closely at the speakers’ statements for
clues as to whether they became absorbed in their descriptions or
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not. Examining the statements for such clues, we find several cat-
egories of images. My initial image of sweeping out the room is
an attempt to describe a state of absorption in thought, a state
which I acknowledge myself to be experiencing in the earlier part
of my statement. The next image, of stars at night, is presented
simply as an image (“I'm thinking about how . . .”) and only re-
trospectively applied to what is happening within the speaker, so
in this case we cannot be sure whether the speaker is simply
trying to make a good thing out of his image. After the exercise,
however, this speaker characterized his images as follows:

| felt like { was sending out messages to a lot of different people.
. . . In fact, | was trying to make the sun come out on Susan’s
ocean for a while. {Laughter.] And they weren't really things |
was working on. They were more things | had done by the time |
thought them. (Emphasis added.)

The statement of the third speaker during the exercise most
clearly indicates that he is not absorbed in his image of night sky
and somber landscape, for he surrounds the image by indications
that more is happening that he is aware of than merely the
image (“A great deal is going on”; “and then all of a sudden”).
Member 6 explicitly describes an image that she “can’t get away
from seeing” rather than a metaphor for some other inner experi-
ence. Yet her very ability to speak about it and then to note its
disappearance indicates that she was not totally absorbed by it.

Thus we can begin to see more clearly that it is not by some
abstract claim to represent the exact state of affairs within oneself
that these statements may be said to gain credibility but rather
by their concrete atiention to the actual degree of absorption the
speaker experiences. In other words, a number of the images and
metaphors are not intended to represent the full truth about
what is happening within the person at that time, but rather a
limited truth about the quality of absorption he is experiencing,
a limited truth about his limited awareness.

Only the image of thought as a haze about a meadow alive
with other things as well makes direct claim to release from ab-
sorption in thought, to encompassing thought itself within a
wider region of awareness. That the speaker in this case is not
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merely absorbed in some image of a meadow as he speaks is indi-
cated by his later statement reformulating the image to that of a
swamp in an attempt more closely to approximate his experienc
ing. Furthermore, the two lollowing comments indicate that this
image has meaning for others also, as Member 4 is able to identify
a quality of the image that makes it accurate for his experience
("No firm footing™) and I then translate this quality into the im-
possibility of finally summarizing what is happening. There is in
a sense no home, only a path: “so many things come through
me” and keep going.

| THE FINAL EXERCISE

The final exercise of the third meeting contrasted strongly
with the meditative exercises. In attempting to act out character-
istics opposite to their usual modes of self-presentation with oth-
ers (the opposites being assigned to them by their spouses and
other members of the group), members were concentrating on
the (for them) distinct realm of external, interpersonal, focal
awarencss, yet supposedly doing so within a conceptual-emotional-
sensory structure at variance with their usual structural sense
of themselves. To do so with any sense of authenticity would re-
quire them 1o to be in touch with a conscious sense of identity
or, to use a term from the model in chapter 1, a sense of ul-
trastability. Otherwise, the difterent structure would merely seem
alien and inauthentic.

By contrast to enacting this new role with authenticity or con-
scious genuineness, members might also make contact with con-
sciousness as observer of structural-behavioral conflict. For one
can imagine that in attempting to agree when one usually ne-
gates or o [rown when one usually smiles—that is, to 1ake on
one's opposite—one’s words, gestures, tones of voice, and lacial
expressions could sound and feel odd to oneself. One would ex-
perience conflict at the structural and behavioral levels between
accustomed ways of organizing and carrying out behavior and
kinds of behavior which do not fit into the accustomed sense of
what is appropriate. And that conflict, if recognized and borne,
would be registered, not by one’s accustomed structure, which
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would be out of equilibrium precisely because it could not en-
compass the task at hand, but by consciousness.

Still another reaction to a momentary impression of dishar-
mony would be the return one's ordinary structural attitude,
evaluating the disharmonious effort as somehow valueless, and
thus not appropriating consciousness.

As could be expected, the exercise itself was filled with ten-
sion, noise, explosive hilarity, and awkward silences. Members'
senses of timing, appropriateness, interpretation of eveuts, and
inner-strategizing-—aspects of their ordinary structural definition
of their roles in situations—were thrown out of kilter. Afterward
they reported experiences such as the following (not in direct se-
quence):

Member 1: | had trouble seeing anything out there or translating
it through this role into behavior.

Member 5: | felt like | was concentrating too hard on behaving
the way | was supposed to be behaving and not really feeling
anything. | kept looking for places where | could be assertive.

Member 1: There was more of a pressure to say something than
there usually is.

Member 7: 1just felt agitated and out of touch completely.

Member 6: Usually | play things over in my mind and know what
I want to do, but with those two [roles] it was as if | were up
against a stone wall. |, in a way, felt as if someone were holding
me back, or that | was at the end of the earth and about to fall
off. . . . | couldn't even imagine what | would do, and it was just
a big btank.

The various qualities of awareness that we have just denoted
as “conscious genuineness,” “consciousness of structural-behav-
ioral conflict,” and “lack of appropriation of consciousness
through evaluation” were all reported or observed after the exer-
cise. Two members reported a sense of genuineness about their
role-behaviors:

Member 3: Yeah, I'm really glad that the role was given to mé
because | really meant everything | said. It was really a mind-
blowing experience. it allowed me to really let out.
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Author: | kept scaring myself by throwing these flip comments
around and finding out that they were arrows not frisbees. | was
finding myself really twisting things in. You know, seeing a side
of mysell, well, part of my role was to not be accepting, and
yeah, it was sure there in me.

Two other members noted during the discussion after the exer-
cise that some members were at that point more genuinely enact-
ing their role-opposites than they had been able to during the ex-
ercise itsell, even though everyone had presumably ceased acting:

Member 11: | don't mean to—I| do mean to interrupt—[here it
might be appropriate to interpolate that Member 11's role-oppo-
site had been to be dominating] I'm really struck by Jane. I've
rarely seen you act like this—not taking back statements or qual-
ifying them. Maybe it's an aftertaste of her role [which had been
to act self-assured].

Member 9: | can’t get over the carryover though. Even though it
was hard to get into, | and others still seem to be operating
through (the roles]).

These observations suggest the speculation that members initially
decided 10 take part in the exercise from within their ordinary
cognitive-emotional-sensory structures which, in turn, resisted
temporary displacement during the exercise. Then after the exer-
cise the ordinary structures relaxed this extra resistance against
the usually suppressed qualities, which, stimulated by exercise,
now expressed themselves.

The second quality of awareness—consciousness of structural-
behavioral conflict—was clearly expressed by one member:

Member 8: | guess | had a different reaction. I'm feeling a lot bf
pain now. And | found it impossible to be just agreeing, and it's
very painful for me to realize that. | am spontaneous in some
ways, but | am also very supercontrolled and it wouldn't come
out. I just wanted to follow what was happening, but | kept ana-
lyzing it.

As long as this member operates within the structural configura-
tion that ordinarily controls her perceptions, interpretations, and
behaviors, she can feel hersell to be spontaneous. In other words,
the transformations hetween her structure and behavior are con-
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gruent and unnoticed. Attempting to perceive and behave in
ways contrary to what is “natural” for her, however, she encoun-
ters the “supercontrolled” quality of her structure, which denies
her the freedom she assumed she had.

The third quality of awareness experienced during the exercise
~—that of returning to one’s ordinary structural mode to evaluate
an initial impression of disharmony and blocked effort as not
worth pursuing—is revealed, in the tollowing comments, to have
occurred in Members 7, 6, and 11:

Member 7: | found it very difficult. | didn’t have a role 1| couid
jump into. First, | was listening. The role | wanted to try was to
be very critical and harsh. At first | tried to get at it by saying
“This is a great big put-on.” But then that didn't make any sense,
because why should | be harsh to somebody for not being them-
selves?

Member 8: | have the perfect role for you: not being so logical.

Member 5 (who is Member 7's spouse): That's what | told you
[before the exercise]!

Member 6: | think | made the mistake of picking four roles and
then splitting myself among them.

Member 13: Why did you try four rather than one?

Member 6: | guess because | knew | couldn’'t do one. So | just
did the two that were easiest and sloughed off on the two |
couldn’t do. | don't think that was conscious.

Member 11: | had trouble with my role completely. | mean, |
couldn’t do It at all. Bilt told me to be dominating, and frankly (
usually experience myself as dominating and any other mode
seemed ridiculous.

The automatic, nonconscious, absorbing quality of the evalua-
tions (“that didn’t make any sense,” “1 just . . . sloughed ofl,”
“any other mode seemed ridiculous”) contrasts sharply with the
wide vistas of awareness evident in the quotations from the ear-
lier exercise, and highlights the difficulty of achieving and main-
taining consciousness in action.

In sum, the exercises of the second and third experimental-
group meetings and the members’ responses to these exercises
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indicate the scale and subtlety of the ellort of contacting the level
of consciousness and congruently transforming its perspectives
and initiatives through thought, feeling, and inner sensation into
behavior. Central existential dilemmas in this learning process
seem to be:

(1) how to reconcile inner, sensual, personal, meditative, trans.
focal subsidiary awareness with external, cognitive, interper-
sonal, calculative focal awareness; how to interpret conscious
tastes and intents congruently at the structural level and real.
ize them authentically at the behavioral level; more specifi-
cally:

(2) how to interpret, understand, and act upon the negative
emotions aroused by the conflict between conscious awareness
and mystery-mastery self-images; and

(3) how to identily transcognitive awareness in oneself without
thereby dispersing it and becoming reabsorbed in cognitive
evaluations of impressions; how to experience thought as but
one aspect of one’s total presence without thereby blocking,
dismissing, or devaluing its function.

These dilemmas face the group members both as persons de-
siring to be in fuller contact with the lives they are living and
as scientists concerned to see phenomena and their interrela-
tions more clearly.

IMPLICATIONS

After reading preliminary drafts of this chapter, a number of
people have asked some fundamental and related questions
about its practical, theoretical, religious, and political signifi-
cance and implications.

(1) The appropriation of full consciousness, even though it
seems immediately to involve a subtle sort of relaxation, seems §
in the long range to involve a formidable spiritual effort. Is it |
genetically possible, psychologically advisable, and socially de-

sirable for everyone? Isn’'t there a practical need to filter out !
some of the complexity of reality if we are to act at all in day- |



134 Approaches to experiential learning

to-day matters? Doesn’t this need to filter reality comstitute
both man's potential for commitment and man’s tragedy?

2) Why is a broad distinction made in these meetings between
focal and transfocal awareness rather than the tripartite divi-
sion of focal, subsidiary, and intentional elements of attention
introduced in part I?. In particular, why is the quality of in-
tentional attention so litde discussed?

3) 1f the personal discipline necessary to purify one’s temple to
receive the holy fire is initially diminished by the author’s and
group’s support of persons only peripherally committed to
such an effort, will this process not make it more difficult later
for the persons involved to discipline themselves and not fall
into despair?

4) The author’s authority during these meetings appears more
paternal than fraternal, his language more academic than per-
sonal, his appeal directed more to a leisurely elite than to the
common man. Under these circumstances, how can he possibly
be exploring revolutionary consciousness?

These questions seem highly legitimate. They verify the extent to
which people related the resistances, conflicts, and emotions
aroused by this investigation to the core of human destiny. And
they indicate that the conditions appropriate to “training investi-
gators” are not describable by a scientific methodology that aims
to isolate variables from the broad context of man’s political and
religious experience. If, indeed, the author tended to ake social
conditions for granted in introducing group members to the
terms and processes of inward vision suggested in this section,
then these questions quickly oblige aspiring investigators of sub-
sidiary and intentional processes (o focus on social realities. And
the questions demand responses that will be visible in terms of
the future scientific, political, and religious :‘styles of the
imvestigators—mainly, of course, of the author, since his responsi-
bility is greatest. Such responses are primarily generated by liv-
Ing, not arguing, so my responses here will not exceed the follow-
ing short comments on the questions. These comments are not
intended as final answers, but rather as my way of framing the
questions in an effort to keep them maximally alive.
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1) The need to focus on day-to-day experience and to choose
what to focus on within daily experience is not denied by this
model of attention; but the genetic, psychological, and social
questions raised will not be solved by an awareness limited to
focal objects. Moreover, no matter how far the effort to appro-
priate full consciousness will lead those who initially attempt
it, they will be that much closer to understanding and accept-
ing their actual role in the world, that much less likely to pro-
ject inner dissonance on the world, unless they permit them-
selves 10 be led down some path which only espouses the
rhetoric of consciousness toward other ends. Since the choice
of path is partly a focal issue, man's potential for commit-
ment and for tragedy is excited rather than abridged by an ef-
fort to appropriate full consciousness.

2) The lack of independent evidence regarding the intentional
element of attention fits with the lack of overt focusing in the
meetings upon religious or political issues, which represent
man’'s ultimate investments regarding the meaning of the
world and his relative role—his intention, purpose, life form
—in it. Conversely, the intentional element of attention is
most readily discriminable in the context of religious or politi-
cal questioning, if, indeed, one is able to remain self-question-
ing when one is aware that religious or political foundations of
meaning are at stake. At such moments, the intentional ele-
ment of attention can be the active element. At other
moments, it may take the less obvious denying or reconciling
forms. Further study by the experimental group could have led
its members to recognize the distinction between subsidiary
and intentional attention, even if the imentional element con-
tinued to manifest itself primarily in denying and reconciling
forms.

3) The danger of tempting another away from personal disci-
pline is always real, but an isolated spiritual quest is not the
only solution. Another is that new social forms be evolved to
provide continuing support for such a quest.

4) For six years [ have been attempting to explore the interac-
tion and integration of the various levels of experience that |
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try 10 codify in this work and 1 am uncertain what kind of au-
thority this experience creates for me in relation to others. 1
am certain that 1 am not yet fully and permanently conscious
and that my behavior thus betrays patterns and assumptions of
which 1 am not aware. 1 am also certain that each man arrives
at the continous revolution of consciousness by his own path
and that no single pattern of behavior reveals the necessarily
haphazard exploration toward one’s center, periphery, and
translation process between center and periphery. On the other
hand, the entire model of “levels of experience” and “experien-
tial consciousness” is initially foreign to culturally ingrained
patterns of thought and therefore intrinsically difficult to un-
derstand. To what extent this factor contributes to what some
readers experience as an academic and paternal style is difficult
for me to estimate. Also, not my behavior but my structuring
of the three meetings may be what strikes some as paternal.
Since this book does not address the question of patterns
among units of behavior, the criteria for determining whether
my structuring of the meetings was coercive or liberating are
not obvious.



Chapter Six

CATEGORIES FOR OBSERVING VERBAL
BEHAVIOR

A framework for calegories of verbal behavior to distinguish be-
tween behaviors conducive and not conducive to experiential
learning was introduced in chapter 4 (p. 97). Three levels of
analysis categorize the interactions between consciousness and
cognitive-emotional-sensory structure, between that structure and
behavior, and between behavior and the world outside. The
three levels of analysis are named, respectively, conscious appro-
priation of behavior, structural modes of behavior, and focal
functions of behavior. These categories deserve to be defined and
exemplified with some care because they become the basis of reli-
ability and validity studies in chapters 7 through g.

Of the three systems of inference, conscious appropriation of
behavior is most fully developed in operational terms in chapters
7 through g, for it most directly measures the degree of conscious-
ness of the speaker. Since, according to the model offered in
chapter 1, experiential learning occurs when a person is con-
scious, this system of inference should, in theory, most directly
measure the degree of experiential learning occuring for the
speaker.

Nevertheless, discussion and exemplification of the other two
systems of inference can serve several purposes for readers and
scorers. First, such discussion indicates what attributes of behav-
ior are not scored by the categories of conscious appropriation of
behavior. Second, it helps to relate this theory of verbal hehavior
to other previous work in the behavioral sciences. Third, it may
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be of interest to the reader in reflecting about the permutations,
themes, and emphases in his own behavior.

THE FOCAL FUNCTIONS OF BEHAVIOR

Six focal functions seem to me to represent the problematic is-
sucs in day-to-day life for any three-level human system, whether
it be completely formed and in permanent contact with con-
sciousness, not yet completely formed, or not regularly in contact
with consciousness. They include: (1) setting and achieving goals
in one’s environment, or work,; (2) determining boundaries that
reflect one’s differentiation from and integration with the envi-
ronment, or identity; (3) defining what sorts of information it is
appropriate to exchange with other systems, or intimacy; (4) dis-
covering what thoughts, feelings, and behaviors are authentic,
effective transformations of conscious intentions, or education;
(5) hxing responsibility for the sequence in which events occur
among systems, that is, for group leadership and for the source of
meaning-structures, or authority; and (6) transforming structur-
al-level configurations by behavior outside the comprehension of
existing structures but nevertheless demanding response, or ac
tion.

Let us approach these six functions, one at a time, more com-
prehensively:

work. Setting, checking, adjusting, and achieving goals and paths
to goals in the environment. Work is the most general function
of behavior in relation to the environment. However, the trans-
formation of the world outside is not the sole function of behav-
ior. In contrast to this productive function of behavior, the five
other focal issues perform expressive functions. That is, behavior
is also concerned with the reconciliation of disparities among the
“inner” levels of experience of different people. Such disparities
can be expressed as mutually hostile emotions, ideologies, percep-
tions, and actions that disrupt work in the absence of a common
struggle toward consciousness. Or these disparities can fire a
common struggle towards consciousness, complementing and dig-
nifying work.
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From this high rhetoric, let us turn o a few examples of the
kind of comments people might make in everyday conversation
that would be categorized as work according to our definition:

Execulive at a business meeting: There are ways. (This state-
ment deals, on the surface, with paths to goals. There are no
clues, besides its surface meaning, what its behavioral function
is, so it is categorized as work.)

School official to consultant: Well, what do you have in mind for
this conference? (This statement invites the setting of goals, or
the expression of goals.)

At a cocktail party: There's an amusing example which actually
ampifies your point. (Here an activity Is justified by relating it to a
goal—amplifying a point.)

Student at group meeting to determine a course project: The
thing | was trying to say was that I'm not sure it's going to be
easy to get people to talk about what their real anxieties are.
{The determination of focal function is made here on the basis of
the main clause—"the thing | was trying to say was'' —rather
than on the basis of the content of the thought. The speaker is
using a second path to achieve the goal of expressing an idea.)

Social researcher in the early stages ol a collaborative
study: What I'm thinking now is that the whole thing is being too
objective-oriented. The way I'm seeing this group is subjective
and not worrying about accurate data samples. (The speaker is
disputing the path chosen to accomplish a goal.)

Teacher to student: I'm not sure what you're saying. I'm not sure
if it's that you're having a hard time integrating formal require-
ments with the possibility of a relationship—or it you're asking
me to respond to you. (Here the speaker is checking to deter-
mine what the other person’s goal is.)

The examples indicate that verbal behavior fitting the cate-
gory of work consists predominantly of setting, checking, and ad:
justing goals and paths to goals, rather than actually achieving
goals. The actual achievement of goals often has to do with the
organization of the inanimate world rather than talking to oth-
ers. Authoritative orders to do work, which in a pyramidal orga-
nization tend to be a first step in goal achievement after the goals
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have been set by a higher level of management, are not regarded
as work by this scoring procedure, but rather as fitting the cate-
gory of authority, to be described next.

Stories, historical descriptions (i.e., past tense), and logical
analyses, when offered directly in principal clauses, are all con-
sidered work in this scoring procedure, unless a context shows
that a story fulfills one of the expressive functions.

AUTHORITY. Discovering, setting, asserting, fixing, or acknowledg-
ing responsibility for the naming and sequencing of events, for
the source of meaning, and for the source of leadership. If the
varying levels of human experience were not distorted in their
mutual interaction by the tendency to concentrate all attention
into focal awareness, the issue of authority would not occur
overtly at the level of behavior. It would merely be implicit in the
kind, pace, and sequence of work done. However, because cur-
rent science, technology, education, and cultural myths regard
the world as restricted to what is focally observable and tangible,
effort is made to control focal experience by manipulation. Con-
sequently, it also becomes a task to rediscover the organizing
function that different levels of experience exert in relation to
one another.

Both the effort to organize by manipulation and the effort to
recognize interlevel organization can be expressed verbally in or-
dinary conversation. The following examples are drawn from sit-
uations in which the speakers tend to be somewhat more self-re-
flexive than would usually be the case. This tendency helps us in
our initial exemplification of authority:

During a discussion of a theory in a class: My only problem
with this sort of scheme is that the words are contaminated for
us with other meanings. (This statement is explicitly concerned
with establishing a source of meaning for words.)

Son to father in a family conversation: No, no, that's not what |
was saying at all. (Again the issue is the meaning of words.)

Teacher to student about a course project: Well, it sounds like
in all of that is something like “‘commitment.” And the thing that
tastes bitter to you around final product is “final.” Like, are we
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building something or not? (This statement is concerned with
naming.)

in a group: People never challenge me when | suggest we do
something next, but the group never does il. (This statement ex-
poses the relation between sequencing and leadership.)

In a voluntary political aclion group: It's a question of who will
take the first step. (Again, the issues of sequencing and leader-
ship arise.)

In an encounter group: Don't resign yourself to passivity; don't
accept it as a personality and Iinternal problem. The group must
be doing something that you are defining as ''not being Inter-
ested in you.” It might help us if you could tell us what cues
we're giving that make you think that we're disinterested in your
ideas. (Commands always involve asserting responsibility for the
sequencing of events. In this case, the content of the command
concerns the meaning of an event—the group’s disinterest in one
person.)

Member of meditation group to author during first hall of first
session: The evehing seems to be sort of a vacuum which
you've created for us. Maybe it isn’t up to you to establish a struc-
ture . . . even though it's arbitrary. (This speaker is concerned
with naming events—''vacuum,” “arbitrary” —and with fixing re-
sponsibility for leadership—"Which you've created for us,”
“maybe it isn’t up to you.”)

in a T-group: | have trouble figuring out when to raise feelings
when I'm not interested by what is going on. (This statement ex-
plores the speaker’s responsibility in sequencing events.)

In some ways, the concept of authority offered here is more
restricted than in ordinary usage. Discussion of rules, for exam-
ple, does not lall under the heading of authority here, but rather
is an aspect of identity, because rules concern the structure of a
group or situation or institution. The same thing is true of
group norms. Although, speaking outside the framework of this
classification system, one may say that rules and norms are dis-
tinctive precisely because they are authoritative—and although
this manner of speaking gives us a clue about the connection be-
tween structure and process—nevertheless, in this scoring proce-
dure, structural features of discussion are considered identity is-

sues.
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iENTHY. Determination or exploration of boundaries, structures,
or processes that characterize, distinguish, and specify a given
individual by contrast 1o its environment. ‘1he individual in
question may be a person, a group, a situation, an organization,
or a society. kdentity becomes a focal issue overtly because enti-
ties do not remain stable at the level of focal expericnee, yet the
process of change is invisible since it is an imerlevel phenome-
non, so persons living only with local awareness repeatedly face
the question whether a given individual “is himsell.”

A second orientation 10 identity occurs when a person begins
exploring beyond focal awareness. ldentity remains a focal issue
as he attempts to check what he in particular is discovering be-
yond focal awareness as compared to others’ experience. '

The following comments all express the issue of identity:

At a party: | lorget things from hour to hour. (An example of per-
sonal process.)

fn a T-group: | leel ! am not a member because | do not accepl lo
learn in this way. (Here the speaker distinguishes himself from a
group by specilying a process characterislic of the group—"10
learn in this way''—which falls outside his boundaries as he sees
them.)

At a school statt meeling: Who belongs to this faction? (The
speaker Is exploring one aspect of the boundaries ol a sub-
group.)

Leader at oulset of a T-group: The rules are that we slay in the
here and now, and we try o find out what Is going on within and
between us. {The speaker is characterizing the structure of this
situation.)

In a T-group: Your delivery is solt-spoken, like people who know
they will have an impact and don't need to pound it in. (Here an-
other individual is characlerized by linking a particular element
of his process—delivery—with an inferred siructure—a sense of
self based in knowledge that one's presence is’ experienced by
others.)

Member of meditation group during first hait of first session: |
have a different image. | have a sense of being withdrawn, for
myself anyway | feel distant . . . maybe partly because I'm being
more reactive than active. {This speaker characierizes an ele-
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ment of momentary personal emotionel structure—being with-
drawn, distant—relating it to 8 more general sense of personal
structure-—being reactive.)

Engineer at meeling on company sales policy: | guess | feit that
I didn't have the credentials o discuss that topic. (Here the
speaker reveals how he siructures his behavior—in terms of as=
sessing his credentials to participate in discussion.)

The reader will recall that when the event described is past
history, even il it is internal to the persou, it falls under the cate-
gory of work, rather than identity. Thus, for example, the lollow-
ing statenient is categorized as work.

Member of meditation group: | did a very heavy and rich kind of
trip. 1 started off being conscious of the people In this room,
hearing the noises and shoveling outside, then the heater and a
sense of this house as a life-support system.

‘The reader may also wish to contrast the final example of the
idenity category with the examples of infimacy offered next.
‘The engineer gives a seuse of what kind ol information gets ex-
changed in this group (part of the definition of intimacy), but
entirely ltom the point ol view of his personal structuring ol the
sitvation.

iNnTimacy. Defining or exploring what soris of information it is
appropriate to exchange with other individuals, or what is re-
garded as informative; or describing the present conditions, gual-
ities, and effects of exchange. 'I'wo hasic oriemations result in dis-
cussion focused on the issue of intimacy. One orientation is that
personal habit or social custom automaticaily determines appro-
priate forms of inlormation for exchange, and that within these
forms the moment-to-moment relational process is inevitable or
arbitrary, but certainly always inappropriate to exchange. This
orientation results from confining awareness to the focal level of
experience, which in the case of conversation tends to be the con-
tent of what is said. From this orientation, intimacy is focused on
primarily in negative terms: when one individual expresses him-
sell in a way which another finds inappropriate, the other is
somehow nonresponsive or punishing.
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The other orientation occurs in exploring the interaction of
the various levels of experience. This exploration indicates that
what information it is appropriate to exchange depends upon the
participants’ conscious aims in the given situation and can there-
fore not be taken for granted. Second, the exploration indicates
that in fact there is often wide variance in personal structurings
of what is said in particular situations, so that describing the pres-
ent conditions, qualities, and effects of exchange can be neces-
sary to ensure actually effecting the exchange.

The following comments belong to the category of intimacy:

In a T-group: You push for clarification in your terms rather than
fetting him explain it in his terms. (The speaker is describing the
present quality of exchange, indicating a disparity in personal
structurings of what is said.)

in a T-group: I'm disappointed that we've given up already. Every
time someone tries to start something or say anything it gets put
down. (The speaker reveals the effect of the exchange upon him,
as well as the conditions—everything gets put down—that have
led to the present quality—everyone giving up.)

Son to father: Lecturing isn't going to help now. (This statement
identifies an inappropriate form of exchange.)

One participant to another in meeling at a drug drop-in center: |
wonder whether you wanted to say anything. (An invitation to an-
other to explore what can be exchanged between the speaker
and the other.)

In a T-group: Saying “Thank-you” genuinely is owning up to your
dependence on him—I think that's what we find embarrassing
about it. (Here the quality of an exchange is assessed and its ef-
fect upon a third party, the speaker, is described.)

in any context: Yeah. (Even without context or verbal tone this
statement is responsive, indicating that, at a minimum, the
speaker has heard the information previously given.)

A white to some blacks al a public meeting: Your glances at
one another and knowing smiles make me feel that what | just
said sounded ridiculous rather than relevant, and ! wonder if that
is how you feel. (The speaker is exploring what kind of exchange
seems informative and appropriate, as well as reporting the ef-
fects of others' behavior on him.)
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Discussion of roles falls into the category of intimacy, since
roles are social agreements intended to define appropriate pat-
terns of interaction among role-incumbents. For example:

Dissatistied student in a meeting with the professor: I'm talk-
ing about my professor as a person with him, not even as a kind
of role of professor serving in the classroom, but the way that
person is serving as human being. | feel like | wanna be open,
but you are the professor and | am the student, and that's a has-
sle.

The reader will note that, although the category of intimacy
concerns the quality of exchange, it is discriminated on the basis
of discrete cominents, just like the other categories. Simply be-
cause one comment in a conversation is responsive to another in
terms of a further development of the same content does not
mean that it falls into the category of intimacy. For example, the
professor referred to in the previous quotation responded to the
student as follows:

We got a lot of educating of each other to do. 1 tind it difficuit to
remember how it feels to come up against ‘'the professor” for the
first time. . . . Ii's obviously damn real and damn powerful and
I'm denying, so you better remind me that you're having a hard
time with me.

Although this statement is responsive to the student, it con-
cerns authority, not intimacy. This conclusion derives from the
commanding quality of the first sentence and of “you better re-
mind me,” as well as from its concern with the source of meaning
in what the student said—"1 find it difficult to remember how it
feels”; “it's obviously damn real.”

epucation. Discovering what behaviors are authentic transfor-
mation of conscious aims and intentions; or, in other words,
what behaviors are congruently translated from consciousness
through one’s cognitive-emotional-sensory structure into behav-
ior.

The process here alluded to is an inverse of the process re-
ferred to by the authority category. In that case, the movement is
from behavior toward a conscious sense of sequencing or mean-
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ing. In the case of education, the movement is from consciousness
toward behavior. (“Movement™ is not a fully appropriate term,
since the different levels interact simultaneously. Rather, one
might say that in the case of authority one’s behavior actively as-
serts leadership or explores meaning, while one's structural
framework passively conducts this action to the conscious level,
where it is reconciled by one’s sense of aim and integrity. By con-
trast, in the case of education one’s conscious aim is active and is
translated or reconciled with the passive behavioral result by
one’s structure.)

There are two circumstances in which discussion reflects educa-
tion. The first is when a person who has been out of touch with
consciousness begins to ury to discriminate between the active im-
pulses of his structural level and active conscious impulses which
are being translated by the structural level. By expressing his ex-
ploration he will reveal to a person who is more aware of the
quality of tranformations among levels whether he is in fact
learning from experience or merely acting from his structural
level.

The second and empirically more common expression of edu-
cation occurs when a person attends to an external social struc-
ture as though it were his consciousness, attempting to translate
its dictates passively into his behavior, and attempting 1o develop
an internal structure which reconciles his behaviors as his own.
This second process is the one labeled internalization in chapter
1 and differs from genuine experiential learning.

Examples of education include:

In a T-group: You're saying "I want to change,” and you're say-
ing "l understand.” We accept, understand, identify—everything
but help. {The speaker implies that the aim is to help, yet mem-
bers' verbal behavior is not authentically realizing this aim.)

A corporate executive at a workshop: Yes, | see now—I| really
pushed. (The speaker recognizes an aspect of his structuring of
behavior—pushing—which evidently distorted his intention with-
out his being aware of it at the time.)

In a T-group: We're talking analytically again and | don't know
how to get to it. | try to find another way of talking, but ! look in-
side and just see a blank and after a while that's frustrating. So
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I'm frustrated inside and outside. Where does it get us to say
that? (This statement both expresses a search for a reconciling
structure—"| look inside’—and recognizes itself as part of that
search, with the uncertainty about whether it is itself an authentic
transformation of conscious aim—"Where does it get us to say
that?")

Client in therapy: Of course, you know, that, that makes me—
now wait a minute—that probably explains why I'm primarily
concerned with feelings here. That's probably it. (This example
fits two categories, authority and education. Other examples of
combinations will be offered below. In this case, the authority el-
ement is indicated by the “wait a minute,” which reveals a con-
cern with sequencing. Then the speaker’'s behavior passively re-
flects the shift from one structuring to another, i.e., from the
thought with which he began the sentence to the thought he fi-
nally expresses. Having discovered a more authoritative source of
meaning in mid-expression, the speaker permits it to act through
his thought to his expression.)

The small number of examples offered for education reflects
the rarity of the occurrence of this category in ordinary conversa-
tion. The category occurs rarely because most individuals in our
culture neither experience nor imagine reality to consist of simul-
taneously interacting levels of organization and because internali-
zation is rarely expressed except after the fact as contributions to
work.

As the final example above indicates, statements can reflect
combinations of any two of the foregoing five categories. Several
more examples can illustrate such occasions:

| see you with a lot of props. | don’t know, sort of a bag of tricks
or something, and partly, you know, metaphorically. And almost
at the beginning, you said almost too quickly, | was glad you said
what you did, but there was a part of me that couldn’t quite be-
lieve you. (The statement begins and ends by focusing on anoth-
er's and then his own identity, using a focus on the questionable
appropriateness of an exchange—intimacy—as the transition.)

Did you feel that | kind of cut you off by saying | didn't want your
support? Because | didn't mean to. (The initial focus is on
intimacy—questioning the effect of an exchange. Then the focus
turns to authority—what the speaker really meant.)



148 Approaches to experiential learning

i think one of the reasons why there’'s so much silence is that
we're not dealing with the real issues. Like, one of the issues is
that | might be laying my own trip on this group; one of the is-
sues is, what do we really want to do. (There is a concern with
authority, evidenced by the search for source of meaning in the
phrases using “‘real’” and ‘“‘really,” as well as in the concern with
leadership in "I might be laying my trip on this group.” And a
focus on lIdentity in the characterization of group and self
processes-—group silence, “my own trip."”)

Action. This category is a complement to work and a mix of the
other four categories—authority, identity, intimacy, and educa-
tion. Whereas work involves transformation of the world outside,
action involves transformation of the structural level.

Examples of verbal action are even harder to find and describe
than examples of education. We must turn to the unusual for
help. Let us examine a Zen master in action:

A monk came to Gensha and wished to know how he was discoursing
on the principle of Zen. Said Gensha: "1 have very few listeners.”
Monk: “I wish to have your direct instruction.” “You are not deaf?”
came straightway from the master (Suzuki, 1955, p. 83).

We can imagine the thoughts and feelings structuring the
monk’s focal awareness as he approaches the master, Gensha,
hoping to gain admission to the hearing of the true word. We
can imagine his feeling of elation when he finds that Gensha in
fact has few listeners. Perhaps the monk also permits himself a
slight sense of pity or superiority about the poor master currently
bereft of students. But these thoughts and feelings are not the
issue at all: Gensha has few listeners because few can hear the
voice of consciousness. And you, monk? At this moment how do
you stand? We are already in the midst of instruction, yet you
imagine it as a dream of the future, clouding your present aware-
ness. If the monk really hears the master, the entire structure of
his thoughts and feelings, his implicit sense of when things start
and finish, what is appropriate, and how learning occurs all are
overturned. If he is indeed deaf, the master's reply will seem to
be nonsense. But this conclusion too will overturn the monk’s
cognitive-emotional-sensory structure because he has already for-
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saken worldly possessions in the belief that through his own ef-
forts and a master’s responses he may auain enlightenment.

We can see how action implicitly involves the other behavioral
functions, by analyzing the master's second reply. It questions
what is the eflect ol the master's words on the mank (intimacy);
it defines the idemtity of the master's listeners—those few who
can hear the voice of consciousness; it also can serve 1o recon-
struct the meaning of the master's first response for the monk
(authority); and it challenges the monk to respond in a manner
that similarly reflects simultaneous contact with the three levels
of experience (education).

There is a second circumstance when action is expressed be-
haviorally. This is in the case of socially sanctioned activities—
such as acting, wars, sports, or drinking at cocktail parties—in
which one is permitted or expected to step outside one’s ordinary
structural framework by “playing another role,” “forgetiing one-
self for the cause,” “playing over one’s head,” or “going out of
one’s mind.”

In both circumstances it is necessary to know the context in
order to be able to identify a piece of behavior as action. (For ex-
ample, any of the examples of the other focal issues would be ac-
tion il spoken by an actor in a play. And in the case of Gensha
and the monk, the comment “You are not deaf?” would be scored
as identity if encountered in isolation.)

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE FOCAL
FUNCTIONS

These six issues are highly interrelated, as the foregoing discus-
sions have suggested. Fhe veader may recall (chapter 1, p. 15 If)
that the setting of behavioral goals, if they are 1o be truly his
own goals, can only occur when a person is in contact with his
conscious purpose; thus, work and education are interrelated.
Obviously, whether or not the person is in contact with his con-
sciousness will also deeply affect the quality of his boundaries;
thus, education and identity are interrelated. Furthermore, the
person’s sense of his structure describes in part both his bound-
aries and his determination of what is information and what in-
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formation it is appropriate to exchange with another; thus iden-
tity and intimacy are interrelated. The kinds of structural limits
a person places on information that he considers appropriate to
exchange with others will, in turn, influence strongly whether his
behaviors (e.g., what he says and how he says it) are authentic
transformations of conscious purposes (in the case of mystery-mas-
tery structures, what the siructure of the system deems appropri-
ate will tend not to be an authentic transformation of con-
sciousness); thus, imtimacy and authority are interrelated. It has
been implicit throughout this book that conscious purposes, in-
terpenetrating systems that are distinct at the behavioral level,
can, if appropriated, serve as the source of meaning and sequence
relative to the structural and behavioral levels; thus, authority
and education are related.

The concept of authority operating through all members of a
group appears relatively strange when, in the socially common
mystery-mastery mode, authority tends to be viewed as external-
ized in leadership roles, rules, and laws within an organizational
or social structure and as acting on persons. However, Mills
(1965) supports the possibility that authority works through
rather than on persons when he speaks of the potential for all
group members to assume the “executive role” concurrently. In
order to change from mystery-mastery personal and social struc-
tures of authority to conscious sources of authority requires per-
sons to face practical, focal dilemmas that they wish to resolve
but cannot resolve from the mystery-mastery perspective; thus,
authority and action are interrelated.

We can theorize that whether a person is aware of their inter-
connection or not, the issues of work, identity, learning, inti-
macy, authority, and action cannot be resolved independently.
Nor can they be resolved in human systems in a nonconscious
state. At most they can be covered over. :

Earlier theories of experiential learning have tended to focus
on one or two of the six issues as central to experiential learning.
For example, Bion (1g61) sees the primary aim in experiential
learning to be developing a work group, that is, a group capable
of setting and achieving goals overtly rather than colluding or
conflicting covertly. Slater (1966) and W. Schutz (1967) see an en-
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largement of one’s sense of who one is—of one’s boundaries—as
the primary result of experiential learning. Mann (1966) and
Mills (1g64) focus on the issue of authority in a self-analytic
group. Culbert (1968) and Jourard (1968) have focused on the
issue of self-disclosure, or intimacy. And Argyris (1g67) has fo-
cused on self-education through experimenting with new behav-
iors. 'T'he emphasis on one or two issues and the lack of a systems
model [ed these authors to theoretical propositions not only par-
tial by comparison to the theory offered here, but actually in
conflict with it.

For example, Bion equates work with education in his therapy
groups. Such an equation is considerably dillerent from relating
the two issues, since the patients will develop little sense of the
connection of education to practical work in their therapy
groups if education is their work. On the other hand, Argyris
(1967) has used a model of setting and achieving goals for oneself
(i.e., work) to conceptualize how a person can increase his self-ac-
ceptance and self-awareness (i.e., learn from experience). Such an
equation makes experiential learning a subsidiary process or by-
product of work; but according to my model and theory, experi-
ential learning may be a process subsidiary to the other focal
functions as well (measured by the system of inference I call con-
scious appropriation of behavior), or itsell be expressed as a focal
function in education. Although my model and theory indicate
the interrelation of work and education, they do not equate them
in the way Argyris and Bion seem to0. Their equation results in a
litde-noticed but severe theoretical stumbling block: a critical
distinction between work-goals and education is overlooked.
Work-goals involve transformations at the behavioral level of
things in the world outside. Learning, however, is not a goal in
this sense at all, for it involves realizing a conscious intention in
one’s behavior. In work one's hehavior is active in transforming
the environment, whereas in education one's behavior is recep-
tive to, or the resuit of, the action of the conscious level. If we
overlook this distinction, we will tend to regard increasing self-
awareness as a function of specific kinds of behavior, irrespective
of whether they represent authentic transformations of conscious
intentions (leading to the substitution of a limited coping process
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for learning, such as the feedback-and-change mechanism dis-
cussed in chapter 1). (See also the differentiation between goal-
setting-and-achievement and self-recognition, chapter 2, pp.
46-49)

Another study which links two of the six behavioral level is-
sues (Mann, 1966) views a scll-analytic group's initial inability
amd later ability to work cooperatively as correlated with its
changing relations to its leader (authority). Other studies have
viewed two or more of the six hehavioral issues as related by the
temporal sequence in which they are encountered during the
group’s life. S. Culbert (unpublished paper) has applied a theory
of learning whereby the issues of intimacy and identity counter
each other in successive phases. Bennis (1964) has suggested that
the authority issue must be dealt with first in T-groups. Only
after the members and leader have resolved their relationship are
they persons to one another rather than voles, and thus ready 1o
focus on intimacy. On the other hand, W. Schuiz (1967) has writ-
ten that identity (is a person included in or excluded lrom the
group?) precedes the issues of authosity and intimacy (or, as he
names them, comtrol and atfiliation).

Oun the basis of the systems madel of man, 1 do not recognize
any single sequence of focal issues as proper and most elfective.
According to this model, the six issues are indissolubly interre-
lated and one cannnt be fully solved, in the sense of being made
fully conscious, without solving the others concomitantly. More-
over, none is absolutely primary. This is not to argue, however,
that there will be no sequence whatsoever in the way a group or
person attends to the six issues. For focal attention is perspectival
—things are perceived from one side at a time (Husserl, 1g62;
Schachtel, 1959a)—and will therefore tend to focus on the interre-
lated issues one at a time, changing focus with difficulty, until
members’ structures congruently transform their conscious intui-
tions. Increased contact with consciousness will bring comprehen-
sion of the actual complementarity of the issues.

If the six interrelated behavioral issues are treated sequentially
by a group devoted to experiential learning, the sequence results
from two factors. One flactor is a certain openness to such learn-
ing on the part of the members, an openness which can by no
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means be assumed to exist. Bion (1961) has offered some highly
insightful analyses of therapeutic situations in which patients are
not open to experiential learning. In such cases the same issues
arise, but covertly rather than overtly. Thus, the authority issue
arises in terms of unacknowledged dependency by the members
on the leader for direction. ‘The ideutity issue arises in members'
fight-or-flight reaction when unresolved group boundaries are ap-
proached. ‘The intimacy issue is reflected in members’ tendency
to pair up in any discussion.* I'he phenomena according to
which Bion determines what is the salient issue at a given time
are not verbal. 'The leader, the group boundaries, or sexual pair-
ing is not necessarily being discussed when evidences of depend-
ency, ﬁghblliglu.' or pairing present themselves. In fact, these
modes of resolving the issues of authority, identity, and intimacy
function precisely so as 1o avoid overt recognition by the group
that they were ever unresolved issues. They all fall within the
mystery-mastery maode of operation, prevent contact with con-
sciousness, and consequently do not actually resolve the issues in
question. As a result, they will be used recurrently rather than in
some definite sequence. Early in an expericntial learning process
we (an expect that at feast some of the group members will tend
not to he open to this kind of lcarning and will obstruct a se-
quential focusing on the different issues by the group.

The second factor which determines whether the six behav-
ioral issucs are treated sequentially is members’ tendency to treat
all learning as occurring in terms of their focal auention. So long
as they treat learning in this manner, the only way they will be
able 10 deal with interconnections they see between the various
issues is to talk first about one and then about another; or, later
in the group’s life, as the issues gain some common definition, it
may be possible to talk about the interaction of two issues.
Under these conditions, the focal functions will tend 10 be
treated sequentially, although the change of focus from one issue
* The difference between Bion's and my analysis is that 1 would ook for co-
vert ways a group handies the work, learning, and action issues, as well as the
authority, identity, and intimacy issues. And, on the other hand, 1 would
expect all six issues to be handled differently in what he narrowly calls 2

work group. This difference may be less substantive than a result of the
more systematic explicitness of the present theory.
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1o another will result from chance, or from factors outside the
group’s awareness, or from the mastery of some person or faction,
rather than from a common, conscious intention.

As subsidiary processes and conscious intentions gain recogni-
tion as critical, but not focal, aspects of personal and group func-
tioning, members’ verbal and nonverbal behavior will become in-
creasingly subtle, ironic, and symbolic in attempts to manifest
authentically the moment-to-moment mix of focal, subsidiary,
and intentional elements they experience. At this point, as in the
case of the covert treatment of issues, what a member is talking
about will not define the full function of his behavior. In this
case, his treatment of a focal issue will be overt, but his behavior
will also communicate at the subsidiary and intentional levels in
ways that increase the meaning of what he says. 'The Zen master’s
statements illustrate this. The shift from one focal issue to an-
other may be swift, dictated by a logic beyond the verbal level of
experience. Thus, to someone aware of only the focal level of ex-
perience it may appear that the focal issues are being treated in a
mixed and inconclusive fashion.

What distinguish the covert, the overt but merely focal, and
the multilevel treatments ol the six focal issues are the structural
modes and degrees of conscious appropriation involved in differ-
ent behaviors. We can wurn now to a discussion of structural
modes of behavior.

THE STRUCTURAL MODES OF BEHAVIOR

The mystery-mastery structural mode, to which we have re-
ferred numerous times, approximates what is often called “put-
ting up a front,” or “playing games.” At the opposite extreme
from mystery-mastery behavior is behavior organized by struc-
tures in contact with consciousness. 1 distinguish among three
such structural modes, naming them supportiveness, self-disclo-
sure, and confroniation. Unlike the mystery-mastery mode, these
three modes are open to consciousness and are concerned with
the congruence of transformations among levels of experience.
Unlike the imprisoning mystery-mastery structure, they represent
alternative structures available to the conscious person, who is
able to let go of a given structure and try another.
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Between these two extremes lies the range of ambivalent be-
havior that occurs when a person strives to explore but is re-
stricted from full exploration by mystery-mastery assumptions he
makes and fears to question. We can call such behavior explora-
tion of structure.

In principle, these different structural modes define the differ-
ences between covert, overt but merely focal, and multi-level
treatment of the six focal functions of behavior. Since the mys-
tery-mastery mode tends to supress existential exploration alto-
gether, it characterizes the covert treatment of the focal functions.
By conirast, exploration of structure characterizes the overt but
merely focal treatment of focal functions, since it attempts to rec-
ognize and explore such existential dilemmas, but does not
achieve conscious access to the multiple levels of immediate expe-
rience. Finally, the structural modes of supportiveness, self-disclo-
sure, and confrontation, having access to the multiple levels of
experience, treat the focal issues as multi-level phenomena.

THE MYSTERY-MASTERY MODE. Mystery-mastery behavior treats
what goes on within persons, including oneself, as mysterious, in-
accessible, irrelevant, or inappropriate for conversation (or other
outer behavior). At the same time, it relates to the outside world
(including other people, who are treated as external objects) by
trying to control or master it. In short, this kind of behavior
aims at mystery about oneself and mastery of others.

This mode is revealed partly by what is missing from behavior,
that is, by a lack of attention to or a denial of personal feelings,
perceptions, and purposes. It also reveals itself partly through at.
tempts to pressure another person to conform to one’s own expec-
tations. It includes statements that treat external appearances as
facts to be taken for granted.

The first two examples have already been discussed in terms of
their focal functions.

There are ways. (Work. Stated as a fact to be taken for granted.)

The rules are that we stay in the here and now, and we try 1o find
out what is going on within and between us. (ldentity. “The
rules” are presented as though they were external facts rather
than social agreements.)
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The next two examples occurred during the first half of the
first meeting of the meditation group.

Well, she's charged me and then retreating behind a wall to as-
sess. (Intimacy. The words “charged,” ‘‘retreating,” and “wall"
are all perceptions and interpretations of the speaker, and the
word “'assess” involves an inference, yet they are all presented
as unequivocally descriptive of external events.)

No, | really don't have feelings towards you personally. Do you
see what | mean? (Intimacy. Denial of feelings.)

We can take a short excerpt from an encounter-group meeting
as a further example of the mystery-mastery mode. This excerpt
illustrates how, even in a situation where the avowed intent is to
reduce alienation and e¢nhance freedom, the actual behavior may
encourage withdrawal ind conformity:

Bill: What do we want from Linda right now?
Andy: The truth.
Educator: We want to know her.
Andy: | want to know the truth and why she puts up these fronts.
Carla: 1 want to see some real feelings come out of her.
Andy: Me, 100,
Tim: Yeah.
Carla: That's all | want to see.
Dennis (1o Linda): Everything you do, it just scems phony as heck.
Carla: Linda, have you ever tried giving to somebody?
Art: She just wants to take.
Carla: Have you ever tried to give to somebody. Linda?
Linda: Uh-huh.
Andy: What happened, Linda?
Linda: He walked away.
(Argyris, 1967, p- 175)

Ironically, other members prevent Linda from opening herself (o
them by pressuring her to be open. Her “mystery” is heightened
rather than dissolved by their effort at “mastery.” Moreover, the
other members preserve their mystery too, revealing almost noth-
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ing about themselves. This mode of behavior is particularly evi-
dent and ironic in settings supposedly devoted to learning from
experience because there is no “external organizational structure”
to justify mystery-mastery behavior as “necessary for survival in a
competitive world.” 1t contrasts starkly with the avowed intent of
the group to create open, noncoercive climates.

EXPLORATION OF STRUGTURE. A second structural mode of behav-
ior can be named exploration of structure, the behavior of a per-
son accustomed to putting up a mystery-mastery front but who
now tries to be more exploratory. Exploration ol relationships
between one’s thdughts and feefings, one's own behavior, and
others’ thoughts and feelings is directly contradictory to the fun-
damental orientation of the mystery-mastery mode. Consequently
a whole new structure of thought and feeling—a whole new set
of assumptions about human relationships—is necessary for true
exploration. A person who habitually operates in the mystery-
mastery mode inevitably finds himself groping for an appropriate
structure each time he undertakes any exploration. Since the ex-
ploration of structure, the challenge to his basic assumptions,
tends to be more than he bargained for in an emotional sense,
and since his mystery-mastery assumptions tend to inhibit explo-
ration in any event, he will tend to swing back and forth be-
tween exploratory and mystery-mastery behavior.

His behavior will tend 10 be ambivalent; he becomes more vul-
nerable by his questioning, but simultaneously avoids vulnerabil-
ity by becoming aggressive, defensive, or self-qualitying. 'The am-
bivalence arises because the person is uncertain (thus the
exploration), but uncertainty is experienced as weakness by a
person accustomed 1o the mystery-mastery mode. The person is
therefore on the lookout (at least subconsciously) for any sugges-
tion that his “weakness” will be used against him.

Exploration of structure characterizes statements that show un-
certainty how to define information, what information is rele-
vant, how 10 act at the moment, or what guestion to ask, when
these are accompanied by hesitations, false starts, and introduc-
tory or concluding qualifiers. In another aspect, exploration of
structure is indicated by openness to exploration by another per-
son without any indication that the speaker is himseif open to
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levels of experience besides that of the world out there. Or, in
still another aspect, attacking others through an analysis that si-
multaneously reveals real dilemmas for the group exhibits the
characteristic ambivalence. In all three cases the speaker gives ev-
idence of tending to speak within the mystery-mastery mode,
which is not open to exploration, but at the same time evinces
recognition that exploration is appropriate or unavoidable.

The following three examples of exploration of structure have
already been described from the point of view of their focal func-
tions:

Well, what do you have in mind for this conference? (Work. The
speaker invites exploration by the other without indicating his
openness for exchange across varying levels of experience.)

I'm disappointed that we've given up already. Every time some-
one tries to start something or say something it gets put down.
(Intimacy. The speaker attacks the group, presenting interpreta-
tions as facts, yet the dilemma may be real, and the speaker indi-
cales clearly that he feels it.)

It's a question of who will take the first step. (Authority. The
speaker indicates an openness to others' taking a first step, but
not his own experiencing in relation to that possibility.)

The following longer excerpt portrays the ambivalence charac-
teristic of exploration of structure. The exchange between Joan,
a person who tends to be quiet and withdrawing, and Jane, who
is relatively aggressive and assertive, occurs as part of a staff meet-
ing at a school (of which the author was director). The meeting
includes a discussion of the results of some research the staff has
done on itself in an effort to improve its functioning as a team.
One aspect of the research asked each stalf member to estimate
the level of conflict between himself and each other member of
the staff. The results show that Jane consistently estimated lower
levels of conflict between herself and others than they did with
her. We join the conversation as Joan, who is usually quiet, tries
to explore why she feels conflict with jane:

Joan (hesitatingly): With me | think it is a conflict. | don't know
whether to bring this up. You seem to be always so dramatic thal
I don't know when you're being Jane.
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Jane (assertively): Well, that's Jane.

Joan: Well. . . .

Jane (interrupting, slowly and forcefully): | am a dramatic per-
sonality.

Joan: But it's still hard for me to decide whether you're being
real or not.

Jane (sincere, demanding): How do you feel this? In what way
do you assess me as being dramatic?

Joan (pause): Well, in every way.

Jane (immediately, loudly): My speech. . . . (Pause, then softly,
reflectively.) People have brought this up before—terribly offends
and bothers many people. | can't hear my speech and | don't
know if | could change my speech to please people. | don't know
if this is something one should ask me to do.

Joan begins in the mode of exploration of structure (the hesitant
“1 don’t know whether to bring this up.”) But Jane initially re-
sponds in the mystery-mastery mode, pressuring for conformity to
her view that “that's Jane.” When her two comments fail to quiet
Joan completely, Jane questions Joan, overtly indicating open-
ness to a response from joan. However, in this case her overt
openness falls within the mystery-mastery mode because her de-
manding, dramatic tone of voice is precisely what Joan mistrusts;
so Joan is caught in a bind: on the one hand, it is difficule for
her to take the risk of owning up to her feelings when the very
way she is asked increases her distrust of the other person’s genu-
ineness; moreover, if she discloses her feelings straightforwardly,
Jane will have gotien away with presenting the very style that
creates the problem; on the other hand, Jane appears open to
joan’s feedback that might help to correct the problem. The
struggle among these emotional strands (not necessarily explicit
to joan) yields her limp, “Well, in every way.” Jane rushes on,
but seems to stumble by accident into an exploration of structure
when she recalls previous feedback she has received from people
about the quality of her voice. 'The tone of her voice changes,
and a sense of hesitation, uncertainty how to behave (“1 don't
know if this is something one should ask me 10 do”), and ambiv-
alence creeps in.
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suppoRTIVENESS. All  three conscious structural modes—sup-
portiveness, self-disclosure, and confrontation—are characterized
by an underlying acceptance of oneself and the other person
as being more than meets the eye and as experiencing dilemmas
and incongruities among values, rhetoric, and behavior that can
call forth work on oneself. Such acceptance goes beyond what is
said to how and why it is said—to the rhythm and tone of voice,
posture and gestures of the speaker, and to his social and tem-
poral context.

Supportiveness does not involve agreeing with what the other
person says, as much as dwelling in the other’s experiencing as
far as possible (the whys and hows as well as the whats), and
thereby encouraging further exploration through the listener’s
willingness to experience it with the speaker.

This mode of behavior has been extensively researched in the-
field of psychotherapy, and is especially associated with Carl Rog-
ers (Rogers, 1g61b; Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). A major aspect
of supportiveness has been named “accurate empathy” and an-
other aspect “nonpossessive warmth” or “unconditional positive
regard.” It has been suggested that these qualities help another
person explore his inner structure because (1) he does not have
to defend an inadequate structure from attack by another; (2) his
sense of relatedness to and support from the other person reduces
his fear of “losing control” if he questions his structure; (3) he ex-
periences the other’s attentiveness as a positive reinforcement of
his exploratory behavior; (4) the other’s attentiveness acts as a ca-
talytic factor in reconciling the person’s new-found sense of him-
self as one who can question structures with his previous sense of
total identification with a single structure (Haigh, 1968; Truax
and Carkhuff, 1967). The following excerpt from one of Rogers’
(1961b, p. 8g) therapeutic interviews both demonstrates the ther-
apist’s supportiveness and portrays a point at which his client be-
gins to accept a wider sense of herself than what her previous
structure defined as appropriate. After a pause of several minutes
the client (C) speaks:

C: You know that is kind of gooly, but I've never told anyone this
(nervous laugh) and it'll probably do me good. For years, oh, probably
from my early youth, from seventeen probably on, I, I have had what
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{ call o mysell, told mysell were “flashes of sanity,” 1've never told
anyone this, (another embarrassed laugh) wherein, in, really | feel
sane. And, and preuy much aware of life. And always with a terrific
kind of concern and sadness of how far away, how far astray that we
have actually gone. It's just a feeling once in a while of finding myself
a whole kind of person in a terribly chaotic kind of world.

T: It's been fleeting and it's been infrequent, but there have been
times when it seems the whole of you is functioning and feeling in the
world, a very chaotic world to be sure—

C: That’s right. And 1 mean, and knowing actually how far astray we,
we've gone from, from being whole healthy people. And of course, ane
doesn’t walk in those terms.

T: A feeling that it wouldn't be safe to talk about the singing you—
{referving o something the client said earlier).

C: Where does that person live?
‘T: Almost as if there was no place for such a person to exist.

C: Of course, you know, that, that makes me—now wait a minute—
that probably explains why I'm primarily concerned with feelings
here. That's probably it.

T: Because the whole you does exist with all your feelings. Is that it,
you're more aware of feelings?

C: That's right. It’s not, it doesn’t reject feelings and—that's it.

T: That whole you somehow lives feelings rather than pushing them
to one side.

C: That's right. (Pause.) | suppose from the practical point of view it
could be said that what I ought to be doing is solving some problems,
day-to-day problems. Aud yet, 1, I—what I'm trying to do is solve,
solve something else that's a great, that is a great deal more imporiant
than little day-to-day problems. Maybe that sums up the whole thing.

The therapist has focused entirely on the client, but has not
pressured her to move in any direction, instead comnsunicating
his investment in, and encouragement of, her capacity for self-ini-
tiated exploration of structure by his efforts to refiect her experi-
ence accurately.

SELF-DISCLOSURE. By contrast, in the mode of self-disclosure, to
which we can now wirn, a person expresses and questions his



162 Approaches to experiential learning

own experiencing, thus modeling elfective exploratory patterns
of behavior. If a judgment or evaluation is made, it is expressed
as part of one's experience, and as relating to the current situa-
tion rather than treated as the basis of all experience. Often a
statement in this mode will relate two levels of experience, such
as the speaker’s thought or feeling in relation 1o his perception
or behavior.

Several researchers have focused upon self-disclosure as a
method of encouraging experiential learning (Culbert, 1968;
Jourard, 1968). In a similar vein, others have emphasized the im-
portance of “genuineness” or “authenticity” in presenting oneself
effectively (Argyris, 1962; T'ruax and Carkhuft, 1g67).

Two examples of self-disclosure may furnish a more concrete
sense of this structural mode. The first piece of dialogue is a con-
tinuation of the exchange between Joan and Jane (p. 158). Jason
enters the conversation in a self-disclosing mode that seems to
help Jane proceed a bit further with her exploration of structure:

Jane (end of previous excerpt): . . . | don't know if this is some-
thing one should ask me to do.
Joan: No, | don't think so.

Jane (haltingly): My tone—and John brought this up last spring
—my tone of voice—I| don't know how one would describe
it. ...

Jason: Your tone of voice to me is different now than it was a
few minutes ago.

Jane (neutrally, warily): | have a great range.

Jason (with positive concern): It seems to have softened and
deepened.

Jane: It's still Jane though. '

Jason (to Jane): Do you feel it's more Jane? | have a more sym-
pathetic reaction to this tone of voice than to the other,
although. . . .

Jane: This is certainly a more relaxed voice because I'm trying
to talk to Joan. When I'm trying to insert something in a more
anxious way it may not be the same voice.
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Jasoun’s three comments here are self-disclosing. They express his
perceptions of and reactions to what is happening without de-
manding conformity from Jane. It is interesting to note that his
last comment, if it were just the question “Do you feel it's more
Jane?” would have exerted some pressure on Jane. However, the
succeeding self-disclosure shows why Jason would like to think
her softer tone was more Jane and thereby releases the pressure
on Jane to give the answer implicitly called for, “yes.” Jane can
acknowledge experiencing different states (anxiety, relaxation) at
the end of this excerpt, in contrast to her monolithic “1 am a
dramatic personality” at the outset of the first excerpt. But the
ambivalence involved in the mode of exploration of structure
shows in her lack of initiative in exploring the implications of
the feedback she is receiving from Jason, and, in fact, her wari-
ness about dealing with the information at all.

A second example of self-disclosure is taken from a meeting of
a recruiter with job candidates for positions at the same school.
The school’s staff has already made preliminary evaluations of
the candidates on the basis of applications and interviews. The
organization is concerned to hire those candidates most capable
of experiential learning, since they must learn on the job, be-
cause this school brings together blacks and whites, rich and
poor, in a mix that is initially culturally alien to everyone. Con-
sequently, both as a way of demonstrating to the candidates how
the organization attempts to combine processes of inquiry and ac-
tion in its structure and as a way of identifying for the organiza-
tion those candidates most able to combine the two processes in
their behavior, the organization is asking the candidates to col-
laborate with the recruiter in selecting themselves. They are
to combine inquiry and action in deciding whom to select,
using the information already gathered and the preliminary
evaluations by the stafl as examples of possible selection cri-
1eria,

The particular candidates in the following excerpt have re-
ceived the most negative initial evaluations. The recruiter (R),
returning to each applicant the information gathered from him,
reminds the group that it can now share in the decision-making.
Then:
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Ben: What do you want us to talk about? what do you want us to
say? | mean, | don't understand.

R: I'm not sure. | think I've told you what | hoped we'd do, but )
didn’t bring you here to make you do anything.

Ben: Oh, | know that.

R (continuing): I'm uncertain. | can only see going where you
want to go. | feel I've done my part. We've made a preliminary
evaluation. I'm willing to go anywhere you want.

Greg: Okay, how do we get out of our preliminary evaluations?

R: | guess, for me, I'd have to be convinced you understood the
evaluation. Then, either I'd have to see behavior that made me
revise my judgment—of course you're free to come back next
week anyway, these are just my criteria—or you'd have to make
a strong commitment to work on yoursell. it depends, too, on the
issue with the specific person—is the problem goals, or skills, or
interpersonal style?

Sam: One of the weaknesses is that we are not with you when
you consider the applications and | think that could be very vatu-
able If you really want to make it a two-way experience. Person-
ally, | feel left out. Nothing is written on me. | would have been
interested to have been there.

R: We didn't consider them much together. In your case, it was
mostly me. I'm primarily responsible for your evaluation; it's true
you don't know what | thought because it's not written, but | feel
perfectly ready to let you know.

Sam: Well . . . | don't think that's worth doing now, but can we
do it after we're finished?

R: That's a problem for me: | hoped to be able to respond here
because of limited time and resources; | would prefer to do it
here if possible. If there’'s a problem about doing it as a group,
maybe we could do it individually.

(Pause.)

Ben: With me individually, | recognize what they say is wrong
with me, but | don’t see any way | could change it. It says “naive,
vague.” That's a real weakness. I'd like to know how to overcome
it. I'm at a loss.
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The recruiter focuses on giving all the information relevant o
his behavior that he can. The information he discloses concerns
both his personal and organizational structure, as well as per-
sonal feelings and organizational events. However, he makes no
effort to sell his point of view or lead the group in particular
directions. Nor does he present himself as having all the answers.
He presents his uncertainty straighdorwardly, rather than reflect-
ing it through ambivalence. These characteristics distinguish
self-disclosure from the mystery-mastery mode and from explora-
tion of structure.

CONFRONTATION., We can turn now to the mode ol confrontation.
In this mode the speaker difterentiates himself from the person
to whom he is speaking, either explicitly by noting their differ-
ent patterns of behavior, or implicitly by being able to note con-
tradictions between the other’s expressed values and actual be
havior (between what he says and how he says it). In either case,
the speaker poses the opposition as a dilemma for the person 10
whom he is speaking as well as himsell, one that must be ex-
plored if the interpersonal or intrapersonal contradiction is to be
resolved.

The mode of confrontation brings the speaker’'s intellectual
framework into play overtly, since he is describing patierns of
perception and behavior. Moreover, it may be associated with a
feeling of commitment on the part of the speaker to his own
framework (in the case of comparison between his and the other’s
behavior patterns). If the other person appears unwilling to work
on resolving the difference, the speaker's confrontations may in-
volve increasing anger or attempts to structure the situation so
that the other’s mystery-mastery avoidance of the issue is stymied,
leading him to experiment with another structural mode (such
an attempt would correspond to the focal function of action).

Superficially, such confrontation may appear 1o contradict
rather than complement the supportive mode of behavior, but
this is not true theoretically (and practically, assuming the educa-
1or is indeed conscious) because the educator’s aim is still 10 help
the other person break through behavior patterns and self-images
in the mystery-mastery mode and to attain congruent transforma-
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tions among his aims (whys), behaviors (hows), and statements
(whats). The anger and action of the speaker are aimed not at
the sinner but at the sin, to use religious phraseology. He is not
accepting ol the other’s self-presentation only because that self-
presentation is not accepting of that person’s full, three-level ex-
perience,

Of the three structural modes of behavior that facilitate learn-
ing from experience, confromation has been the least discussed
in scholarly writing on experiential learning. 1-group or thera-
peutic lorms of interaction, which comprise the most researched
forms of verbal behavior, have tended to occur at times set aside
from the usual behavioral-level concerns, time limits, and com-
mitments. Consequently, it is not surprising that the value of
confromation in experiential learning has been noted primarily
by educators who have intervened in on-going organizations
(Davis, 1967; Whyte and Hamilton, 1964, in reference to Argyris’
[1962] style).

Another reason that the mode of conlrontation has been
largely overlooked is that its distinction from mystery-mastery
directiveness is subtle. Industrial studies of leadership have differ-
entiated wwo factors of leadership called “consideration” and “ini-
tiation of structure” (Fleishman, Harris, and Buru, 1963; Kahn
and Katz, 1963). Aggressive behavior on the part of the leader
consequently tends to be associated by behavioral scientists with
“initiation of structure,” i.e., directiveness (and this tends 1o be
true empirically, given the prevalence of the mystery-mastery
mode). However, this connection between aggressive initiative
and directiveness is not imperative. For example, a therapist may
command his client to act out a neurotic symptom (e.g., a tic or
a tone of voice). If the client does so, it may appear to an ob-
server of this sequence that the therapist has merely succeeded in
creating conformity to his dictate (mastery)., However, if the pa-
tient has already exhibited total dependence upon the therapist
for solving his problem, but at the same time has claimed he is
unable to control (i.e., to voluntarily act out) his neurotic symp-
tom, the therapist's command will have placed him in a double
bind. Whatever the client’s response, he must experience himsell
in a new way, outside his previous self-image. If he reluses to ad-
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here to the command, he will exhibit independence from the
therapist; if he adheres to the command, he has controlled his
symptom (Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson, 1g67).

The therapist, in this case, has seen the clieat’s “blind spol” in
regard to the interaction between his own structure and behavior
and has so manipulated the social situation as to force the client
to experience the blind spot emotionally, that is, to see directly
what his usual sense of self prevents him from seeing. The thera-
pist has brought the client into conlrontation with himself. But
the therapist does not control what the client actually does—he
does not manipulate the client. He simply makes it impossible
for the patient to do what he habitually does. The result is an
enlargement of the client’s sense of what is possible for him
rather than a specification of what is good for him. Thus, what
appears to be directiveness can be a form of confrontation, and
distinguishing between the two is crucial if we are to understand
how to encourage experiential learning rather than conformity in
settings where initiation, choice, and aggressive action are neces-
sarily operative.

Yet another reason why confrontation has received relatively
little ateention is that most research and theory in the area of ex-
periential learning has locused on the interplay between behav-
ior, on one side, and thought and feelings, on the other (i.e., on
the interplay between behavioral and structural levels). The in-
terplay between the structural level and intuitive consciousness
has been largely overlooked. For example, the concept of congru-
ence has been applied (o the undistorted ransformation of feel-
ings into verbal behavior (Dyer, 196g), but not o the transforma-
tion of consciousness into structurai-level thought, feeling, and
inner sensation.

As a result of this oversight, the scale of the problem of chang-
ing from a mystery-mastery mode of functioning and awareness
to a more facilitative, effective, and aware mode is misconceived.
For example, the supportive mode of facilitation is advocated
without recognition that many of a person’s own initiatives re-
sult from, or are interpreted by himsell in terms of, the mystery-
mastery mode. If this is true, then the supportive mode must be
used judiciously by the conscious person, chosen at times when
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the other’s initiative is toward contact with consciousness. And
when the other’s initiatives are not toward consciousness, a friend
may wish to turn towards imaginative forms of confrontation in-
stead. This sort of confromation is particularly visible among
Eastern masters who have attempted to link the living of daily
life with the awakening of intuitive consciousness. The example
of action by a Zen master in relation to a monk, described on
P- 148, could also be presented as an example of confrontation.

A reading of lives of other masters such as Sri Yukteswar (Yo-
gananda, 1968) and Gurdjieff (de Hartmann, 1964; Ouspensky,
1949) also reveals an emphasis on confrontation as a mode of be-
havior. These educators most explicitly behave so as to shock
their students out of habitual structural patterns of thought, feel-
ing, and inner sensation. This form of confrontation is deemed
necessary because so long as a student’s efforts toward conscious-
ness remain framed by a mystery-mastery structure they will be
self-contradictory.

A specific example of the mode of confrontation can be taken
from the same meeting of a recruiter with job candidates de-
scribed earlier (p. 164). The reader may have noted that the dif-
ferent candidates who spoke had already begun to differentiate
themselves from one another in their behavior. Ben and Greg
seemed to be oriented towards exploration of structure (personal
and situational), while Sam began in a condemning, mystery-mas-
tery mode. This difference continued, and there came a time
when the recruiter felt that Sam and another candidate with a
similar behavior pattern were preventing the rest of the group
from obtaining the kinds of feedback and exploration they
seemed to want. So the recruiter confronted Sam and the other as
follows:

| see you as expressing a lot of aggression towards the judg-
ments we've made and which you claim we haven't shared with
you. And yet as | see this session it could be for sharing informa-
tion and | don't see myself as hindering that process right now. |
see you as hindering it. (Coldly.) | don’t feel terribly moved by
what you're saying.

In other words, the recruiter is claiming that Sam’s pattern of
behavior is contradictory to what Sam himself says he would
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value. The effect of this comment is to quiet Sam and the other
for a time, giving the rest of the group a chance to proceed with
setting up an information-sharing structure. Thus, the interven-
tion is clearly facilitative for the group as a whole. Although Sam
and the other later rejoin the conversation in a participative
rather than condemning mode, it is unclear whether the confron-
tation has lasting value and meaning for them.

Another example of confrontation derives from a workshop of
top executives ol a corporation (Argyris, 1962, pp. 190-91).
(Group members are numbered 1 to 10; the educators are let-
tered A and B. The excerpt is only part of a dialogue.)

No. 5: | feel badly inside when 1 disagree with my boss but don't say
anything. In fact, 1 act as if | agree. Then | leave the meeting and aat
as if | never agreed. | ought to say 1o my boss, "I disagree.”

No. 7: Let's assume we made a decision, and you didn’t like it, and
you defended it to others. This isn’'t dishonest. You're part of a team.
You shouldn’t feel youre a hypocrite. Your conscience shouldn't
bother you.

B: 1 hear you're telling people around the table that they shouldn't
have some of the feelings that they have.

No. 10: 'The point is not whether | should or should not feel badly. It
is: Do you help me explore my feelings?

No. 2: Why should anyone want to hold onto and explore his feelings?
What good does it do?

B: Let's ask No. 10.

No. 10: I'm not sure | understand your question.
No. 2: What good does it do to have these feelings?
A: Is it a matter of good? He has them.

No. 2: Okay, but if you say to me that you have strong feelings and it
hurts me, I'd say, “Okay, change them.” You ought (o rationalize your-
self to the point of not having them. The feelings are purposeless.

No. 10: You're using me as an example, let me answer. 'T'hat comment
would really hurt me. Worse than telling me to jump overboard.

No. 4: Wait a minute. You brought your point up so that we can dis-
cuss it.

No. 10: Yes.
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A: But what encouragement do we give him if we tell him he is wrong
for feeling this way?

No.2: Wait a minute—that’s unfair, darn it.

B: If we are going to make it unfair, let me add another aspect. 1t felt,
No. 2, that you were saying to No. 10 that if he were as intellectually
bright as you. he could intellectually rationalize his feelings just as you
can.

No. 2: Maybe that's it. Let me say what I really thought. I've had the
same problem—it hurt me too, and | kick myself for it, then | have to

say, “What good does all this do to me?” 1 was trying to convey this to
No. 10,

No. 10: This is a great difference.
No. 2: Yes, I see—I1 really pushed.

B: And one of the values about this learning is that you became help-
ful 10 No. 10 when you told him the problems that you had in this
area and how you strived to solve them.

No. 2: 'That's an interesting observation.

B's first intervention is not empathic, nor is it selt-disclosing. In-
stead B deliberately reorganizes what No. 7 said to show its con-
tradiction to a value No. 7 is presumed to hold, something like
“people's leelings are their own business.” Likewise, B's second
intervention begins to turn a somewhat rhetorical, intellectual-
ized question (“Why should anyone . . .") into a personal one
that can receive an answer. A’s first intervention confronts No. 2
with the problem of specilying what he means, giving No. 10
something to respond to. A’s second intervention reorganizes
what No. 4 said to show how he and others discourage the very
discussion they say they want to have. B then exposes an implied
invidious comparison between No. 2 and No. 10 in No. 2's ear-
lier comment. At this point, No. 2 again reformulates his earlier
question, this time organizing it in the self-disclosing mode
rather than as a mystery-mastery attack. B is then able to use No.
2’s self-disclosure as an example for an intellectual model of how
one encourages learning. Thus, at every intervention the educa-
tors bring a different perspective to what has just been said, reor-
ganizing it according to an intellectual framework which presents
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the situation as an existential dilemma for a particular person or
the group as a whole. Like Zen masters, the educators here are
not moving towards conformity to their view of the world, but
rather are concerned to open the members to the question of the
moment, a question to which no one can have the answer before-
hand.

STRUCTURAL MODES CONDUCIVE TO
EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING

I have suggested that the three modes which facilitate learning
{rom experience are mutually complementary, but 1 have given
only hints by way of the examples as to the different situational
factors, timing, and purposes that determine which of these three
modes will be the most effective at a given moment.

The idea that a fully effective person will be able to behave
authentically in all three modes gives a sense of the scale of the
project of becoming fully effective. At present, most educators in
the fields of therapy, T-groups, and consulting to organizations
tend in practice and often in theory to value one of these modes
more highly than the other two.

It has been suggested that trainers using different facilitative
modes may be equally effective when each mode derives from a
cognitive map congruent with the particular educator’s personal-
ity (Bolman, 1468). Moreover, Schoeninger (196s) has shown how
inelfective one of the modes can be if it is incongruent with the
cducator’s personality or previous training. He found that high
levels of educator self-disclosure were viewed lavorably by clients
in only one of three cases; after further investigation, he con-
cluded that this mode was incongruent with the previous train-
ing of the other two educators. These findings indicate that at a
given time in their lives two persons may indeed be equally effec-
tive although they use different modes, because only one mode is
authentically transformed through the personality structure of
each.

Other findings, however, indicate that both educators would
he more effective if they could authentically transform their in-
tentions through all three modes of behavior. For example, Cul-
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bert (1968) found that high levels of educator setl-disclosure early
in the life of a group were associated with increased member
growth during that period compared to a group in which the
trainers manilested relatively low levels of self-disclosure. But
continued high levels of self-disclosure in the first group even-
tually became less effective at promoting member growth than
did the continued low levels of self-disclosure in the other group.
This finding suggests that self-disclosure on the part of an educa-
tor is particularly effective early in the life of a group, or, more
generally, that a particular style is especially effective at certain
times.

How are we to reconcile these apparently contradictory find-
ings? In simplified terms, one group of studies indicates that a
particular mode is more or less suited to a given person at any
time. Another study shows a particular mode to be more or less
suited to a given time for any person. These findings can be rec-
onciled by recognizing that a difficult learning process is neces-
sary for a person to become authentic in any of the three facilita-
tive modes: because one’s ordinary social behavior tends to have
a mystery-mastery character, it is necessary to go through a pe-
riod of exploration of structure in order to achieve authentic sup-
portiveness, self-disclosure, or confrontation. Hence, without un-
dergoing such a learning process, or before he has completed it, a
given person will be ineffective using a particular mode.

On the other hand, if the person does not create opportunities
for himself to integrate all three modes into his behavior, his
style will be relevant only to certain situations, although he will
apply it in all situations. In such cases, the person will tend to
feel that his style is the way he must present himself in all situa-
tions in order 10 be effective. He will therefore tend to be less in-
terested and more threatened by feedback indicating how eflec-
tive he actually is. And, in the long run, under these
circumstances he will tend not to increase his effectiveness. He
will cease learning.

CONSCIOUS APPROPRIATION OF BEHAVIOR

I have characterized supportiveness, self-disclosure, and con-
frontation as structural modes that theoretically rellect contact
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with consciousness. Earlier, 1 described the different manifesta-
tions of each focal function as theoretically depending upon
whether it is organized by the mystery-mastery mode or by con-
sciousness. Throughout these discussions, however, the specific
qualities that characterize conscious appropriation of behavior
have remained implicit. Let us now describe this quality of be-
havior explicitly.

In general, we are moving from many-sided appearance (the
six focal functions) toward a singular essence (conscious appropri-
ation). This movement is reflected in the different kinds of mea-
surement at each level of analysis. The focal functions of behav-
ior are a series of distinct, mutually unordered, nominal
categories. The structural modes of behavior are also distinct cat-
egories, but they are related to one another along a continuum.
That is, the mystery-mastery mode occurs at one extreme, the
mode of exploration of structure lies in the middle, and the three
conscious modes lie at the other extreme. Thus they represent or-
dinal measurement. Finally, the categories of conscious appropri-
ation result in interval measurement.

All three categories of conscious appropriation to be described
(intentionality, relationality, and momentary validity) are ap-
plied to each unit of behavior. The analytical question for an ob-
server is not to which category the behavior belongs, but rather
whether the behavior is positive, neutral, or negative in relation
to each category. All three categories describe aspects of a single
quality, the conscious appropriation of behavior. The results for
the three categories are additive, counting postitive as + 1, neutral
as 0, and negative as — 1. Consequently, scores ol conscious appro-
priation lor a given unit can viny between +3and —3, with 0 in
dicating lack of evidence or conflicting evidence.

INTENTIONALITY. One index of conscious appropriation is the ex-
tent to which a person regards his activity as intentional on his
part, rather than as externally caused. There may indeed be
strong environmental pressures or influences, but the person who
exhibits conscious appropriation of behavior regards himself as
deciding whether to take them into account and then as person-
ally causing his own behavior. The reader will recall that for a
conscious system this state of affairs does exist: ellective structure
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and behavior and the very definition of feedback from the envi-
ronment are all dependent for their organization upon the con-
scious purpose of the system (chapter 1; see also de Charms, 1968
Husserl, 1962; Merleau-Ponty, 1963).

A conscious system would tend to express verbally rather than
deny the self-determined, intentional quality of its behavior. Ex-
amples of denial of responsibility for behavior, where one’s be-
havior is viewed as externally caused and beyond one’s control,
would be:

I can’t help it it | get angry after a long day.

The orders came down from the top, so of course | had to obey
them.

Examples of high levels of realized intentionality would be:

I'm angry at you because | become defensive at demands uttered
impersonally; | want to be appreciated and loved.

| decided to obey the orders, afraid of what would happen if |
didn't.

These examples have been chosen to emphasize the point that
conscious appropriation of one’s intentionality does not mean
that one is uninfluenced by one’s environment, but rather that
one recognizes oneself as author or origin of one's behavior even
when environmental influences play a part.

To put this concept another way, in the egocentric mystery-
mastery mode either the ego or the environment is viewed as
controlling a given transaction. Environmental influences are
perceived as pressures on the ego. By contrast, when the
single-structured ego dissolves through continued contact with
consciousness and with the alternative structures that that per-
mits, one recognizes that the view of consciousnes} as within the
body and environment as outside the body holds only at the be-
havioral level. At higher levels, whether one controls oneself is
not determined by distinguishing between personal and environ-
memtal influences and seeing which predominate, for the two are
not fully distinguishable.

This perspective is not easily illustrated, but the following ac-
count describes one way in which 1 occasionally experience the
interpenetration of self and others:
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In conversations of four or five people, when we are exploring
near the edges of what is comfortable for us, | find myselt grow-
ing cautious about my choice of words and tones so as not to
break through the delicate web of solidarity and risks, stretched
tight by our fears and resistances. | sense a transition In myself
from reacting to others’ points of view, tones, and gestures as
though they were external pressures necessitating caution on my
part, to actually feeling the various fears and resistances inside
myself and approppriating them as my own. The whole web of
emotion enters into me, and my perception of the others changes
to seeing them as projections or manitestations of feelings | own.
| come to experience my words and gestures as part of a
rhythmic dance, influenced by the inner rhythm just as are the
others’ words and gestures.

The sense of intentionality is personal or transpersonal, trans-
muting itself through one, not impersonal, not manipulative. A
sense of intentionality can be expressed behaviorally as a state-
ment of one's intention as one acts, a recognition that there are
ditferent ways in which one can organize given external events,
or as an eflort to dwell in, understand, or reproduce the way an-
other person is organizing his moment-to-moment experience.

Denial of intentionality is the reverse: a sense that external
lorces operate upon one and cause behavior that one does not
feel ownership of or responsibility for. Also, a sense that external
tacts are objective, or, put another way, that only the organizing
scheme one is currently using is legitimate.

ReLATIONALITY. The illustration of “interpenetration of self and
others” suggests how closely related intentionality is to a second
aspect of conscious appropriation of behavior, named abstract-
ness or complexity by theorists concerned with cognitive struc-
tures (Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder, 1961), and here named rela-
tionality. By abstractness, theorists refer 1o an ability to recognize
the “relational linkages between alternative views” of a situation
by the persons present (Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, 1967);
hence, the term relationality. Whereas intentionality can be
thought ol as concerning “vertical™ interrelations among levels of
experience, such as thought and behavior, relationality can be
thought of as concerning “horizontal™ interrelations among as-
pects of a given level, such as two persons’ behavior.
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In terms of the model of experiential learning presented in
chapter one, consciousness interpenetrates the various structures
through which members view events in a group, so that he who
is conscious realizes that his behavior influences and is influenced
by others’ view of a situation even in cases where two members’
expressed views are directly contradictory on a given issue. Conse-
quently, another person is never viewed or treated as totally alien
by the conscious person. The conscious person may directly con-
tradict another at the behavioral level by confronting him, but
will recognize the continued interdependence of the two systems
at the structural and conscious levels. Hence, his behavioral con-
tradiction of the other will not extend to a total devaluation of
him, but rather involves a testing of his own position in front of
the other person.

At the extreme, total devaluation of the other person (or deval-
uation unless the other changes to conform to the speaker’s ex-
pectations) is implied in what are commonly called personal at-
tacks. In contrast, at high levels of conscious appropriation the
person places differences within a relational context. For exam-
ple, the conscious person may say:

| know, in a way that seems distant to me now, that you and | are
both concerned 1o heip these children, but | am more vividly
aware at the moment of a feeling of real anger and antagonism
at you for cutting me off, which makes me think you are uncon-
cerned with anybody but yourself. | guess you must feel I'm not
really concerned to help the children since you cut me off, and |
wonder what | am doing to make you feel that way.

This statement shows an appreciation that both members are be-
having and structuring their perceptions of each other’s behavior
in ways that create their mutual conflict. It may indeed be that
one member will, after further exploration, decide that both his
behavior and his way of structuring his perceptions of the other's
behavior can be more effective if changed, while the other mem-
ber may find both his earlier behavior and perceptions con-
firmed. Nevertheless, at the time of the initial interaction it is
still true that both members behave in ways that create their mu-
tual conflict.
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Relationality can also be exhibited in terms of different aspects
of oneself or in comparing the present situation and some past
situation.

Denial of relationality is the reverse sense: that one'’s percep.
tions and behaviors are absolute, uninfluenced, and unchanged
either within oneself, over time, in different contexts, or by oth.
ers; that the issues at hand in no way depend on or have implica-
tions for personal relations; that right decisions are determinable
in terms of abstract principles unrelated to personal influences;
and that conflict is a sign of illegitimacy and breakdown.

MOMENTARY VALIDITY. A third aspect of conscious appropriation
of one's behavior is the recognition that its validity extends to
and is restricted to the moment of time of its performance or to
specified other times. In the simplest case, momentary validity oc
curs whenever a person expresses a current thought or feeling as
an experience that he is having. Another simple case occurs when
a person relates a current thought or feeling to current behavior.
An example will help us discuss more complex aspects of mo-
mentary validity. In the example, a T-group has focused on sev-
eral ditferent issues in rapid succession, a few members dominal-
ing the conversation. The silent members, as it turns out, are
uncertain whether the issues are interesting to them, whether
their own comments would add to the value of the discussion, or
whether the issues are being dealt with in sufficient depth to pro-
duce any learning. As these reservations emerge and develop into
a conversation about the implicit norms of the group as to who
speaks when and how, one of the previously silent members be-
gins to say, 1 think we're politely leading up to the point—"
only to be interrupted by one of the members who earlier domi-
nated the conversation, saying, “—that I talk too much | Yeah, |
know 1 do, I'll admit it.”

At first glance, we may respond to this statement as perceptive
and open on the part of the member who owns up to talking oo
much. Nexi, however, we note that the statement is self-con-
demmning (and thus in the mystery-mastery mode) and not very
helptul analytically (i.e., at this level of analysis it could equally
be said of others that they talk “too little”). Further, we might
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interpret the statement as a preemptive defense rather than the
open owning it claims to be. By condemning himself the member
preempts others from expressing their feelings towards him or
prevents such feelings {from having an impact on him (he can re-
spond, “I already know that™).

If we ask ourselves what it is about the statement that leads us
to interpret it as defensive, we find that it neither extends itself
nor restricts itself to the moment of his present behavior. In
short, the member has talked too much in the very act of stating
that he talks 0o much. That is, he does not appropriate the ef-
fect of his behavior in cutting off the other. (Moreover, the other
person might not have raised this issue at all.) Certainly the in-
terruption will tend to discourage the other from further partici-
pation, reinforcing the dynamics that lead him to talk “t00
litele.”

The insight implicit in the statement “I talk too much” and
the act of stating it are mutually contradictory at this momem
and consequently cannot represent the authentic transformation
of a conscious intention. In this sense the validity of the behavior
does not extend to its own performance. Conversely, the gen-
eralization inherent in the statement attempts 10 extend its valid-
ity to all moments, thus obscuring the fact that the speaker
chooses to speak at certain moments, not at all moments. In this
sense the validity of the behavior is not restricted to its own per-
formance. X

Rogers (1961a) contrasts a rigid, undifferentiated view of one’s
experience (e.g., "'l talk too much”) to “process experiencing,” in
which “experiencing has lost almost completely its structure-
bound aspects. . . . The situation is experienced and interpreted
in its newness. . . . The self is much less frequently a perceived
object, and much more Irequently something confidently felt in
process” (pp. 152-53). This distinction of Rogers suggests how
the concept of the momentary validity of behavior connects to
the systems model 1 have proposed. Earlier, in chapter 1, 1 distin-
guished between rigid, structure-bound self-images that are out
of comtact with consciousness (e.g., "1 say what 1 believe” and “I
see myself on a pedestal”) and conscious ultrastability that
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permits one to change structures as one’s intentions and situa-
tions change. T'o the dillerences between these two system-states
and their experiencing we can now add a different sense of

time.
In the structure-bound state, what is true now will be true

later, since the structure determining truth will remain un-
changed. Moreover, the problem of whether what is true now
conceptually is also true behaviorally (i.e., whether there is a con-
gruent transformation between the structural and behavioral lev-
els) is not considered at all in the structure-bound state, for the
system is not in contact with the conscious vision that can inter-
penetrate thought and action. By contrast, the conscious system is
concerned with the problem of whether its intentions are au-
thentically transformed into behavior from moment to mement,
and, because it can operate through many structures, it recog-
nizes that the validity of any one mode of presentation is re-
stricted to the momentary situation.

The one example 1 have offered is protypical in that it overtly
concerns the issues of talking and timing. It should be noted,
however, that numerous other statements are or are not extended
and restricted to the moment of their performance. For exam-
ple. the following statement lacks momentary validity:

| really think you ought to grow up and make your own decisions.
Don’t pay any attention to people who try to tell you what to do.

‘The speaker both generalizes to all occasions and fails to extend
his opinion to the present, since he is clearly attempting to tell
his listener what to do.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The three qualities of conscious appropriation are highly inter-
related, as the examples show. If the reader reexamines the exam-
ples of high and low intentionality (p. 174), he will note that the
examples of high intentionality also involve a high recognition of
system-environment relationality. Similarly, the example of high
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recognition of system-environment relationality also reveals an el-
fort 10 extend and restrict the validity of the statement to the
moment of performance. And, completing the circle, there is no
evidence of appropriation of intentionality in the examples
of statements which do not appropriate their momentary va-
lidity.

In general, the sense of intentionality, relationality and mo-
mentary validity must come from the speaker’s present verbal
posture in the conversation, not merely from the content of what
he says. Thus, all statements that are expressed entirely in the
past tense, or as hypotheticals, present no evidence of conscious
appropriation of behavior.

Interferences with establishing intentionality, relationality, or
momentary validity, such as proforma qualifiers, are scored as
negative (for example, “1 may be wrong, but . .. ,” “I don't
mean this personally, but . . . ,” “I don’t like to say this, but

<)

Responses such as “Yeah” or “Oh,” if in isolation, are neutral
in regard to all three categories. “No” is scored as negative rela-
tionality unless it is somehow qualified.

Some examples of appropriation and denial of intentionality,
relationality, and momentary validity follow. They have already
been analyzed in terms of their focal functions and structural
modes.

I'd like to talk about the group norms here now. (Work, selif-dis-
closure. The “I'd like"” indicates appropriation of intentionality and
the ''now” indicates restriction of validity to the present. Thus,
+2)

The evening seems to be sort of a vacuum. Which you've created
for us. Maybe it isn't up to you to establish a structure . . . even
though it's arbitrary. (Authority, mystery-mastery. The ‘‘which
you've created for us"” indicates denial of intentionality; the valid-
ity of the comment is not restricted to the present, nor does it in-
clude the present even though it is in the present tense, since
the speaker is evidently creating this comment. She shares in
creating the evening in the act of claiming someone else had cre-
ated it for her. Thus, —2.)



Categovies for observing verbal behavior 181

It's a question of who will take the first step. (Authority, explora-
tion of structure. Although there is a reference to a relation out-
side the speaker—"first step’'—there is no evidence about the
speaker’s relation to that event. Nor is there evidence regarding
the intentionality or momentary validity of the statement. Thus, 0.)

The rules are that we stay in the here and now, and we try to find
out what is going on within and between us. (Identity, mystery-
mastery. “The rules’” are treated as an external force, imper-
sonal, denying the speaker’'s intentionality. They are taken as ab-
solute rather than related to the present time and situation,
denying relationality. And, by the same token, they are general-
ized but not applied to the speaker's own behavior. Thus, —3.)

You push for clarification in your terms rather than letting him
explain it in his terms. (Intimacy, mystery-mastery. The speaker
shows no awareness that he is using his terms in this statement
to clarify something for the other, so validity is not extended to
his own behavior in speaking; again, although he describes a re-
lationship outside himself, there is no evidence of his own rela-
tion to the person he is addressing. Thus, —1.)

I'm disappointed that we've given up already. Every time some-
one tries to start something or say something it gets put down.
(Intimacy, exploration of structure. The speaker relates his inner
state to an external situation, yet the validity of his statement
does not extend to itself, since by offering an analysis he is start-
ing something rather than giving up. Thus, +1 —1 =0.)

Lecturing isn’t going to help now. (Intimacy, mystery-mastery.
The speaker restricts the validity of his statement to the pres-
ent, but does not extend it to the present, since he himself can
be viewed as lecturing. Hence the evidence regarding momentary
validity is contradictory. There is no evidence regarding the in-
tentionality and relationality of the statement. Thus, 0.)

Yes, | see now—I really pushed. (Education, self-disclosure. The
“now" indicates momentary validity; the “yes’ indicates appro-
priation of his present relationality; the | see” followed by what
he sees indicates his intentional reorganization of his experience.
Thus, +3.)

Table 3 presents an overview of all the theoretical categories
introduced in this chapter.




182 Approaches to experiential learning
Table 3. Theoretical catlegories based on the model of learning

Levels of analysis
of each behavior unit Categories

focal functions of behavior authority
intimacy
identity
work
education
action

structural modes of behavior mystery-mastery
exploration of structure
supportiveness
self-disclosure
confrontation

conscious appropriation of

behavior degrees of denial or
appropriation of:
intentionality
relationality
momentary validity

BEHAVIOR CONDUCIVE TO EXPERIENTIAL
LEARNING

According the the model in chapler 1, experiential learning oc-
curs only when there is contact with cousciousness. In terms of
verbal behavior scored by the foregoing categories, contact with
consciousness is operationalized as conscious appropriation of
behavior. Consequently, the degree of experiential learning
achieved by a person as he speaks is directly reflected in the de-
gree of conscious appropriation scored. Negative scores can be
taken to reflect the fact that a person can actually mislearn in a
situation, that is, get farther away from the real structure of expe-
rience in his own fantasy or in a fantasy he shares with many
other people.

We would also expect, by the theory, that the mystery-mastery
mode would be correlated with negative experiential learning,
the exploration of structure mode with somewhat more (i.e., less
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negative) learning, and the modes of support self-disclosure, and
confrontation with positive experiential learning. This expec-
tation is confirmed, in an illustrative sense, by the eight exam-
ples of conscious appropriation and denial presented on the pre-
ceding pages. The statements in the mystery-mastery mode
average —1l4 learning; those in the exploration of structure
mode average 0 learning; those in the other modes average + 24
learning.

The elaboration and illustration of the three levels of verbal
analysis in this chapter raise several questions. Are the clinical
analyses of behavior discussed in this chapter merely subjective
interpretations by the author? Or are the criteria of interpreta-
tion sufficiently specified to permit several scorers to agrce on
how to apply the categories? Further, if it is possible to score be-
havior reliably using these categories, do the resulting scores
really reflect experiential learning? That is, do they indicate in
practice, as they do in theory, contact or lack of contact with con-
sciousness? How do scores of learning determined by this proce-
dure compare to other estimates of learning? In short, how valid
are these categories?

These questions will be addressed by chapters 7 through 9.



II1

MEASUREMENT OF EXPERIENTIAL
LEARNING

Measurement generally presupposes agreement about a unit of
measure. However, in a study of how units of experience become
defined and gain subjective, intersubjective, and objective value,
it is obviously impossible to presuppose agreement about a unit
of measure. Instead, a primary task becomes development of an
agreeable unit of measure, as well as an agreeable structure for
measurement and agreeable instruments of measurement. More-
over, these three tasks necessarily intermingle, even if they can
later be separated analytically into distinct parts and chapters in
a book.

The following part describes efforts to develop an agreeable
(i.e., reliable and valid) empirical unit of measure for experien-
tial learning. It reports the scoring of two series ol group meet-
ings, described earlier, in which members atiempted, in ditterent
ways, to learn from their experience. The first half of the first
and third meetings of each group were transcribed from tape re-
cordings and scored, after the author and two other scorers ob-
ained high reliability using the scoring procedure.

Chapter 7 describes the process and results of developing reli-
able application of the scoring procedure by three scorers.

Chapter 8 investigates the validity of the scoring procedure in
terms of its quantitative determination of the relative degree of
learning of the two different groups and of dillerent members
within each group.

Chapter g characterizes the validity of the scoring procedure
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by analyzing individual cases in which the scoring procedure’s
determination of who learned much or little differed sharply
from participants’ evaluations of each other's learning.

OF course, the influence of the scorers’ work and of the group
meetings extends beyond providing data on a unit of measure.
‘The scorers” work helped to mold the theoretical structure of the
scoring procedure, reported in chapter 6. And the instruments of
measure themselves were developed in the very process of using
them, in that the scorers became the final instruments of empiri-
cal mcasurement and the members of the meditation group be-
came the final instruments in the phenomenological studies re.
ported in chapter s.



Chapter Seven

ACHIEVING AGREEMENT IN SCORING
OF LEARNING

This chapter reports the process and results of three persons’
efforts to reach agreement in their use of the theoretical cate-
gories of behavior, described in the previous chapter, to score
transcripts of group meetings. It may, therefore, be of greater in-
terest to behavioral scientists than to other readers. ‘

Some readers may prefer to skip the chapter afier this one-sen-
tence summary of its outcome: the three scorers achieved a re-
spectable level ol agreement among themselves on the exact
storing ol units of behavior and a verv high level of agreement
on the scoring of units relative to one another (the lattes kind of
agreement being particularly important tor comparisons ol aggre-
gate learning averages among individuals and groups).

‘The process of reaching these levels of agreement sheds light
on the model and theory of learning in much the same way as
did the process of the meditation meetings described in chapter
5. Some readers may find this process of interest, even if they pre-
fer not to negotiate the few statistical tests at the end.

INITIAL EFFORTS TO OPERATIONALIZE THE
THEORETICAL CATEGORIES

In a first elfort to operationalize the theoretical categories of
behavior presented in chapier 6, | observed several "I'-groups in
action. My overriding impression was that much of the dialogue
at these meetings reflected low levels of learning, even though the
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groups were intended to create climates conducive to experiential
learning. The following are my initial impressions, jotted down
after several weeks of observation:

When | first entered several on-going T-groups as an observer,
attempting to learn how to distinguish the theoretical categories
in actual conversations, | sensed myself to be floating rather un-
comfortably in the backwash of the conversations, rather than
applying my scoring procedure vigorously to each succeeding
comment. At first | explained my behavior to myseif as resulting
from the speed of the dialogue combined with my unfamiliarity in
applying these categories to behavior. | would simply take down
pleces of occasional sentences for later analysis.

Gradually, however, | became aware of a number of different
feelings within me that were making me much less than the effi-
cient, impartial observer | may have appeared outwardiy to be.
First of all, the excitement of the interaction in which | could play
no part made me feel very lonely, especially since my work on
my dissertation had for several months been a predominantly sol-
itary occupation. Second, | found myself looking at persons’ be-
havior as though | were the group’s trainer, altempting to gauge
appropriate moments and forms of intervention, and feeling in-
creasingly frustrated at being unable to help the group at such
moments. These negative feelings intensified rather than dissi-
pated, leading me, on the one hand, to self-pitying imaginings
about how | was being stunted emotionally by my work on the
disseratation and, on the other hand, to self-congratulatory fanta-
sies about how helpful and potent the group atmosphere would
be if | were the educator. These musings distracted me from the
group's interaction even more than the earlier sensation of float-
ing in the backwash. Attempts to banish my imaginings and re-
gain impartiality only made me feel sealed off from the group by
a thick layer of skin, through which sights and sounds scarcely
penetrated, so engrossed was | in my own inner dialogue.

| realized | was building up resistance against a caring involve-
ment in the groups | was observing, but that this resistance was
making me fess rather than more perceptive about what was hap-
pening around me.

| made an effort to focus again on members’ comments, re-
membering that my role as researcher was a valuable one—
simply going about the business of discriminating which of my
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scoring categories applied to each comment. Still, the behavior |
was observing did not seem to fit my scoring categories. Again |
gave up the intensive effort, but this time let my mind float right
with the conversation unanalytically. Now the conversation took
on for me the semblance of a dense wood through which | wan-
dered, happening upon occasional clearings. These "“clearings”
were comments or sequences of comments that seemed o me to
have idiosyncratic potency. That is, they really seemed to ‘“get
something said,” to shake the conversation out of neutral gear
and into forward motion. | tended to copy these comments down,
and later, when | attempted to analyze them, | found that they
were relatively easy to categorize, unlike the earlier comments |
had jotted down more or less at random.

One of the main difficulties in categorizing many comments, |
found, was that the speaker commonly showed no awareness that
what he said was itsell a piece of behavior and served some be-
havioral function for him and the group. Consequently, since the
group was supposed to be focusing upon its own functioning, the
comments tended to be analyses of past behavior. As such, they
were confusing for me to categorize since they would be com-
ments about behavioral functions that they themselves did not
represent. For example, a person could say, ''Learning is not
something | do easily,” or *'I don't think we were doing the sort
of learning we said we wanted to do.” Initially, hearing the word
“learning,” | would think of the behavioral function education.
However, neither of these statements obviously involves testing
nonhabitual behavior to see whether it will authentically trans-
form a conscious intention (i.e., experimenting, taking a risk).
Rather, the first portrays boundaries (identity) and the second is
a historical description concerning goal-attainment (work).

These difficulties obviously arose from three sources: my lack
of training in applying the theoretical categories; the interpretive
nature of my scoring procedure; and the generally low level of
conscious appropriation exhibited by group members. Early com-
ments by other behavioral scientists also reflected these difficul-
ties. They felt that the scoring procedure was so demanding of
both scorers and behavior scored that they doubted whether it
would be possible either to achieve agreement among scorers or
to find behavior that would receive high scores on my measure of
conscious appropriation. So rare, they felt, was the kind of behav-
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jor regarded as learning by my theory that they questioned
whether my theory was scientifically useful. What could its use
be if it did not in fact distinguish among different units of
behavior—if it scored behavior as uniformly low in terms of con-
scious appropriation?

NECESSARY DILEMMAS

A possible response to these early impressions would have bheen
to give up the effort altogether. But this would have been an
irrational choice, because my models of learning and science
explained both difficulties as necessary dilemmas. Low conscious
appropriation of behavior was to be expected as a statistical
norm, given the prevalence of the mystery-mastery mode of be-
havior. This fact in no way lessened the significance of establish-
ing a reliable and valid procedure for measuring which behavior
does lead to learning (given agreement that learning is or could
be a significant human process). As to the high demands made
on scorers by the scoring procedure, these too were to be ex-
pected if one took seriously the need to reach agreement on ways
of structuring phenomena into observable categories rather than
merely taking existing cultural and linguistic conventions for
granted in observing phenomena.

The difficulty in finding behavior that reflected high conscious
appropriation became the original impetus for inviting a group
of friends to the experimental meditation meetings, in the hope
of generating high conscious appropriation of behavior among
them. (The fact that the approach and content of these meetings
were originally no part of the plan of this study, yet later as-
sumed a still more central role (chapter 5) than | foresaw when
I held the meetings, illustrates the vagaries of scientific investiga-
tion, despite orderly and apparently premeditated outcomes.) As
the following chapter will show, even in these meetings the
group average for conscious appropriation of behavior never
reached +1 (on the —3/+34 scale). Nevertheless, the meetings
did provide enough variance in conscious appropriation and
enough examples of high scores to determine what kinds of dis-
tinctions the scoring procedure made.
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We can also study in greater detail the difficulties facing the
scorers. Two aspects of the scoring procedure challenged the scor-
ers as they attempted to obtain reliability using the categories.
The first problem is that, even as finally presented in chapter
6. the various categories do not receive a high degree of opera-
tionalization in passing from theory to scoring procedure. They
remain highly interpretive, demanding creative rather than un-
ambiguously programmed judgments by the scorers. Hence, it is
not surprising that 1 should have found it so difficult to anchor
the categories to particular phrases or words such as “learning.”
The second difficulty is that, because of its highly interpretive
nature, the scoring procedure requires continuous effort in appli-
cation, and thus a degree of motivation on the part of the scorer
that exceeds what is necessary to hurry through a routine job as
quickly as possible. The scorer’s continuing motivation must be
deep enough to surmount the feelings of resistance 1 felt during
my early eflorts to apply the categories.

Two lellow graduate students joined me in attempting to learn
how to score behavior reliably with my categories. Many of the
guidelines presented in the previous chapter for defining and dis-
criminating among categories were developed or modified during
our sessions together. Before our first meeting the other two scor-
ers read early drafts ofichapters 1 and 6 and expressed both per-
sonal and professional commitment to mastering the scoring
procedure. 1 warned them that the commitment was likely to be
demanding of both time and energy, and they accepted the task
with this understanding.

The three of us met five times for three-hour sessions, doing
some practice scoring, comparison of scores, revision and re-
hearsal of categories, and theorizing in each session. At our fifth
meeting we obtained a percentage of agreement among our
scores that was high enough, in our judgment, to warrant scoring
the transcripts of the group meetings, with which 1 planne(l to
test the validity of the scoring procedure.

Short sections and random units from these group meetings
were amoug the materials used in practice scoring. The scorers
practiced both on isolated units and on units in context and re-
viewed their results after every ten units or so, determining to-
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gether what scores seemed to be accurate for each unit. Conse-
quently, after the full transcripts were scored, two kinds of final
reliability checks were possible: a comparison to scores earlier de-
termined to be accurate and a comparison (o short sections of the
transcripts that had been scored by another scorer.

BASIC DECISIONS DEFINING THE
SCORING PROCEDURE

The scoring procedure deals with units of verbal behavior.
Presumably a scoring procedure based upon the same principles
could also be devised for nonverbal behavior. Presumably, w00, a
scoring procedure based upon the same principles could be ex-
tended to take into account varying settings. The reader should
be aware that the restriction to verbal behavior means that the
scoring procedure does not encode the full range of behavior con-
ducive to learning.

Moreover, the limitation of any empirical scoring procedure to
externally observable phenomena such as behavior means that it
can measure awareness of the structural and conscious levels only
when they are congruently transformed into behavior. All forms
of conscious irony, in which relations among levels are revealed
through apparent contradictions at a given level of experience,
are inaccessible to this scoring procedure. This limitation is re-
flected in the discussion of the focal function action in the pre-
vious chapter, which points to the necessity of knowing the con-
text before being able to identify a piece of behavior as action.

As the reader has by now probably inferred, the scoring
procedure treats each occasion of a person’s talking as a single
unit of behavior, no matter how short or long it is. Each unit of
behavior receives three distinct scores, corresponding to the three
levels of analysis—focal function, structural mode, and degree of
conscious appropriation. It might be possible to construct a theo-
retical justification for choosing occasions of speaking as the units
for this scoring procedure. The argument could take the form
that the occasion as a whole reveals the gestalt of the person’s in-
tuitions or habits relating to verbal behavior at that moment.
And since the scoring procedure is an attempt to elucidate the
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experiential meaning of behaviors for the engaged persons
(which is not to say that these persons are always intellectually
aware of this meaning), it is just this general gestalt that we are
concerned with illuminating. Such an argument is not offered
with confidence, however, since there is no reason to believe a
priori that whole occasions of behaving do form single gestalis
for persons. Rather, the decision to treat each occasion of a per-
son's talking as a single unit of behavior was reached, first, be-
cause it was an obvious discrimination for scorers, virtually elim-
inating the problem of obtaining reliability in identifying units
of behavior and, second, because preliminary practice with the
procedure indicated that scorers encountered little difficulty in
treating whole occasions of behavior as single units.

The scoring sysiem can probably be used not only to compute
individual and group scores on experiential learning in verbal
interactions (its dominant use in this book), but also to trace
rends, dominant issues, rhythms, and turning points of interac-
tions.

So far, the most useful way to score dialogues has been to go
through them three times, scoring comments at one level of anal-
ysis each time, and not referring to levels already scored when as-
sessing subsequent levels, This process not only helps to ensure
that the decisions on scores are not distorted by theoretically ex-
pectable connections among the levels (such as between mystery-
mastery and denial of responsibility for behavior), but also seems
to be less confusing for the scorer, increasing speed and reliabil-

ity.

THE PROCESS OF LEARNING THE SCORING
PROCEDURE

The learning process of the three scorers was slow and
arduous. The reader may recall that I attempted unsuccessfully
to introduce the scoring procedure as a conceptual-interpersonal
aid during the meditation meetings described in chapter 5. The
reverse phenomenon occurred among the three of us in learning
to use the scoring procedure. We autempted for three meetings (o
approach the job of obtaining reliability as a conceptual-interper-



Table 4. Agreement among scorers in early stages of their work

% Initial % Initial
agreement agreement

Units Total among all  between any 2
Meeting scored scores 3 scorers of the 3 scorers
first 8 random 24 .25 .79
second 10 random 30 27 .90
third 9 random 45 .29 84

13 in 65 31 .82

context
fourth 20 random 80 .21 91
fifth 13 in 52 .52 .87

context

sonal task requiring clarification of the categories and consensus
among the scorers regarding operational houndaries between cat-
egories. 'T'hen, unable in three meetings to raise our level of aver-
age agreement (see table 4), we attempted some meditation exer-
cises similar to those described in chapter 5, in hopes thal
intuitive-experiential familiarity with the qualities of intentional
and subsidiary awareness might aid us in discriminating their
presence in verbal behavior. Instead, the other (wo scorers found
the meditations confusing because they seemed to encourage a
free-floating rather than a concentrated awareness: Although they
found the exercises intriguing and challenging in themselves, the
percentage of agreements among all three scorers in the practice
scoring that followed the meditation fell below those attained in
the second meeting (see table 4). Thus the felt conflict between
focal, calculative, interpersonal awareness and transfocal, medita-
live, intrapersonal awareness seenied (o suggest itsell once again.



% Agreement Average Average Range of
of each to agreement agreement categories
accurate to accurate at each used in
scores scores level sample scored
author .79 .60 conscious .54 13 of 18
scorer 1 .50 structural .77

scorer2 .50 focal .63

author .80 .69 conscious .67 15 of 18
scorer 1 .54 structural .77

scorer2 .73 focal 70

accurate scores not determined 16 of 22
author .90 .64 conscious .63 18 of 22
scorer 1 .50 structural .60

scorer2 .52 focal .64

author .88 .65 conscious .63 11 of 15
scorer 1 .49 structural .69

scorer2 .56

author .75 .82 conscious .83 8 of 11
scorer1 .85 structural .79

scorer2 87

Another confusing factor was my introduction of the first draft

of a scoring manual (now interpolated into chapter 6) between
the second and third meetings. The other two scorers studied the
manual, and subsequent scoring was based upon it; but the
connections between the theory and operationalization of inten-
tionality, relationality, and momentary validity were little dis-
cussed until the fifth meeting. The other two scorers still tended
to focus upon the content rather than the impact of what was
said for evidence of intentionality and relationality. Emphasis on
the lack of evidence of either dimension in any past-tense utter-
ances, no matter what their content, helped to counter this ten-
dency. At this time 1 was also able to offer a useful way to distin-
guish the two dimensions, by defining intentionality as
concerned with “vertical” interactions among levels of experience
and relationality as concerned with “horizontal” interactions at a
given level of experience.
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I presented the other two scorers with an explanation of each
of the 80 scores of the fourth session for review at the outset of
the fifth meeting, and this technique seemed to stabilize their cri-
teria (as indicated by the rise both in initial agreement among
all three scorers and in our average agreement to scores we later
determined to be accurate after comparing our individual scores).

Another difficulty during the first four sessions was that |
would vary the quality of practice transcripts as widely as pos-
sible. For example, the thirteen units in context that were scored
during the third session were drawn from the meditation that is
in large part transcribed in chapter 5. It was the first time the
other two scorers had ever encountered dialogue of that quality
and they felt themselves to be both overfascinated by it and un-
derprepared for it. In the fifth meeting, for the first time 1 pre-
sented units of dialogue that could be considered to be within
the frame of reference already developed by the scorers.

Prior to the fifth session the scorers would find at times that,
after discussions of differences among them, they would merely
trade their conflicting criteria, each adopting the other’s previous
criterion, rather than adopting common criteria.

Discussion during these five meetings was not limited to units
scored. The scorers brought to the meetings for diagnosis some of
their own critical encounters with others in daily life, using the
categories of the scoring procedure both to test the validity of the
categories and to gain insight. This process arose spontaneously
and seems to me to reflect the structural-level change demanded
by this scoring procedure in order to obtain the behavioral-level
operational consensus. As one of the scorers put it, reliability in
using this scoring system requires congruence among scorers’ val-
ues as much as congruence among their perceptions of observable
events. For example, a person may say to another who has just
spoken,

You push for clarification in your terms rather than letting him (a
third person present) explain it in his terms.

The scorer’s first reaction may be that this comment shows high
awareness of relationality on the speaker's part. However, the
comment gives no evidence whether the speaker is aware that he
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is related 1o the person 1o whom he is speaking. 1t also shows no
evidence of the speaker’s intention. Still, the statement seems so
insightful that it must receive a positive learning score. So the
scorer might be tempted to score the comment positively for mo-
mentary validity, since one might infer that the speaker is refer-
ring to a specific behavior of another person and not generalizing
to all of the other’s behavior. However, the speaker shows no
compunction about using his terms to clarify something for the
other person, even while criticizing the same practice by the
other. Thus, the statement should receive a negative score for
momentary validity, since its “preaching” is incongruent with its
“practice.” Although at first glance, especially to anyone familiar
with the T-group emphasis on “descriptive feedback,” the com-
ment appears to be a positive contribution to the conversation, it
receives a — 1 learning score by this procedure, indicating denial
of responsibility for one’s behavior.

The scorer must not merely look for evidences of relationality
or momentary validity as he ordinarily thinks of these terms, but
must reconceptualize these words to apply 10 the form rather
than the content or context of the comment, in order to score
accurately. His habiwal value judgments regarding the positive
or negative quality of statements may be quite the reverse of
judgments of learning by this scoring procedure.

In the language of this model of learning, such reconceptual-
izing by a scorer involves structural-level change. Structural-level
change requires conscious motivation, and such motivation, it
seems to me, could arise from the need lor new conceptuali-
zations to account for and guide one’s own experience. ‘The scor-
ers may have found the motivation to work on reliability
through their discovery in analyzing their own critical encounters
that the concepts of the scoring procedure helped explain and
guide their own lives.

One further comment will conclude this discussion of the scor-
ers’ initial work. 'The scorers found they had to prepare them-
selves before each occasion of scoring. The task, quite simply, felt
difficult. 1t felt as though it would require more energy and con-
centration than were present or could be mustered at any given
time. This problem was somewhat alleviated by the elimination
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of the behavioral level from consideration after the third session
and the collapsing of the structural categories into nonconscious
modes (mystery-mastery and exploration of structure) and con-
scious modes. Thus, the final emphasis was upon accurate scoring
of degrees of conscious appropriation. But the psychic demand
made by the scoring procedure continued to be felt alter the
number of operative categories was cut from 22 o 11,

Even when the scorers moved to the lengthy transcripts, the
scoring never became an easy, automatic process. Each unit of
dialogue seemed to require active thought before it would yield
to interpretation. And the scorers found themselves guarding
against, rather than looking for, obvious indicators as consistent
operationalizations for categories, returning instead time after
time to the theoretical meaning of the categories to seek clues for
the scoring of a particular comment. These experiences may
occur because successful discrimination of conscious appropria-
tion of behavior requires the scorer himself to be conscious and
thinking actively rather than merely thinking along the lines of
his habitual structural configuration.

THE FINAL RELIABILITY TESTS

With the achievement of over 8o%, agreement to “accurate”
scores during the fifth session, we decided we could move to the
task of scoring the four transcripts. I scored the first meetings of
each group and short sections of the later meetings, and each of
the other two people scored one of the later meetings. These
scores were the basis both for the final reliability tests and for va-
lidity tests to be described in the chapters eight and nine.

The reliability tests first showed that one other scorer and 1|
had obtained high agreement to scores determined to be accurate
in earlier practice sessions. The third scorer,: however, only ob-
tained about 509, agreement with earlier scores and with a short
section that 1 had scored in the same transcript he was working
on. The third scorer and I discussed the discrepancies between
our scores for the short section 1 had scored (but not the discrep-
ancies between his and the earlier accurate scores). He then re-
scored his total transcript. His agreement with two other short
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sections | had scored rose to 80%, and his agreement with the
earlier accurate scores rose to 60%. His overall level of agreement
was 73%. I obtained 81%, agreement with the earlier scores. The
second scorer obtained 729, agreement with the earlier scores
and the sections | had scored.

On the basis of the transcript scores, 1 performed two other
tests of reliability that were more directly relevant to the validity
tests based on the scoring procedure than to absolute agreement
among categories. ‘These tests related to the aggregate —3 to +3
scores of degree of conscious appropriation for each scored unit.
They indicated whether any two scorers agreed on the amount of
conscious appropriation of any two units or aggregates of behav-
ior, relative to one another.

The scores for each spoken unit were to be summed in two dif-
ferent ways in the validity tests. First, averages of scores for each
member of the group were to be compared to one another. Sec-
ond, averages of scores for contiguous sections of meetings and
for whole meetings were to be compared to one another. One
would hope 10 show thus that contiguous scores could be reliably
discriminated from one another, leading to accurate differentia-
tions among either individual or group learning averages for dif-
terent meetings or parts of meetings.

Kendall's tau correlation performed the first function, and the
Pierson product-moment correlation performed the second func-
tion. In the case of the tau, the ratings by two scorers for individ-
ual spoken units are compared to see whether both people agree
about the relative ratings for all units within a given sample.
The correlation is raised whenever the two scorers agree in scor-
ing unit x higher or lower than unit y, and it is lowered in all
instances where one person rates unit x higher than unit y, but
the other person rates unit y higher than unit x. If the tau corre-
lation were high, one could be confident that differences in mean
learning scores lor members of a group reflected reliable differ-
ences in unit-by-unit scores and not simply random variation.

In the product-moment correlation, average scores by two scor-
ers for dilferent sections of contiguous units or several units from
the same meeting are compared to see whether scorers agree
about the relative magnitudes of, and intervals among, the difler-
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ent averages. The correlation is raised as the two scorers tend to
agree about the relative rank of a given average in relation 1o the
other averages and about the relative interval between the given
average and the other averages. If the product-moment correla-
tion were high, one could be confident that average learning dif
ferences for different meetings or parts of meetings resulied from
reliable scores and not from random variation.

The three scorers achieved tau’s of .55, .47, and .47 on the
basis of comparisons between 10, 13, and 20 units, respectively.
These correlations are comparable in magnitude to those ob-
tained by Dollard and Auld (1959) for a scoring procedure of
similar complexity that was intended to infer the motives of pa-
tients in therapy settings. The comparative scores for all 43 units
included in the reliability tests are shown in table 5.

Table 5. Rellabllity of unit-by-unit scores
Earlier accurate score or later score by author

- -3 -2 -1 o0 1 2 3
° ~3

2a -2 1

85 -1

Eg 0 1 13 5

o= 1 9 3 3 1
gE 2 3 1

n 8 3 2 1

The table indicates that in only two out of forty-three compari-
sons (those in bold face) did scorers disagree by as much as two
points in a range of seven. This straightforward result is the basis
for confidence in the reliability indicated by the tau statistics.
The table also suggests that there is no strong systematic ten-
dency for scorers of the transcripts to err on the high or low side
in relation to the comparative scores for the given unit.

This latier suggestion is strongly supported by the product-mo-
ment correlation performed on nine average scores of learning
from distinct samples, totalling 85 units and including the 43
units measured by the tau’s. Each sample represents scores from a
similar context, either directly contiguous to one another or from
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Table 6. Reliability of aggregate scores by context

Earlier accurate score or later score by author
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the same meeting. The correlation is very high, .95, and signifi-
cant beyond the .00t level by the t-test. Table 6 illustrates the re-
lationship of the scores to one another. Again, we find no ex-
treme deviations between average learning scores of two scorers
for the same sample. The largest deviation between averages for
the same sample is .31, whereas the range of deviation among
samples is 1.74.

It seems safe 10 conclude on the basis of the tau and product-
moment correlations that a high enough level of reliability
among scorers has been achieved to warrant testing the validity
of the scoring procedure. Just what, in practice, does the scoring
procedure discriminate, and how does its measure of learning
compare to other perspectives on learning? We turn to these
questions in the following chapters.



Chapter Eight

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LEARNING SCORES
AND OTHER CRITERIA OF LEARNING

Having seen that reliability was obtained in the use of the scor-
ing procedure, we can turn to questions about what the scoring
procedure actually measures. In some respects, chapter 6 an-
swered the questions. It offered theoretical justifications for each
scoring category (yielding construct validity) and also extensively
exemplifiedd each category (yielding content validity). However,
the question of external validity remains. How does what the
scoring procedure measures as learning compare to other criteria
of learning?

To answer these guestions we turn to the transcribed tape re-
cordings of the meetings of the two groups that were invited to
participate in experiential learning, and to the questionnaires the
members lilled out afier each meeting on their perceptions of
their own and others’ learning.

The first group, called the “meditation” or “M” group in the
lollowing pages, was the group that participated in the medita-
tions and related exercises described in chapter 5. For more de-
tails about the composition of the group, the reader can refer to
the description at the beginning of that chapter.

The second group, here called the “friendship” or “F" group,
was composed of Yale undergraduates, mostly freshmen, who
joined an informal experiential-learning seminar that 1 had de-
signed around the topic of friendship. This group was also in-
vited to participate in various exercises, but of a more interper-
sonal than meditational nature. For example, during the second
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half of the first meeting, when the M group was first introduced
to meditation, the F group engaged in a role-playing episode.
And during the second half of the third meeting, when the M
group attempted the role-reversal exercise described toward the
end of chapter 5, the F group engaged in eyes-closed, nonverbal
milling around in which the members had to decide how to meet
and interact with one another physically.

Thus, the two groups were comparable in some respects but
not in others. They were comparable in that they were both led
by the author; the members of both groups participated (rom
some basis of personal interest; both groups developed over simi-
lar time periods; both were engaged ‘in experiential exercises of
some sort; both filled out and received feedback on the same
questionnaires at the same time-intervals; and the scored tran-
scripts are derived from the first half of the first and third meet-
ings of each group. The two groups were not comparable in that
the members of the M group were older, closer friends of the au-
thor to begin with, and more familiar with the idea of experien-
tial learning through T-groups, communes, and meditation than
were members of the F group; also, the exercises in which the M
group participated were directly related to the theoretical propo-
sitions of this book, whereas the exercises in which the ¥ group
participated were drawn from the existing repertoire of tech-
niques for facilitating group learning.

THE AMBIGUITIES OF TESTING
HYPOTHESES

The process of testing the external validity of the scoring pro-
cedure cannot be a straightforward one of proposing lhypotheses
concerning expected configurations of learning scores for individ-
uals and groups. Every conceivable hypothesis contains assump-
tions about the content or the way of measuring experiential
learning that are challenged by the model and theory upon
which this scoring procedure is based.

For example, an obvious hypothesis is that persons with pre-
vious experiences in meditation, T-groups, or communal living
would be more attuned to experiential learning initially and con-
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sequently would score higher in terms of average learning than
other members at the first meeting. However, since no single
model has heretofore guided experiential learning, different prior
methods may result in wide variance in these scores. This vari-
ance may be greater than the variance between members with
and without previous contact with experiential learning. Thus,
my hypothesis could be negated although my theory was capable
of explaining the negation.

Another criterion for the validity of the scoring procedure
might be group members’ perceptions of who learned most and
least. Adopting this criterion, I would hypothesize that members
who were perceived as learning most would score highest in
terms of individual average learning scores. Yet my model of
learning points to the rarity of and resistance to experiential
learning and the widespread tendency to view internalization as
learning. Consequently, 1 have reason to predict that members’
perceptions of who learned most will not correlate highly with
the determinations made by the scoring procedure.

In short, the combined novelties of the model, the theory, and
the operational measure introduced here make it impossible to
find external criteria which can be taken for granted as valid and
against which this measure’s validity may be tested.

Short of retreating to the model and theory introduced in ear-
lier chapters and standing behind them as though behind fortress
walls, in empty, solipsistic triumph, I must choose a number of
lines of inguiry o follow and discover how learning as scored
here actually does relate to other ways of discriminating learning.
Each discrimination and comparison will be interpreted as thor-
oughly as the quantitative and clinical evidence permit. This
process should reveal the flavor and consistency, the potency and
limits, of the scoring procedure.

EFFECT OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENTIAL
LEARNING

The first line of inquiry concerns the question whether mem-
bers with previous comact with experiential learning are mea-
sured by this scoring procedure as learning more than members
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without previous contact with experiential learning. The ques-
tion can be investigated quantitatively in two ways. We can see
whether the M group, with a higher percentage of imembers who
have participated in settings supposedly conducive to experien-
tial learning (58% as opposed o 27% in the F group), had a
higher average learning score at the first meeting than the F
group. And, second, we can see whether the specific members of
cach group with previous exposure to experiential learning set-
tings had a higher average learning score than those without,

The answer to both of these questions is positive. For the first
half of the first meeting, before any exercises were introduced to
either group, the mean learning score for the M group is +.95
whereas the mean learning score for the F group is only +.31.
This difterence in means is significant beyond the .01 level by a
t-test. At the same time, in the M group the members with pre-
vious experience averaged + 1.05 learning, whereas the members
without previous experience averaged +.70 learning. In the F
group, the members with previous experience averaged +.81
learning, while the members without previous experience aver-
aged only +.27 learning for the first half of the first session. The
difference in means within the M group is significant only be.
yond the .10 level, while the difference in means within the F
group is significant beyond the .oz level. And, when one com-
pares atl members with previous experience in both groups to all
members without, the difference in means is significant beyond
the .01 level.

Although these findings appear 10 support the ability of the
scoring procedure to discriminate behavior conducive to the
kinds of learning broadly intended by meditation, T-groups, and
communal living, alternative explanations have not yet been
ruled out altogether. Two other initial differences between the M
and F group members were average age and degree of previous
friendship with the author. Either of these differences could con-
ceivably be the basis for the difference in average learning be-
tween the two groups. However, equally convincing theoretical
explanations could be constructed to show that increased age and
friendship would have the eflect of lowering average learning in
a group. Moreover, when 1 compare the older to the younger
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members or close friends to acquaintances within the M group I
find no significant differences in average learning (younger mem-
bers rank 3, 4, 7. 9 and acquaintances rank 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, 13 in
terms of relative individual learning averages). Also, differences
in age and degree of acquaintance with me do not explain the
ditference in means based on relative previous contact with expe-
riential learning by individual members.

EFFECT OF THE MEETINGS

The second question we can ask is whether both groups in-
creased their aggregate learning, as measured by the scoring pro-
cedure, from the first to the third meeting. We could expect such
an increase in a commonsense way on three grounds: (1) both
groups were becoming increasingly acquainted with processes re-
puted to be conducive to experiential learning; (2) I supposedly
have some skill at facilitating such learning; and (3) I viewed the
meetings as generally successful.

One can imagine a considerable number of alternate ways in
which learning could “increase” in the group. Figure 1a repre-

Figure 1. Cumulative learning
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sents a situation in which each session contributes more to cumu-
lative learning than the previous one, in terms of higher mean
learning scores. Figure 1D, a situation in which each session con-
tributes equally to cumulative learning (i.e., each succeeding ses-
sion yields similar mean learning scores). In figure ic, each ses-
sion contributes a diminishing, but still positive, amount to
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cumulative learning. And, last, in figure 1d early sessions contrib-
ute increasingly to cumulative learning but, after a certain level
is reached, any further sessions contribute equally (i.e., an upper
limit exists beyond which a group’s average learning per meeting
will not rise). Since the scoring procedure establishes an absolute
upper limit of +3, figure 1d is necessarily a more realistic expec-
tation for a group’s learning in the long run than is figure 1a.

All the foregoing kinds of increases in learning by a group
over time are based on changes in mean learning of the group in
succeeding sessions. One can also imagine that variation in the
way learning occurs during each session, despite similar learning
averages across different sessions, might indicate increases in
learning from session to session. Perhaps a pattern of increasing
average learning among contiguous units within a session is in-
dicative of more learning than a pattern of decreasing average
learning among contiguous units, even though the two sessions
in question show similar learning averages overall. Perhaps occa-
sional peaks of learning represent insights that are not attained
at all in a session where learning scores remain at a given pla-
teau; or vice-versa.

With two sessions of two groups as our range of data, we can-
not hope to explore the full scope of possible learning patterns
outlined above. But their exposition alerts us to the complexity
of determining whether a group has increased its aggregate lcarn-
ing from an earlier session to a later one.

In a firse exploration of the data, table 7 shows the compara-
tive learning averages for each group at each session (T repre-
sents the first half of the first meeting; T, represents the first hall
of the third meeting). In the case of the F group, the mean
learning score rises from T, to Ty, the diflerence in means being
significant beyond the .01 level by a t-test. This represents the
most obvious possible confirmation that an increase in learning,
as measured by the scoring procedure, has occurred from one ses-
sion to the next. By contrast, the mean learning score for the M
group drops slightly, but the difference between the means is not
significant. Thus, in terms of overall average, the M group has
increased evenly in terms of cumulative learning, but does not
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appear to have done more learning during the third meeting
than during the first.

Table 7. Mean learning scores
for each group each time

T T2
M Group + .95 +.87
F Group +.31 +.93

‘There are two reasons why a straight comparison of aggregate
averages may hide increased learning by the M group. The first
is that the increase in learning may be shown by a different dis-
tribution of scores within each meeting. If so, another way of an-
alyzing the scores may reflect increased learning. This possibility
will be pursued below. The second reason is that the increase in
learning is hidden by the greater opportunity for regression to-
ward the mean in average learning scores of members of the M
group, since their scores were nearer an extreme in the first ses-
sion than were those of members of the F group. In other words,
random error in scoring and change in learning due to inciden-
1al variables not taken into account is more likely to lower the
average learning score of the M group than of the F group. Con-
sequently, merely maintaining their average learning at the same
level suggests that an increase in learning has occurred in the M
group 1o counterbalance the tendency to regress toward the
mean.

Inspection of mean learning for individuals in the two groups
at each session tends to support this interpretation. Half the
members of the M group increased their average learning scorcs
nearly as much as the two-thirds of the members of the F group
who increased their average learning scores. Starting from an av-
erage base of .54, these members of the M group increased to 1.06
on the average, while the members of the F group who increased
in learning average went from an average base of .32 10 .97. Fur-
ther analysis shows that the three members of the M group
whose average learning scores decreased most had higher scores
at the first meeting than any F group member did at either ses-
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sion, and two of these three were members with no previous con-
tact with experiential learning. These findings support the possi-
bility of regression toward the mean operating in the slight drop
in mean learning on the part of the M group at its third meet-
ing.

Turning to the possibility that an increase in learning is indi-
cated by a different distribution of scores, we find that the vari.
ance among units at the third meeting of the M group is
significantly greater than the variance among units at the other
three meetings (beyond the .01 level by Hariey's ¥,,, test for
homogenity of variance [Winer, 1962, p. g7]). By contrast, the
variances for the other three meetings are homogeneous with one
another. This finding suggests that there may have been portions
of the third M-group meeting that yielded particularly high aver-
age learning scores, whereas other portions yielded low average
scores. A further possible inference is that more learning may
have occurred at this meeting than at the first meeting as the re-
sult of certain particularly intense interactions carried through to
the end, by comparison to uniformly lukewarm or interrupted
interactions in the first meeting.

Choosing the hundred contiguous units representing the high-
est scores in each meeting and grouping them by tens (fig. 2), we
find our inference confirmed impressionistically. In this compari-
son the mean score for the third meeting is higher than ftor the
first meeting. Also, at the third meeting there are longer ex-
changes, with average scores for groups of ten that are above 1.0,
uninterrupted by behavior less conducive to learning.

To determine whether our interpretive inference is correct that
such concentrations of high learning scores actually result in
more learning than shorter peaks, we can turn to a comparison
of the two transcripts. The long sequence of high learning scores
at the third meeting concerned and included the meditational
exercise, excerpts of which are quoted in chapter 5. Thus the se-
quence does represent a unitary interaction carried through to
the end. By contrast, the following ten comments represent the
learning peak (average: 2.1) in the first meeting:

Author: I've been having the feeling, if I'd been sitting in Member
10's place, | think my reaction to what you've been saying would
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Figure 2. Comparison of one hundred contiguous units
from each M group meeting
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be “Why should | put more into it? If you don't hear it in my
words, well, too bad."” :

Member 10: Those words didn’t exist in my head, but they really
resonate.

Member 7: | like you.
Member 10: Can ! ask why?

Member 7: | don't know. You're constantly surprising me. Some-
body said before that ever since they came in they've been no-
ticing you and | have too. Maybe it's. . . .

Member 13: Yes, I've been aware of you since | came in too.

Member 1: I've thought of you as aclive because when you said
about being demonic | had sort of that feeling too, but from a
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passive point of view, like ‘| wonder what's going to happen
next,” feeling that something else was, you know, required.

(Silence.)

Author: | have a sense that—the image that keeps coming into
my head is whirlpools-~that we're all whirlpools. That so far the
clogsest we've come to not being individual whirlpools is that
we've almost gotten sucked into Member 10's whirlpool, and we
came pretty close to being sucked into Member 8's whirlpool at
the very beginning. But it's this very continuing sense—I had it
about five minutes ago and it's still with me—that each one is
somehow very separate.

(Silence.)
Member 9: | have a different image. | have a sense of being with-
drawn, for myself anyway | feel distant . . . maybe partly be-

cause I'm more reactive than | am active. | don't have too much
of a personal whirlpool.

Member 7: Yeah, | don't know what you mean by whirlpool. I'm
very much here. | don't feel very close to everybody here as a
group, but | don't find my attention wandering to things outside
of here. Is that what you had in mind?

Here we find that the topic changes within this short exchange
from a focus on an interaction between two members, to a char-
acterization of persons’ reactions to one of the participants in the
interaction (Member 10), to a description of the group atmo-
sphere, using the image of whirlpools. The discussion of whirl-
pools extends only one unit beyond the excerpt. The in-
terruptions are not behavioral in nature—they do not involve
cutting somebody else off; rather they seem to reflect an inability
by the group to integrate ideas and feelings beyond a certain
point.

The increased integrating energy in the third meeting seems to
derive from the author’s intention to attempt the meditational
exercise. This interpretation suggests that the qualities of inten-
tionality, relationality, and momentary validity may be measur-
able not only in terms of individual units of conversation, but also
in terms of the setting, structuring, and How of the conversation
as a whole. For example, the third meeting of the M group was
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characterized by iwo related themes rather than many unrelated
ones. The first was a discussion of members’ learning at the frst
two meetings and of what learning meant to them, which was in.
troduced and kept alive by a number of members. (It can be
noted parenthetically that much of this discussion was in the past
tense, accounting for relatively low learning scores, because it
showed no evidence of conscious appropriation rather than ac
wal lack of conscious appropriation.) The second was the effort
to learn through the meditation, introduced by the author and
kept alive by the learning-filled comments of the other members.
The increased intentionality and relationality suggested by the
unity and flow, of the two dominant themes of the meeting are
not simply a matter of the author having “taken control of mat-
ters” after an “unstructured” first meeting, since the first part of
the third meeting was organized by members other than the au-
thor.

In any event, the distinction among (1) conversations orga-
nized by high degrees of intentionality and relationality, (2) con-
versations organized by directive control, and (3) disorganized
conversations, may be pursuable by operationalizing a measure of
conscious appropriation to be applied at the level of whole con-
versations rather than individual units within conversations. Or
further research may show that such distinctions are regularly de-
terminable on the basis of the configuration of unit-learning
scores of a meeting, just as in this case the test lor homogeneity
of variance highlighted the distinctiveness of the third meeting of
the M group.

For the present, we can simply confirm that the scoring proce-
dure indicates the quality and extent of learning in a group in
other ways besides mean scores for the aggregate. The degree of
variance among scores and the concentration of high unit-learn-
ing scores seem to be additional indicators of the degree of learn-
ing at a meeting.

The reader may wonder, however, about the validity of the un-
derlying assumption that more learning did occur for the M
group at the third meeting. | began with some commonsense rea-
sons for thinking that it might have (p. 207). and the toregoing
comparison of some first meeting dialogue to the meditation se-
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quence seems 1o me to provide further evidence. 1t may also be
noted, as turther confirmation that in some sense “more” learn-
ing occurred at the third N group meeting than at the first, that
its members perceived more leirning to be occurring, based on
relative responses to the question and scale in table 8, after each
average rating for the third meeting was 5.5 This dilference is
significant beyond the .001 Jevel by a t-test. However, given my
mistrust of perceptions ol learning, 1 can hardly introduce this
evidence as any more condusive of greater learning than the
other [ragments.

Table 8. The question and scale used to measure participant
perception of group learning

On the average, how much would you say group members learned
at this group meeting?

Little and insigni- average for acompar-  extraordinary
ficant learning able period of time amount of learring
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

THE RELATION OF LEARNING SCORES
TO PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING

Another series of investigations involves the relationship be-
tween members’ perceptions of one another’s relative learning
within groups and the determinations of relative learning by the
scoring procedure. We have already noted that we would not ex-
pect rank orders of learning perceived by group members to cor-
relate highly with the rank order determined by the scoring pro-
cedure. Conversely, we must remember that members of the M
group tended to be more familiar with experiential learning
than members of the F group and that they were also introduced
to exercises that were related in theory to the behavior scoring
procedure. Consequently, we might anticipate that the correla-
tions between their perceptions of their own and other members’
relative learning and the determinations of the scoring procedure
would be higher than for the F group.
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The rank orders based on the scoring procedure and those
based on members’ perceptions are determined as follows. In the
case of the scoring procedure, individuals are ranked according
to their average learning scoves. The only exception to this pro-
cedure is that an individual's average is slightly reduced if he has
a very low level of participation, on the assumption that one or
two high learning scores could unreliably inflate his average in
such a case.* In no case during the four meetings does such a re-
duction result in a drop of more than one place in the rank
order for the individual in question.

In the case of members’ perceptions, two potentially different
rank orders derive from the questionnaire administered. The
questionnaire asks members to list the three members they see as
being highest and lowest on a number of dimensions (new behav-
iors, contributing to a group atmosphere conducive to learning,
experiencing strong feelings, and coming to new insights) and
also to rank all members on learning, each member defining
learning as he wishes. One rank order is based on the sum of the
number of times a member is mentioned as highest on the di-
mensions, minus the number of times the member is mentioned
as least along the dimensions. These particular dimensions have
been chosen because various theories and methods of experiential
learning emphasize them as critical to learning.

The second rank order is based on the rank of learning made
by each member, using his own criteria of learning. Two aggre-
gate rank orders are derived and then are averaged together into
a composite from these individual rank orderings. One aggregate
is based on the average rank assigned each member by the other
members. The second aggregate is based on the relative rank
each member assigns himself. These two aggregate rank orders
can be named “other-perceived learning” and “self-perceived
learning.” They are averaged together on the assumption that
there is no a priori reason to trust others’ perceptions more than

* The formula for reducing averages is based on the reasoning stated. The
actual numerical transformations are chosen rather arbitrarily. A member's
average is divided by t.1g (the fourth root of 2) if he participates less than
one-half the quotient of the total number of units for the session divided by
the number of members present.
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self-perceptions, yet self and others may have different and com-
plementary data, yielding a more accurate rank order when com-
bined than either would alone.

Table g shows the correlations between perceptions and scor-

Table 9. Correlations between rank orders of learning
based on scoring procedure and rank orders based on
members’ perceptions

Rank orders correlated M group
Ti(n=14) T(n=12)

summation of dimensions : scoring

procedure +.50** +.46"

other/self perceptions : scoring

procedure . +.30* +.38
F group

Tiin=11) T.(n=8)

summation of dimensions : scoring

procedure +.19 -4
other/self perceptions : scoring
procedure +.12 +.05

* Significant beyond .10 by t-test.
** Significant beyond .o5 by t-test.

ing procedure for each group at each session that was analyzed.
The table shows that seven of eight correlations between percep-
tions and scoring procedure are positive, but that for the F group
the correlations are uniformly low and insignificant. All the cor-
relations between perceptions and scoring procedure are higher,
as anticipated, for the M group (significant beyond the .oz level
by a Mann-Whitney U test). For the M group one of four corre-
lations is sufficiently positive to be significant beyond the .oj
level by a t-test, and in two cases the correlations are significant
beyond the .10 level.

These data tend to confirm the expectation that persons more
familiar with processes called experiential learning will rank
learning more in line with the scoring procedure than will per-
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sons previously unfamiliar with them. Since the correlations for
the M group are not uniformly significant beyond the .o level
and since the data base is relatively small, this confirmation can-
not be considered conclusive.

A second line of inquiry can also test the relationship between
learning scores and perceptions of learning. We may ask whether
members who learn most at a given meeting, according to the
scoring procedure, will themselves rank learning within the
group most nearly in conformity with the scoring procedure’s
rank order. The theoretical explanation of such a result would
be that high learning as measured by the scoring procedure re-
flects the person’s contact with consciousness, and contact with
consciousness, in turn, prevents perceptions of others from being
distorted by the person’s habitual structuring of experience or by
defensiveness at structural-level changes in others. Contact with
consciousness theoretically gives one the ultrastability necessary
to bear rather than defend against the experience of changing
structures in oneself or others.

On the other hand, if most persons are unfamiliar with con-
scious perspectives and if conditions conducive to experiential
learning initially lead only to brief moments of contact with con-
sciousness, then the initial attempts to estimate others’ learning
might be confused as much as enlightened by the divergent cri-
teria offered by one’s habitual sense of learning and the occa-
sional conscious intuitions. Such confusion seems a likely initial
response when we recall the comments of members in the M
group, reported in chapter 5, concerning the conflict they experi-
enced between intrapersonal and interpersonal awareness. Inner
efforts to transcend their habitual structuring of experience when
they were in interaction led to feelings of confusion rather than
heightened perception.

We can pursue this line of inquiry by determining, in each
group, Spearman rank-order correlations comparing each mem-
ber's rank order of learning with that derived from the scoring
procedure. These correlations are then themselves ranked, start-
ing with the most positive, and a Spearman correlation is deter-
mined comparing this rank order of “relative accuracy of percep-
tions of learning” to the scoring procedure’s rank order of
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learning. Such operations, performed for both groups at both
meetings, show virtually no correlations or, if anything, slightly
negative ones. T'he correlations are:

My = —-.03 Fr = ~.04 My,= -.05 Fr,= -.25.

1

A longer period of effort at this kind of learning than occurred
during the three meetings would be necessary to determine
whether the lack of correlation between accurate perception and
learning results from members’ unfamiliarity with this kind of
learning and consequent inability to maintain continuing contact
with consciousness, or from a theoretical misformulation that re-
duces the validity of the scoring procedure. We do, however,
have a number of hints that the former interpretation is correct.
The disconnection between learning and accurate perception ex-
posed here is paralleled by the discussion in chapter 7 of the scor-
ers’ inability to score reliably after engaging in this kind of expe-
riential learning. And we have already noted the further parallel
to members’ comments that they experienced conflict between
analytic, interpersonal awareness and meditative awareness.

In review, we can see that the scoring procedure generally
scores persons, groups, and processes reputedly conducive to ex-
periential learning as associated with increased learning. Also,
the group more familiar with experiential learning tends to iden-
tify learning in a way more like the scoring procedure than does
the other group. At the same time, individual members who
score relatively high in terms of learning do not tend to perceive
relative learning more like the scoring procedure than do other
members. None of these findings has the strength of testing and
confirming a hypothesis.

Some limitations of the scoring procedure have been encoun-
tered. Regression toward the mean may distort comparisons
among aggregate scores. The lack of procedures for scoring the
structural and nonverbal elements of interactions may create a
gap between scores of learning and actual learning.

Further investigation will be necessary to increase our confi-
dence in the scoring procedure. The next chapter will move from
the quantitative emphasis of this chapter to a clinical analysis.




Chapter Nine

DEVIATIONS BETWEEN LEARNING SCORES AND
OTHER CRITERIA OF LEARNING

Since we are not lesting hypotheses, deviations between the scor-
ing procedure and other criteria of learning are as likely to be
helpful in characterizing the scoring procedure as are correla-
tions. Moreover, if we can examine cases of extreme deviation be-
tween members’ perceptions and scores of who learned most or
least, we may find reasons to favor one or the other estimate of
learning.

In each of the four meetings analyzed there was a member who
learned a great deal relative to others, according to the scoring
procedure, but little relative to others according to members’ per-
ceptions. In each meeting there was also a member who learned
a great deal according to others’ perceptions but not according to
the scoring procedure. Four illustrative cases are described below.

CASES OF LOW PARTICIPATION

In two cases, the members who ranked relatively high accord-
ing to the scoring procedure (ranking 6 and 1) but low according
o perceptions (14, 8 with N=14, 8, respectively) participated
very little in that meeting (3 of 213 and 7 of 229 units, respec-
tively).

The first member’s three comments are rated +1, —1, and
+4. vielding a 1.00 average, reduced to .84 because of her low
level of participation. The first two comments reler to control-
ling the family dog (this was the author’s wife, and the meetings



220 Measurement of expeviential learning

were all held at the author’s home: the home and the dog are
two other lactors common to both groups!). The third com-
ment is quoted below, along with the comment preceding it:

Member 9: | feel a lot less anxious now that everybody else has
said that they feel anxious. (Scored +2.)

Member 6: | feel really good by what Member 9 said, but at the
same time am sort of struggling inside to keep my mind here
rather than thinking of next year and those of us who are leaving,
and my thought in particular will be sad. | find that my head is
sort of going away and something in my chest is sort of bringing
it back to me. | kind of feel as though | have a head and a chest
and nothing else. (Scored +3.)

The content of this comment concerns the member’s difficulty in
concentrating on the present, yet in form the comment is wholly
concentrated in the present, and the member is reporting an ac-
tive inner dilemma and struggle in a way that leaves open a con-
tinuing question for her about her commitment, role, and pos-
ture in the conversation.

In retrospect the comments relating to the dog are not
insignificant either, for the member reported uncertainty alter
the session about how to behave, given her role as hostess to the
group. (The +1 comment was “I'm getting anxious,” in relation
to the dog barking outside.) The member thus managed to ex-
press an existential dilemma in a manner sufficiently clear con-
ceptually and sufficiently open emotionally that it remained alive
for her even after the meeting.

The reasons why members would perceive her as learning lit-
tle, relative to others, also seem clear. She participated little, and
six members later reported using amount of participation as a
criterion for determining amount of learning. She may also have
appeared to risk little and to work through little. Members may
also have heard the content of her third comment more loudly
than its form and concluded she was simply not “with it.”

The second case is similar to the first in that the member in
question participated little and spoke about having difficuly
fully entering into the interactions:




|

Deviations between learning scores and other criteria 221

No, | was just feeling like tonight | didn't feel like expending
energy or anything. | just felt like lying back and doing nothing.
But 1 came, and you know I'm not quite sure how | will feel by
the end. Joe at least seems to teel a little bit confident that he'll
teel good about it. (Scored +2.)

This statement has a quality similar to the openness to an exis-
tential dilemma that we noted in the first member’s quoted com-
ment. This member is not sure how he will feel by the end of the
meeting. In fact, at the end of the meeting he reported being dis-
appointed by his inability to be more participative, and still later
phoned to ask whether he might bring a girl friend with him to
future meetings. Thus, lack of participation, dissonance, bad feel-
ings, and lack of working through to a solution seem in this j.1-
son's case to have had the effect of increasing his commitment 10
questioning rather than decreasing it. Yet others seemed to re-
gard him as learning little on the basis of having expressed his
condition as an issue.

In reflecting over the first two meetings, 2 member of the M
group expressed the different concepts of learning implicit in the
divergence between the scoring procedure and members’ percep-
tions, At first, she maintained that she had both enjoyed and
learned more at the second meeting than at the first because the
author had presented some clear concepts at the second meeting
which she could grasp, whereas the first meeting had left many
matters unresolved. After this statement she caught hersell up
and remarked that she and her husband had discussed the first
meeting at much greater length than the second meeting and
that she could still remember incidents and issues of the first
meeting, whereas the events and concepts of the second meeting
had faded. )

The quality of learning that the scoring procedure seems to
have identified in the two cases reported above is an opening to
dilemmas in such a way that they remain alive for the person at
later moments and directly influence him, rather than a kind of
learning where solutions are ingested and the dilemma precipi-
tating the solutions either forgotten or never recognized in the
first place. 'There is reason to believe that in these two cases the
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members’ lack of participation reflected the nature of their di-
lemmas rather than a reluctance to deal with dilemmas,

CASES OF DENIAL OF RESPONSIBILITY
FOR BEHAVIOR

We may turn now to the other two illustrative cases. In these,
the persons were ranked high in terms of members’ perceptions
of learning (1.5, 3) but low by the scoring procedure (13, 11, with
N=14, 11, respectively). Both persons participated considerably
(19 of 226 units and 84 of 393 units). The first member received
negative scores for comments such as the following:

| think one problem at least that I'm having is that this is basi-
cally a very artificial situation being with this group. You can be
most yourself in a relationship with one other person, talking to
one other person, but this is very awkward to just be confronted
with a group of people and to be told to be yourself and to pre-
sent yourself. It's not real. (Scored negative intentionality, nega-
tive relationality, positive momentary validity: —1.)

Yeah. . . . t still think that's different when you feel you are
working with an audience, if that's the right way of expressing
what this situation is like. Maybe we shouldn’t think of ourselves
as on a stage, or should we? Is that a good image of what's hap-
pening? (Scored same as previous comment: —1.)

The evening seems to be sort of a vacuum. Which you've created
for us. Maybe it isn’t up to you to establish a structure . . . even
though it's arbitrary. (Scored negative intentionality, negative re-
lationality, neutral momentary validity: —2.)

From their comments it appears that other members perceived
this person as actively dealing with the unfamiliarity of the struc-
tureless “T-group” setting. The fact that the setting was unfamil-
iar to her may have indicated to them that she‘had “more to
learn” than the others who could be more relaxed, and her active
grappling with it may have suggested to them that she was learn-
ing more.

The scoring procedure, however, focuses on this person’s ten-
dency to present her organization of the world as though it was
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not her organization of it at all—indeed, as though there were
no question of her organizing and responding to events cogni-
tvely and emotionally—but rather as if it was objective fact
(“this is basically a very artificial situation”; “it's not real”; “if
that's the right way of expressing what this situation is like”; “it's
arbitrary”). She denies the extent to which she creates what she
sees through her structuring of it (""The evening seems to be sort
of a vacuum. Which you've created for us.”). The form and lan-
guage of her comments, rather than opening to the existential di-
lemmas that the comments actually imply, instead camouflage
the ongoing reality of interaction between inner person and
outer world by their assumption that reality is predefined but
temporarily hidden, like a stage-set still in the wings.

From the perspective of the model of learning presented in
this book, any conclusions based on such assumptions about real-
ity (for example, “this is . . . artificial”) must be mislearning
rather than learning. And the effect of such mislearning must be
to alienate the person increasingly from the direct experience,
meaning, and inherent creativity of encounter, leading him in-
stead to treat all matters as predefined, unchanging, or resolved.

The result is well illustrated by the individual in question. To-
ward the end of the meeting | said that 1 felt something like re-
sentment or anger towards her:
it had something to do with ‘my game is so different from yours
that we can’t even pretend it's the same game.” Whereas the
other people were close enough so | could—so that | didn't have
to feel resentment maybe—this is all just coming out right now,
and I'm not sure. I'm not sure ‘“resentment” is the right word,
more “‘anger.”

She made no response to this comment at the time. When 1
visited her and her husband during the following week to give
them leedback results from the questionnaires, she did not refer
to the incident during a pleasant conversation about the philo-
sophical implications of different forms of meditation. Her hus-
band returned home at this point and asked whether we had dis-
cussed “it.” He then related that after the meeting my comment
quoted above had evoked the strongest emotional response he
had ever seen in his wife. She had felt utterly condemned and
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hated by the author, utterly worthless, and utterly incompetent.

In the conversation that followed this revelation, I felt able to
establish a fuller and firmer relationship with the husband and
wife. Although they initially did not intend to return to further
meetings, they changed their minds after our conversation. But
the matter of prime interest here is the manner in which the wife
dealt with the comment. She initially misread my explorations of
a feeling towards her and of its basis, viewing the intended ex-
ploration as an auacking evaluation of her. Second, she could
not respond either at the time or later in the week in private to
check whether her perception of me correlated with my intention
towards her. Third, she was able to recognize and deal with her
emotionality only in the context of “giving up” on herself and
me rather than permitting it to enliven the relationship. My ex-
ploration of a feeling became transmuted into an unchanging,
objective fact by virtue of her reaction, and only a lucky visit
prevented my relationship to the couple from being totally dis-
rupted. Where 1 had sought to open myself to an existential di-
lemma, the other individual had seen no opportunity for learn-
ing, but rather a need for closure. It is just this quality of closing
oneself off from recognizing, experiencing, and owning exis-
tential dilemmas that the scoring procedure identifies as neg-
ative learning.

The second member's negative learning scores were related to
quick exchanges, such as the following (the member in question
being “M"):

Member M: Peopie were moving across the floor, each one with
different reasons. Some were playing games, and that's why |
went quickly. | think it was the games that | didn't like.

Member I: | really felt that way when youv were doing the thing
with your hands.

Member M: Games? Oh, | don’t know.
Member I: In one sense it really seemed superficial.
Member C: Yeah, | feit that way too.

Member M: There were people playing the “let’s crawl over as
many people as possible as slowly as possible game.”
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Member C: What did you think about that finger thing?
Member M: The what?

Member C: That finger thing that you were doing.
Member M: Well, | was just writing a word.

{M's comments scored +1, -2, —1,0, —1)

Member C: Where are you, M?
Member M: Where am ?
Member C: Yeah.

Member M: Sitting up here against the wall, watching. I'm watch-
ing the group.
Member E: Where are you at?

Member M: Where am | at? I'm feeling pretty good, if that's what
you mean, E.

Member C: What?
Member M: I'm feeling okay.

Member C: | get sort of pissed off by the way you set yourself up
here.

Member M: Absolutely not. I'm not mad at anybody at all. I'm
just watching.

(M's comments are scored 0, -2, +1, +1, -3)
Author: Do you feel responded to, M?

Member M: No, not really. But | don't really care.
Member I: You don't care?

Member M: Well, yes | do. But I'll find out.

{M's comments scored -1, —-1)

One fecls that this person’s behavior is largely oriented toward
getting or keeping him off the hook, uncommitted (*Games? Oh,
I don’t know.”). His reflex questions (“The what?” “Where am
1?7) delay and defuse encounter. His deflection of conversation
from himsell saves him from exposure. Not only the form, but
even the content of what he says expresses noninvolvement (“I'm
just watching™; “l don't really care™).



226 Measuvement of experiential learning

Yet he is in fact heavily involved in the group, speaking more
than one-fifth of the units. This contradiction bespeaks denial of
responsibility for his own behavior. His average learning accord-
ing to the scoring procedure reflects this denial of responsibility
in being the only negative score in all four meetings analyzed
(—.28).

On what basis was this person perceived as learning a lot? A
majority of members of the F group listed degree of participation
as one of their criteria of learning, and he participated fre-
quently. Also, he viewed himself and was viewed by others as
quick, intelligent, and perceptive, and this quickness may have
set the pace for the meeting as a whole, since it registered almost
twice as many units of speech as any of the other three meetings
for a comparable time period.

There is an interesting parallel between this case ol negative
learning and the previous one. This member, too, decided not to
return to further meetings. His reasoning was different, however.
According to a friend, he decided that he was “too far ahead” of
the group for it to be of value to him and that the author was
“an uninteresting psychologist.” In this case I did not visit the
member after the meeting, and the member did not, in fact, at-
tend further meetings. Given the controlling amount and quality
of his participation, his absence may have made it considerably
easier for the F group to raise its learning average at the third
meeting.

BIASES IN MEMBERS’' JUDGMENTS
OF LEARNING

The analysis of these four cases indicates that there are certain
biases in members’ perceptions of learning that are corrected by
the scoring procedure. The members tend to wgigh amount of
participation heavily in judging level of learning. This tendency
is confirmed beyond these cases by 24 out of 45 reports of partici-
pants (across the four meetings) that indicated that they used
participation as a cue to learning in determining their rank
order. No other single cue was mentioned even half as many
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times. By contrast, the behavior-scoring procedure does not place
so much reliance or such undiscriminating reliance on participa-
tion as a cue to learning. It can recognize little participation as
sometimes more learning-filled than much participation.

Underlying the bias toward perceiving high participation as
indicative of high learning, there seems to be a bias among mem-
bers to regard focusing on topics defined by the group as condu-
cive to learning, whereas dilemmas that impede one from partici-
pation are regarded as preventing one from learning. This view
of learning can be called a bias because it implies that one must
conform to predefined topics if one is to be regarded as learning.
By contrast, the scoring procedure seems to regard a dilemma
outside the current focus of the group as conducive to learning if
the member experiencing it can express it and the tension be-
tween it and participation in the group.

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN SELF- AND
OTHER-PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING

In addition to the cases of discrepancy between members’ per-
ceptions of learning and the determinations by the scoring proce-
dure, there were two instances in the M group of sharp
discrepancy between self-perceived and other-perceived learning
during the first two meetings. The basis of these discrepancies
was discussed during the third meeting. It will give us a further
indication of the quality of the scoring procedure to ask how the
procedure treats these cases.

In one case, others ranked the person as learning much in each
of the first two meetings, whereas the person ranked herself as
learning little. In the first meeting she experienced strong feel-
ings at not having enough situations like the present one “where
I can get a lot for mysell.” So strong were her feelings that she
could hardly speak for a time and found herself weeping. Later
she was involved in the most intense confrontation with another
person that occurred at that meeting. During this confrontation
she insisted that she did not experience to be genuine a feeling
that another member was expressing. She also received feedback
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at that time, indicating that she had a way of showing hersell 10
be vulnerable but then refusing support from others. Her re-
sponse was:

Well, | didn't really want to cut off traffic, you know—that’s very
helpful, what you're saying to me. When you said that, it re-
minded me of something I've learned so many times and forget
s0 many times—when you said 1 didn't want support. | think |
have a reservoir of strength and I'm strong, but | don’t want you
to get that message—I| don't want you to leave me alone.

This theme of learning, forgetting, and relearning reemerged
in her discussion of her tendency to rank herself low on learning
in the first two meetings:

I wasn’t learning new things was what | was thinking. | was re-
learning things that I've learned a lot of times before. Like, I've
been very peacelul with myself many times [a reference to the
second meeting], but it is a state that doesn't last, and that |
conslider like relearning, but it isn't new learning.

These comments connect to the statement about learning used
earlier: the member managed 10 express an existential dilemma
in a manner sufficiently clear conceptually and sufficiently open
emotionally that it remained alive for her after the meeting (p.
220). In this case, somebody else expressed a dilemma in encoun-
tering the member in one instance (regarding her refusal of sup-
port), and in that and other instances the member was reminded
of emotional truths about herself (or, perhaps better, intuitive
possibilities for herself) that she had known before but tended to
forget.

The criterion for this kind of learning seems that to be known
it must be alive, i.e., both emotionally and intellectually present
in the moment. But to maintain a sense of feeling and thought as
distinct yet related, one must stand outside both while experienc-
ing them—one must be conscious. Since, according to this book,
we are rarely conscious, this sort of learning constantly escapes us
and must be relearned. As a [riend of mine once remarked, “It is
the most important things, not the least important things, that
we constantly forget.”
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The scoring procedure seems to identify such “relearning” as
learning. Overall, the scoring procedure ranked this person
fourth of fourteen in learning at the first meeting, with a high
average learning score of +1.24. A discussion of Plato’s view of
all learning as remembering might serve to justify this identifica-
tion of relearning with learning. But we can also see from the
preceding discussion that such an identification is consonant with
the theory of this book, since such relearning implies current
contact with consciousness. )

The second case of a discrepancy between self- and other-per-
ceived learning involved a person who participated relatively lit.
tle during the first two meetings (6 of 226 units at the first) and
was ranked low on learning by others, yet ranked himself high.
In one of his comments, already quoted in the previous chayter
in the ten-unit example of the dialogue of the first meeting, he
suggests that a certain passivity is characteristic of him:

I've thought of you as active because when you said about being
demonic | had sort of that feeling too, but from a passive point of
view, like '‘l wonder what's going to happen next,” feeling that
something else was, you know, required.

‘The sense of passivity reemerges during the third meeting when
the member explains why he ranks himself as learning much rel-
ative to others, though he does not appear to others to be doing
$O:

well, | think | view myself as being and am quite passive in a
group, so people don't get very much information about me. And
so there's not too much that people can say about me. And that
would tend to make me rank low in terms of these categories.
Also, you know, the same kind of passivity could overlap into my
seeing what's going on. Maybe it's true, but | don't think that's
true. | have a pretty good idea of what's happening within me.

Author: How do you formulate the kind of learning you felt you
were doing?

Well, uhm, | guess | see sort of two modus operandi which sort of
split and I'm on one side. One is to get the situation stirred up
and see what happens because of your stirring. And the other
way is to sort of sit beside it and do what it does. And | sort of
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think of myself as doing the second kind of thing. it's that kind of
learning, | think: seeing what the shape of things and people are.

In this case, the scoring procedure does not rank the member
high on learning relative to the other members of the group
(11th of 14), although his average learning score is not low: +.84
adjusted to +.71 because of his low participation. (The learning
averages of the three members below him dip sharply, averaging
only +.26.) More directly, his perception of himself as accurately
“seeing what's going on" is justified in terms of the scoring proce-
dure, in that his ranking of members’ learning correlates most
highly of anyone at the first meeting with the rank order of
learning determined by the scoring procedure.

In his case the scoring procedure justifies both the self- and
other-perceptions of learning, in different ways. Furthermore, the
analysis of this case suggests that the scoring procedure directly
measures active, behavioral learning in contrast to passive, per-
ceptual learning, which is more directly tapped by the level of
congruence between an individual’s rank ordering of his learning
and that of the scoring procedure. This distinction between “ac-
tive” and “passive” learning is, however, offered with reserva-
tions. Earlier analysis has shown that the so-called active behav-
jor scored as learning by this procedure can be an openness to
dilemmas rather than a solving of problems, thus sounding rela-
tively passive. And, on the other hand, the theory of attention in-
troduced in chapter one stresses that so-called passive perception
is in fact an active selection of what to look at. But however uni-
fied the active and passive, perceptual and behavioral learning
may ultimately be, this case demonstrates a felt divergence that is
discriminated by the scoring procedure.

We can conclude this discussion of cases of discrepancy in
judgments about whether learning occurred for a certain person
at a certain meeting with a sense that the validity of the scoring
procedure is supported in highly convincing ways. In sum, we
have found ample evidence in the discussion of the validity of
the scoring procedure in this and the previous chapter that the
procedure is capable of making a variety of discriminations
among differently composed groups, different sessions of the
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samie group, different flows of conversation, and dilterent mem-
bers. Moreover, when such discriminations do not accord with
participants’ perceptions of learning, the determinations of the
scoring procedure seem more convincing. When participants’ per-
ceptions are themselves in discord, the scoring procedure reflects
and explains this discord. Furthermore, in attempting to explain
the basis for discriminations made by the scoring procedure, we
find ourselves returning easily to the theoretical language in
which the procedure is rooted, showing that the procedure con-
gruently operationalizes the theory.



CONCLUSION

To observe and recognize one's full intent, constructive and de-
structive; to feel and acknowledge one’s actual relatedness to oth-
ers, the familiar and the alien; to relax and strive towards
momentary validity in one’s behavior, whether the result be dra-
matic or mundane—these disciplines 1 find demanding, unavoid-
able, and worthy.

The scale of the task of achieving continuing consciousness
often appears awe-ful, as well it might, for through it we are
brought into the presence of our life as a whole. We are not ac-
customed to lifetime tasks. We—and 1 must create an adequate
word here—enhabit finite jobs, ideologies that make us right to
begin with, and relationships that match our expectations. In
this book 1 have tried to introduce a way of doing science and a
way of thinking about personal experience that can open towards
truths on the scale of a lifetime. Its success depends more than
that of most formal work on the response of its readers.

1 would like to close on a personal note, an excerpt from a let-
ter I have written that strives to translate the structure of
thought in this book into my daily life with a friend.

In your letter to me you say: “| am becoming more and more in
need of some kind of truth. . . . | need more and more to know
the reason for every thing I do. . . . No one knows."

In other words, you will refuse to be satisfied by all that ordi-
narily passes for truth. It will not sustain you. Your truth must
ring tangibly in your body-mind-feeling /life—must make a differ-
ence. Stated this way it's so obvious that this must be the crite-
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rion for anyone’s truth, yet you see no one around you actively in
search for such truth with convincing intensity and humility. So,
despite its obviousness to you and to me, we must conclude that
there is something evasive about it, that those around us are not
likely to help us toward it, and that some special effort is re-
quired by each alone. Without this special effort, the body consti-
tuted by our life-experience will become more and more heavily
weighted with untruth each passing day, and the pain of our sep-
aration from truth will naturally become greater and greater.

This is how | understand your cry.

What the quality of your effort can best be, I'm sure neither of
us knows. That some special effort is necessary for you to begin
to feel more at home in this life seems to me terribly clear.

For a time our meditation together seemed to hold some mean-
ing for you; the group meditation less; for Mary, | tried to de-
scribe a form of work that derived from relating to Jennifer as
spirit to matter, noting failures of in-formation; for you an effort
connected to working with your hands might help; | think | am
finding that movements of body and voice, unattended excep!t in
passing, are especially potent for me.

We are not searching for a knowledge that superimposes some
pattern over our experience, but rather for a direct illumination of
experience; to feel with acceptance the patterned interplay of
spirit and matter through us, the interplay of force and interrup-
tion, of energy and form, light and shadow.

So deeply woman, the universe resounds in you involuntarily in
its full cacophony; your task: somehow to transiate it through
your life into tune (as | see you so magnificently beginning to do
with pots and with me) and to feel your transiation acceptingly.
For me, the disciplines of illumination and transiation emerge as
favored and the more frightening task that of risking the shadows
and permitting the primitive interruptions.

“All spiritual experiences are sensations in the body. . . .
What is a true spiritual discipline? It is a known rhythm of the
harmonized body. All is there. Nothing could be more material
than to use the body for acquiring a right sensation of God. . . .
A well-conducted discipline makes it possibie to identify and rec-
ognize at its base a unique sensation which is a sensation of the
universe. What is known as meditation is the interiorization of
this “'pure sensation” outside of time. It is a taste of eternity
(Reymond, 1971)"
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Reliability, 86, g8, 183, 185, 192, 193,
197-201

Resistance, 10, 44. 57, 94, 95, 111, 110,
134, 175, 188, 191

School, 39, 41, 79-81

Science, 63-65, 75, 81, B2, 140

Scientific methodology, 1, 2, 70, 76,
78, 79. B5

Scoring procedure; see Behavior-
scoring procedure

Sell, 48, 49. 60

Self-awareness; see Awareness

Self-concept; see Self-image/self-con-
cept

Self-disclosure, 81, 151, 154, 155, 160~
65, 170-72

Self-csteem, 17

Sell-image/self-concept. 24, 26, 27,
30-32, 118, 133, 165, 166

Self-observation, 56, 58, 85, g1, g5,
101

Sensitivity-training; see Laboratory
training; T-group

Stimulus-response; see conditioning

Structure, 14, 15, 19, 22, 26, 28-30,
35. 48, 51, 66, 75, 123, 141, 160; see
also  Cognitive-emotional-sensory
structure

Subjectivity, 1, 53. 67, 69, 88

Superego, 9, 28, 40

Support/supportiveness, 81, 154,
155, 160, 167, 172, 228

Symbolic interactionism, 87

Systems theory, 1, 8, 63, 178

Technology, 72
T-group, 42, 43. 45. 91, 101, 166,
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‘T-group (Continued)
187, 197. s22; see also Laboratory
training

Thought: associative, gM, §1; intui-
tive, analogical, R, s2-55. 7o0:
logical, verbal. 38, 51-56, 70

Ultrastability, 15. %0, 129
Validity, 6, 94, g6. 114. 115, 1Ry,

185, 196, 199. 201, 21y, 1R, 2%0;
construcl, goy; content, 03 eX-

Subject Index

ternal, 76, Ry, Ry, Ry, 20%-5; in
ternal. 76; momentary, 118, 178,
177-Ro. 196, 2112, 222

Values/value-free, 21, 21, 30, 39. 40.
46.63.64. 72, 55

Verbal behavior, 86, g1, gr. gH. 137,
154. 166, 167, 192

Verify /verification, 4s. 56, 60, 66.
74. 76. R2. Rg. go :

Work, 45. §7. 138~40. 143, 147. 149.
151-52. 1lg
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