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Abstract
A dialeottca] ortentation in psychology ie
}theoretica11y‘neviewed and,compared to other models
govern1ng psycho]og1ca1 enqu1ry The popular'"objective"
natural sc1ent1f1c approach "with its implicit philosophy,
‘Hs cons1dered to be too 11m1ted to capture the dynamics of
human acthn or 1nteract1on Equally. narrow in perspect1ve
subJect1ve models do not adequately acknow ledge the 1mpact -
world events have on the ind1v1dua1._D1alect1ca1_psycho]ogy;
with ite implicit phitosophy, syhbolizes»the synthesis of
the objective and the subjective perspectives. The
bi-?o]arities omni-present in psycho]ogica1 study become one
n the same process: science-art; object-subject;
quantitative qua11tative"factfialue' etc. -Dialectical
psychology s emphas1s on unity also legitimizes an ec]ect1c
orientation to psychotherapeutic intervention. AcKnowledg1ng
the changing person in the changing wor 1d tpanslates into a -
different view of the counseling process and research on the

effectiveness of the intervention.
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\I. INTRODUCTIéN

[ he gehera) purpose of science is to establish
Knowledgq. scientific research is essential for
understanding natural phenomena and one Qf the more power ful
me thods for acquir5ng information is the experiment. Also
important to the scientific brocess is the'phglosophy of
science. The philosophy of science considers the logical and
epistemo]ogicgl underpinhings of the scientific method.
Topics such as the bases of knowledge, nature of perception,
conditions for testing ¥nd verification, etc. all revert to
philosophy. 6ﬁilosophy reveals the fundamental limitations
of the approaches to truth. Experimental methods rely upon
geﬁeral presuppositions and assumptions about the nature of
the wor ld and how information about the phenomenon of study
can be extracted.

Social science is primarily concerned with the study of
people. In comparison to the hard, rigordus physical and
biological sciences, the §ocia] sciences are stereotypicaliy
described as soft, and highly tentative. Yet some
disciplines, for example psychology, still try to apply
objective scientific methods to- the study of people. The
philosophy that has dominated the direction of North
Amer ican psychology is a neopositivfst image of science that
relies upon the methods of natural science. North American

psychology equates the study of ‘things’ to the study of

people.



In the past 20 years there has developed controversy
within the disciplinvhof North American psychology
concerning whether the study of people should be guided by a
rigorous sciénlific route nnd@\led'aftor the natural
sciences or the route of the humanities. This unfolding
dilemma is reflected in numerous competing bi“polagities;
sciencg/a;t, facts/values, objective/subjective,
society/individual, etc.

This paper will focus its efforts in directing
attention to%ard a philosophy thai acknowledges the
ex%stence of ﬁumerous bi-polarities and attempts to resolve
them in 6rder that the progress in under standing human
knowledge, can be sustained. That philosophy 1is dialectical
philosophy and its strength lies in its ability to identify
and synthesize seemingly irresolvable dilemmas. Present
dialectical orientations within psychology will be reviewed
and extended to counseling psychology . |

he first chapter will deal with the impact the natural
scientific perspective had in moulding the shape of NQrth
American psychology. The limitations of natural science,
with its narrow Understandihg of "empirical” research and
experimental methodology in the study of human behaviour
will be discussed. The relationship between social fact and
values will also be discussed as subjectivism s presented
as being inherent in scientific activity. This chapter
represents the influence a philosophy can have on the

activity of psychology. "’



The second chapter s antended as an introduction to
dialectical philosophy and psychology. Through history,
dialectic has acquired a variety of mvaningﬁ or. definitional
qualities. Four basic meanings of dialecttc are’ as a world
principle; as a method to approach truth:; transcending
’Rnown' human experience; and Hegelian idealism. The next
section concerns d\alectigal psycqo\ogy and evaluaﬁes it
within an epistemological framework resulting in Bnowledge
acquisition via an active person and active environment. The
dialectical orientation alsé discusses: subject-object
structures within psychological theories; the dialectical
oppoéition of idealight and materialist accounts of nature;
the benefits of dialectical logic in an ambiguous world,
and: the role of dialogues in individual and scientific
Know ledge . :

The fina] chapter of this paper attemp® to merge the |
d{éYééfical perspective within the framework of counsélihg : )‘
psychology. Both objective and subjectiQe apprdqphes to
counseling are reviewed and the synthetical answer proposed
falls within the all-encompassing dialectical perspective.
Dialectical psychology' s emphasis on process, change,

values, has imp]ﬁcations for research (eg. biographical or

historicall, and practice (eg. "eclectic" counsel%ng”).

S



eJ“ | IT. PHILOSO?HY AND PSYCHOLOGYh'
ae K

A. Part I° o

In its attempt to ga1n cred1b1l1ty psychology has faced }
two classes of problems' Those that are solvable by |
empirical methods - sc1ent1f1c problems and those that
cannot be solved. by sc1ent1f1c methods - philosophical
problems. " As the sc1ence of psychology has progressed
jthere has been a demonstrable sh1ft from an exclus1ve
preoccupat1on with ph1losoph1cal problems to the po1nt at
wh1ch psyc:ology d1s/egards them. This avoidance is due in
part to the fact that psychology gradually became a separate
-discipline‘from‘philOSOphy by being able to solVe famltian |
”problems sc1ent1f1cally rather than ph1losoph1cally by
‘rat1onal analys1s Th1s process has been’ descr1bed as the
naturallzat1on of ph1losophy by Royce (1982).

A mark of a mature sc1ence is‘the existence of routine
i problems, that are 1dent1f1able a priori as liKelyisolvable'
by establ1shed methods of 1nqu1ry and modes of expl1cat1on
(Fodor, 1968). However in psychology there still pers1st '
,Aquest1ons for which no clear” answers ex1st (Allport 943l

4

There are. ph1losoph1cal problems emdedded within psychology

9 M)
which are 1nescapable -

(for example, the duallsm of m1nd/body, subJect/obJect)
Grbbs (1979) suggests that North Amer ican psychology
has pa1d dearly for its avers1ve attitude towards philosophy

-and‘that in order to learn from the past 1t is worthwhile to



L4 ) , /!
reflect on its ep1stemo1og1ca1 bases. A review of the //
natural scientific tradition in Western psychology w11t show
/:the wayjs) in which philosophy has effected modern |

-

psychological inguiry.
B. Part II

The L1m1tat1ons of Natura1 Science A /
‘Psychology has attempted to apply the methods and
principles of the natural sciences to bhe af$a1rs of man.
The natura] scientific approach:is based on three ma1n
assumpt1ons (a) the obJect of study muSt be observable; (b)
the obJect of study must be measurab]e, and (c) more thaq
one personi' must be ‘able to observe and’ agree upon the.
obJect s 1dent1ty and character1st1cs (Valle & K1ng,_1978).
An implicit ph1]osoph1oa1 pos1t1on w1th1n the natural
science perspect1ve is pos1t1v1sm The presuppos1t1on that
one only knows, facts, and that the va11d1ty of Knowledge can
only be.assured by eﬁper1menta1 science reflects.the
.pni1osophy of posiEtVism (Eysenck, Arnold, & Me1115'1979).
By‘fo1lowing‘a poeﬁtivistic'approach (eg. Auguste Comte),
psyohotogy became’sciéntifically oriented and copied the
methods of physics, chemistry, and biology. The positivistic
attdtude has tended to limit the methods and Content of
psyoho]ogical inquiry. A1though Nor th Amer1oan psychology

has become more sophisticated in its procedures and methods ,

the implicit philosophy of contemporary psychology has '



changed very‘little (Manicas & Secord, 1983). Modehn Western
pSychology unquestioningly coﬁplies withﬂ!cientific realism
as if- 1t were the natural order (Heather‘ 1976) Modern
Western psychology is conduct1ng s*T“hce character1zed 1n
the main by monolith1c ph1losoph1ca1=conform1ty Kggih//
1961) . | : | |

In'the 1920’ s a group of Iogical positivists Known as
the Vienna Circle was formed with the expressed purpose of
labelling questions of moral1ty and value as unscientific,
meaning]ess»pseudo-phoblems aqd exc]ud1ng the poss1b111ty of
any metaphystca].epphehensionlof the profound nature of
things. Such an. ettt€0de was readi]y accepted by early |
behavour1sts as they too reJected the notion of subjectivism

1n sc1ent1f1c"*

, ‘,(

nqu1ry ln 1ts .ear ly days,. in order to become

N

a true sc1ence psychology focused upon the descr1pt1on of
e1emehtary facts because such content was compat1b1e with
the charactertst1cs of a pos1t1v1st orientation to 1nqu1ry
This led to the tenets of reduct1on1sm, operat1ona11sm, and
physicalism. '
@eductiohism oenotes a‘phitosophtcal viewpoint that
accounts for the.superioh gggmeans.ofkthe inferior promoting
" the conception of‘e cauSa]_tinK between the various levels:
of reality (Eysenck, et al., 1979). One example of
reductionism which takes a materialistic form would be to
reduce the mind to matter. tAnothen example would be to

reduce ald sciences to one, phys1cs for*examp]e

" Operationalism allows sc1ent1f1c quest1ohs to be posed in



such a way that to answer them requ{res the empirical
hethods of science' (Eacker, 1975). The purpose of b
operational deffhitions were to apply scientific concepts to
procedures which could eliminate inconsistent and
contrad1ct1ve meanings from sc1ent1f1c 1anguage, ref]ect1ng
the consistent phys1ca1 wor-ld. Lastly, physicalism
character1zes a view that all scientific Knowleldge ean be
expressed in the language of a physical science which is
universal, homogeneous, and free of metaphysicel
”implications. Therefore, only the observable properties of
thiﬁgs are considered and when apb]ied to psyehology Eesults
in the methods of behaviourism.

“ Psychic 1ife‘was viewed in a deterministic perspective.
Determinism is a doctrine wh{ch (analogously to‘the pﬁysical
.wor 1d) 1nterprets psychic events dependent on precond1t1ons
that are mater1a1 and/or mechanistic (Eysenck, et al.,

1979). Mater1a11sm resolves all existence 1nto‘matter
thereby ﬁaking matter” the u]timafe reality. Mechanism
. suggests thattany eoncept of the universe is explicable in
mechanical processes; it seeks to demonstrate that the
univehse_is nothing more than a.Vast system of intricately
linked motion. People were described in-mechanistic terms,
as complex machines. This standard materialist portrayal of
the person can be aftributed iokThomas Hobbes as he applied
,Ga]#]eo’s physics to the study of persons,‘believing as
'radjca] beheviourists still do, that the origins of a

.

person’s motives can be found in the external world or



environment . Hdbbes opeﬁs his polem1¢a1 work, the Leviathan
(1651) by stating, "...life is but a motion of Limbshi.For
what is the‘Heé;I, but“a Spgihg; and the Nerves, but gé‘many
Wheeles, giving motion to the whole body..." (p.81). Human
behaviour became explainable in terms of the causes.ovér
which one had no control. A person’é‘re]ationship to the
environment could be called a relationship of control (eg.
operant_contro] of eliciting stimuli). |
Another important tenet of the 1091051 positivfg%

position is the principle of verifiability. The logical
positivist doctrihe holds that the sum total of our
knowledge came from science rather than from philosophical
reflection. Along witb an insistence on empirical
observation was .a Criferibn’of meaning that was linked to
the routine pragma{ism ofﬁa laboratory scientfst (Russell,
1353). The meaning“of arproposition is its method of
fverificaﬁion. This position is exemplified in the work of
Ernst Mach (1838-1916) who was Known for research in the
fields of mechanics and optics. His attempts to freé'physics
from metaphysical concepts he]ped to estab]isﬁva scientific
1methodology. He shared with othervlbgica1 posftivists
contempt for metaphysics. His research in mechanics best
represents’ reverance to sciencg. He replaced the
metaphysical concept of force'by defihing it in terms of
.acqe1eration. Psychology adopted the verifiabi]ity'princié1e
by adhering to the doctrine that facts become sciehtific

only if verified. Psychology became a science of observable,



collectable facts. Description gave,way to measurement and -
calculation replaced debate.

The philosophical doctrine. d? emp1r1c1sm asserts that
sensory ‘experience instead of reason (ratlona11sm) is the
source of knowledge. When-this 1;?trhn§1ated into scientific
metHodo]ogy, the result is an experimental basia'of modern
science (Eysenck, et al., 1979). In natural scientifie
psychology, empifﬁca] means that the researcher uses}data'
only perceivable by his own senses (Fischer, 197@). In
effect, the proper meaninig of empiricism is misunderstood in
natgral scientific psychology. For examp]e,~"ehpirica1"
psychology and behaviourism have often been used

.interchangeably (Broadbent, 19%3). A chief argument for
behaviourism is that if psychOTogy is to be a sejence, it
must deal with what ierbeervable. Behaviour is observable,
but the mind or consciousness is not.‘In natural seientific
psychology; the experieaces of the subject are never
solicited because the reeearcher can never maKe reiiab]e and .
repeatable observat1ons of another person s mind. Thus the
study of another person’s sense experience would be
1mposs1b1e This is thé case in an experimenbalﬂdesign -Qut

/ ¥ “ N
I exper1menta1 methodo]ogy cannot be equated to empﬂr1 m In

:phenomenolog1cal research sense data of the subject fe 1so
"studﬁed and th1s may take the form of descr1pt1ve research
The po1nt is that there is more than one way to derive

psychological Knowledge not just limited to experimental

methods modelled from physics or chemistry; Psychology
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acquires facts, as does any science, bﬁt the mere collection
of "observable facts" does not constitute Qcience.

Natural scientific psychology has managed to adhere to
an extreme posit{vistic attitude by creating the fiction'o%
a value-neutral observable fact. Bixenstine {1976) argues
that as researchers we cannot escape the evaluative nature
of all our experiences. This is the idea that our'percepfual
expériencésvaré‘a unity in which meaning is derived through
evaluation, and that facts emergé as a special class of
values. Values are real, therefore are a part of the
scientific proéess. Values act as catalytic agehts that
permit SCieptiffc activity but do not.partic%péte,in the
- process. Ip essence. he argqés that we cénmot sét science
and ourselves apabrt. Values, facts, people, and science are

of the world rather than in the world (Osborne, pefSona]

communication, March 21, 19851 .

Hence, psychology has followed the c]ass}cal (Kessei.
1969) or standard view (Manicas & Secord, 1983) of science.
This perspective affirms é positiVistic.epistemology whére
'.scientific propositions’aré founded on data. Furthermore,
theories are Qnderstood to be.hypothetico-deductive systems.
That is, a theory emerges by way of hypotheses deduced from
primary postulated principles based on empirical
observation. These hypotheses are then accepted or rejected
depending upon confirmation via:observation (eg.'Hu11}
1952). This process then results in a h{eraréhy of 1Qgica11y

deduced propositidns which parallel all the observed .



’ . . . o "‘u ’ ‘ . » .
empinical relationships composing a science, that is a

11

theory (Eacher, 1975). Lastly, research appears to be
" 1limited because the psychological researcher seeKs only to
test hypotheses related to variables that can be clearly

tied ta observation, avoiding theory aé far as possible

(Manicas:& Secord, 1983).

The accumylation of observable facts and the
experimenfal manipulation of those facts constitute ohe
approach to psychqiqgical inquiry; the natural science
perspective. In Nortp America, psych61ogy is synonomous with
an experimental, natural scientific perspective. There
remains the popularized caricature of the radical .
psychologist applying his methods reductio absurdum. Wifh{ﬁ
an experimental setting, the natural science apbroach to
understanding the complexities of people’s‘activity is at-
best a harrow one. Experimental psychology strives to

eliminate any inter fering factors which may coqfo@nqﬁwideal“f

P oe

experimental conditions. However,‘fdea1 experimenta1 f [ R
conditions would be those that best represent the real wor 1d
of the experiencing person. Instead, the real wor]ﬁ is
eliminated in favour of describing the isolated behaviouf of
the individual in an idea]ized form of language inculcated
with stétigtics. Exberimenté] psychology, in Keéﬁing with a
positivist tradition, incobporates Fhe belief that if is
possible to attain truth providing the methodogy is correct.
The truth however is beyond human experience and thus it

appéars a paradox that the goal of experimental psychology

4
>
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with its Meihodologﬁcal rigor tries to realize that which is
beyond empiricism. A noted positivist-in his time, Schlick
suggested, "I am convinced that we are in...[a] finé] turn
in philosophy....0Our time, so | claim, possesses already the
methods by which conflict {probléms] is renaered
éuperfluous. what matter§ is only to apply these methods
resolutely (cited by Koch, 1881, p. 263). This statement
ref]e;ts the hope, -not the assurance, that the me thods
derived from the natural sciences can solve the problems
confronting people. This optimism relies on the faith of
methodology and persistence of the positivist to adhere to
his approach indefinitely. E;perimental psychology adheres
to thisafttitude and contributes to the myth of methodq]ogy
(Kaplan, 1968), suggesfing correct methods can explain all.
A poéitivistﬁc orientation in psychological inguiry has also

led fo ?cientism (Giorgi, 1970) [(methods adopted from the
natural sciences have been assigned thé'oﬁly acceptable
approach of inquiry under the empirical paradigm). The
application of methodology, in the form of fact collection
and manibulataion can be 1abe1ﬂed at best naive empiricism.
Experimental psychology, based on natural science, is én]y
one form of empiricism which leads to certa{n Forms of
Know ledge.

Facts have meanings, as well as hide meanings. The
fal]écy of autonomous facts should be cha]lénged as no %act

exists independent of some degree of interpretation or”

evaluation (Bixenstine, 1976). As a nineteeneth century
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phenomenon, experimental psychology was destined to fail in
putting meaning back into the psychology it so radically
eliminated. Mean1ng Qas eliminated in the experimental
frenzy as researchers stopped wondering about what they were
doing and why" Theorizing was also de-emphasized. If enough
experiments were done and enough facts were collected, they
could arr1ve at aE%omp]ete understand1ng of human behaviour.
However, w1thout aisolid theoretical frameworkK', facts are

\r
unrelatable and unfiranslatable meanings. The implicit values
g4

I’

in scientifiC’th:n‘f?and the evaluative nature of facts must

' :dxé¥cﬁ_;§,our knowledge of ourse1ves Meaning

7;5th1ng fwﬁ%i?@n be added to a system fol]ow1ng
analysis, rather it is the most essential topic for any
inquiry by human beings of humah beings (Riegel, 1978).
North Amer'ican "empirical” psychology has squeezed the study
of people 1nto closed 1aboratory situations where people
become different than their naturally occurring form in the
dynamic events of the world. As Koch (11953) aptly suggests,
psychology’s 'institutionalization preceded its
problems....man’s stipylation that psychology be adequate to
science outweighed his commitment that 1t be adequate to man
(cited by Manicas & Secord, 1983, p. 399).

Another drawback of a positivistic tradition is that
because,experiences are seen as private it would not be

possible to share scientific observations resulting in the

collapse of science. How can we have reliable knowledge -of
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another? As Heather (1973) points out our use of language
and other symbols demonstrates that we cannot avoid a}'least
attempting it. The trahsmission of fact by language creates
the reality of social fact, the world of open systemic
events: In science, the stb} /e ékperiences of each
researbher is unique, yet there exists a common thread
binding him to a greater totality. We do not live in a world
" that is closed, isolated frdm each other, a philosophical
position known as solipsism. A behaviourist would posit that
we could never have be]iab]e knowledge of another person’s
experience. As Sarte (1857) suggests, behaviourism has
solipsism as a working hypothesis.

The context of behaviour must be understood if -an
"observed” fact is to acquire importance in scientific
pursuits. Behavioural ecology, an offspring of systems
theory, primarily focuses on the contextural variables but
not the subjective experiences of people. Gibbs’ (1379)
transactional model tries to incorporate subjective human
experience within the framework of contextual analysis but
the methods of research still lean in. the direction of
natural science (see Osborne, 1985, in presé). The fallacy
of}reductionisﬁ is exposed when the context is reduced to
its rudimentary constituents. To highlight this through
example, the.simple act of an 1nsu1t{ng hand signal in a
heated aebate can be reduced to a neurological transmission, .
but this destroys the meaning essential to”understanding the

human act, that is the meaning the human aCt has in a



particular culture. Reductionism becomes a method of
deception, an imminent consequence of metHod fetishfsm
(Koch, 1981).

A reductionistic attempt at explaining an arm signal
imposes a narrow explanation of what is a bréad social fact.
The behaviour in context is significant in relation to
others rather than understanding it as an isolated act. To
expand this logic, Knowledge is in "fact’ social in nature.

Research in the area of perception will prove useful to
the present discussion. The natural scientific approach
views perception as the relationship between the physical
characteristics of light or elementary sensations and ‘the
reactive internal physiologfcal processing of that
1nformati5n (McConville, 1878). Propounded is the
unidirectional caﬁsal relationsh%p between the visual world
and the passively perceiving subject. Any meaning derived
from the perceptual process according to the traditional
approach is a by-prbduct of the process. In contrast to the
preconceptual empirical approach to perception, a
phené;enological perspective states that meaning is not
discovered as a well articulated picturé, but is a primitive
and spontaneous perceptual event. [t transcends the physical
attributes of the object being perceived and emerses the
subject in his or her 1ived;experience.

'Keeping in mind the phenomenological perspective on
unique 1ndividua1.experience does not exclude the

possibility of sharing a similar perception. In a perceptual
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event, for example the reversible figures drawing, it 1s
possible that two people can see two very difforeﬁt‘
experiences?ﬁeither the face or vases. lf both peoplé see
the vase regularly in their own lived-experience, there
éxists a high intrapersonal redundancy to that phenomenon.
Furthermoré. if both perceivers see and communicate a common
perception, the experience also has high interpersonal
consensuality. Pairing high intrapersonal redundancy with
High inteﬁbersonal consensuality creates the social fact
{Bixenstine, 1975) or the ;opial meaning of one’'s immediate
experience. Ton;xtend this notion, two people can be party
to the same community of Knowledge (Hamlyn, 18978) in spite
of their unigue experience. Social fact in essence is fhe
result of a social coﬁtract.

To further elaborate this éociological slant, it is
apparent that we evaluate our action not only on the basis
of being skillful ar not, but in terms of‘good and bad,
right or wrong, etc. This inclination to evaluate our
actions with respect to the.goals, interests, and values we
share with other human beings suggests that even when we
per form action alone, it is still social in nature which
cha]]eﬁéés the mechanical models of causal explanation to
the human context. Mechanisms function according to general
rules rather than to a particular evaluation of
circuhstance. The accounts of the social human being in a
soéial wor 1d and our practical Rnow]eage of it differs

markedly from the objective, reductionistic account of the



natural world involving Humean billiard balls, Copernican
planets, Kepler's laws of planetary motion, and Dalton’s
atomic theory. These are in the terms of which we have
attempted to explain human conduct in the past. Collections
of atoms or planets do not by definition regulate their
interaction with one another in terms of meanings or
interpretations they assign to one another’s actions.

In contrast to the natural scientﬁfié view, the
emphasis on humans in the sécial wor ld takes meaning to be
human aciiv}ty, something people do between themselves or as
Wittgenstein (cited by Gillhan & Howarth, 1981), would say
"of the use to which one may put one’s behaviour rather than
the'nature of the behaviour itself.’

- Perhaps the philosophical analysis of the social world

is warranted as it may lead to change in psychology as a

social science, as an extension of the productive relation
between knowledge QPovided by the scientist and the
reflective nature of the philosopher upon its meaning. As
MacMillan and Garrison (1984) suggest, philosophical
criticism without scientific practice is empty, but
scientific practice without philosophical criticism is

blind. | .

Subjective Intrusion: the psychologist’'s denial of himself
As a result of experimental emphasis. one of the ma jor
implications of a standard scientific view is the notiony

that science can be differentiated from non-science since
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the cohfirmatton or disconfizpatioh of scientific Knowledge
claims to be "independent of the whim, preferencee or some.
sub3ect1ve factor within the 1nd1v1dua1 1nvest1gator ’
(KesSe] 1969, p.. 999). In wundt’ s 1aboratory, by'way of
f—exper1menta] procedures -based on the natural 301ences -the
‘kSUbject of the_experiment was ass1gned the status of an
obJect or ’th1ng 1ike'. character alienating the subject
from the object. In turn what this led to was ‘denial of the
rexper1menter S part1c1patory role in the exper1ment What
remains is 'an exper1menter observing the psychoJog1ca1
prOcesses objectively without admitting his hpte in the
experiment as active. | | . |

Htstor1cally, this subJect object alienation was
recognized by Goethe who in h1s oppos1t1on to the
anaTyt1ca1 abstract bias of the natura] sc1ences‘emphasized
the intricate role of the expertmenter and the dependency of

the experiment on ‘its creator, the exper1menter Thts was

h1gh11ghted in Goethe s theory of colour percept1on that was'

based on the appearance of colour to the observer 1n
oppos1t1on to Newton‘s co]our theory of under1y1ng pure

1 co]ours Goethe’' s emphasis on the role of the participant

expertmenter was 1gnored by the sc1ent1f1c commun1ty Since |

the pract1ces of the behav1oura1 sciences followed those of
thelnatoral sciences,; the role of the exper1menter in
vpsychology tended'to be ignored. The cutcome of this
imitationfwasla paradoxical confusion of terms tn psychology

- (Riegel, 1978). The real and participatory subjects in the

4
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‘experiments are called observers or expefimentehs, but they
eliminate themselves fhom fhevobject of study denying their
‘ihtrusivé participation in the conception, delivery, and
_interprefatioh of the study. "Thevobjedt of the exper iment
::Qn the other hand, came to benknown as‘the-subject, but in

this disguise it had lost all of its distinctive subjective
! e . Qj/ ' .

s‘;(j

f'charéc%éhistics. that is the individhél and social qualities

~of the Human being" (Riegel, 18978, p. 27). The psychological

@

experimenf degraded the person as the subject of study, and
sjmultaneou51y alienated 1tseif froﬁyftsvown topic - people.

Recently thereAhas beeq an‘indication of a breakdown in
the objectfve asbect,of science or_FtHe intrusion of

subjectivity in the classical view of science,” (Kessel,

1969, p. 999). In sociology, the intrusion.of subjectﬁvity

has been recognized by Kar1 Mannheim who suggests that the

socio]ogistﬁ(or-psychdl@gist) is in no way ekempt from the

A

‘approach he'applﬁes to his subject‘(or,object in psychologus
_empiricUs): he is always in pért, writing about himself. For
' example, in the area of personality theory, most clinicians

. relied upon their own personal experiences, they studied

themse lves (Monte, 1980) and. developed and tested their

theory. Like a11[humén beings, we are a product of class,

creatures of culture, subjectvto the whims and passion which

in itself defines the human character. It does not make
sense and causes conflict within a discipline if it fafls to
recognize this ' fact.’ By being reminded of Freud’s theory

of what it means to be impelled by unconscious impulses, and

N
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" Marx's economwc and historical polemic asking us to be

cognizant of what it means to belong to a particular social

class, perhaps E. G. Boring's History of Experimental
'Psychologx (1957), and other monographs pressing us to
remember what we Know about the activity of man, it is a
pretense to imagine a value free, objective experimenter.

‘ Perhaps it is.becéuse we are. human ourselves that we
‘cannbt help being partisan. We must_accept the proposition
that subjectivity and va]ues'(Bixenstine, 3976) are embedded's
in the research procegs. There appears noO reason why a
gcientific foundation cannot be faid on groundfas soft as
this provided we Know the properties bf the soil, its
bearing capacity, that ié, how much weight can-be placed on
‘the ground before it. (foundatioa5 sinks and make reasonable
a]]owances for it. This 1eads to the recent call for a new
evolution in the discipline of psychology to 1ook at
ourselves, the experimenter, as the participant in the
experiment Keg. Grover, 1981; Mahoney, 1876).

Po]anyi’s;(1964) account of the rise of the Copernican
solar’éystem theory suggested- that Copernicus and historians
overlooKed 1arge dlscrepanc1es in his mathematical
calculation. Despite this d1screpancy Copern1cus refused to.
dismiss his system of planetary mot1on Polanyi (1964) then
developed a term to describe the conf1dence the
psycho]ogicalraCt of an active 1mag1nat1on in ant101pat1on
of a diécovery as 'tacit Knowing.' Feyeraband (1963) -

‘ concluded after studying the»work of Gafileo and Copernicus:
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"This is how mddern physics had started, not as an

observational enterprise, but as -an unsupported‘speculation

that was inconsistent with highly confirmed laws" (cited in
Kessg],_1959, p. 5). It is plausible that scientific
discoveries are derived from personal knowledge of’
unarticuiaied experiences and not only from
Qbservation—based hypotheses. For example, the history.of
physics has been witness to the fact that the tesfabilify of
empirical evidenée is desi;able though not necessary or
sufficient. Presenf]y "scientific’ physics FaVours a theory
based on nonempirical factors (Einstein) over a theofy which
hag accumulated a great deal of empirical evidence
(Newtcnian physics). Brownoski'(1960)_cogént1y‘points out:

In the physical and iﬁ the logical worlds, what we

have really seen happenfis the breakdown of the

plain model of a world outside ourselves where we

simply look and observéf... For relativity derives

essentially from the philosophic ana]ysis which |

insists that there is rot a fact and an observer but

a joining of the two in observation. This is the

fundamental unit in physics: The‘actual,ggﬁervation.
And this is what the principle of uncertainly showed

Ago in atomic physics: That the eQent and observer are
.'h- 3 .

N

not separable (pp. 83-84).
Even the myth of objectivity in the physical sciences

appears to be waning.
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The PsybHo1og%ca1 EXperiment as a Valid or Invalid Organon |
Psychology s uniform experimental ascent te~ap approach

to trgth can b# described as an atheor§t1cal cul de sac
(Royce, 1983).'%orth American "empirical" psychology, for
whatever reasons, remains entrénched in an opinion that the
natural scientizﬁc modelled laboratory expe}iment is the
best if not the only way of ascertaining truth. This amounts
to a form of naive realism which presupposes the existence
of a phys1ca1 world independent of observation; scientific
effort becomes a pass1ve reflection of outer cond1t1onspaThe
view that truth is a fixed entity that can be captured
within'a specific monocular perspective via the methods of a
centfal tendency creature (Koch, 1981), fails to recognize
the creative, imaginative potential of sciencé.

The laboratory experiment is executed under conditions
of an authoritarianfre]ation (Argyris, 1968) where "the
controlling party (the experimenter) exists independent of
the object of control (thevsubject) under conditions of
social isolation. Levine (1974) argues that one problem in
research is that studfe§.genéra11y cannot be executed-on the
basis of random sampling of the total population. Subject
pools are'from restricted social settings;‘typﬁcally
undergraduate psychology students. If poésib]e (fn mos t
,research it is not), the subject pool is then randomly
aséigned to one of the treatment conditions. Though |

coghizantAof the fact that the subjects are members of a

larger social milieu, there is no asurance that some |



23

-~

independent variable affects all subjeéts uniformly, or that
sow‘ﬁextraneous sourcgfunknqwn‘and perhaps never knowable to
"thé experiment is fntﬂracting with the experimental variable
to produce a partiéular set of findings. The fact that there
exists the social néture of human beings does not permit one
to take the liberty of assuﬁing the‘interchangeabi1ity'of
humans as subjects of experiments. The 1égic of experimentall
and statistical ii}krencerequires the_independence and
neutrafﬁty of each subject which randomization to
experimental conditions cannot circumvent. The neutral \
subject is registered as a "faceless, undifferentiated,

psychically distant” being (Koch, 1981, p. 260). -

' Prob]ems of replication {n experimental psychology also
place into question the appropriateness of this method in
studying human beings. In its infancy, psychology could test
simp1é"sensory events and motor movements. The.German
experimentalists were at the forefront of this research{ 
Hefing studied light and chromatic perceptibn, Von Helmholz
the rate of nervé conduct{on, Weber quantified sensory

exper iences, and Fechner extrapolated Weber'ss work in
devé1oping the measuring methods of psychophysics. But as
soon as psychology ventured infb other valid and realistic
areas of psychological activity such as'emotjon and
motivation, Wundt’'s criteria of repeatibilify of test
results fell by thg wéyside. Riegel (13878) suggéts that Kurt
Lewin's social psychology was a major break frbm this

emphasis upon replication. In turn, though, Lewin
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systematically eliminated other conditions such as the
individual’s developomental stage and historical concepts in
his social psychology.

As one of many areas in psychology, social psychology
stud1es/peop1e in a h1stor1ca1 vacuum; science withut a
_social human be1ng in contemporaneous conditions (Riegetl,
1978) . The study of humankind in a social world or any
dynamic system must not fall prey to the assumption of a
constant world about whichrwe acquire Knowledge in an
ébstract, mystical, quasi-religious eense. In social
psychological research the observer 1% not severed from the
phenomena, but very much a part of the phenomeha.'The ‘
researcher is béing influenced by the phenomena.of sfudy and
in turn 1nf1uences the phenomena simultaneously. As
ment1oned ear11er, ecological psycho]ogy (G1bbs .1979) has
attempted to address this 1nteract1on. ‘but does sO in a
netural scientific way.:

In the world of psychologus experimentum, the
psychologist/statistician has recent]y etarted to look at
.the interaction of variables but regard these
interdependencies as an added complication, as an annoyance
rather than a step'toward a science of persons. There still
eesides an emphasis on main effect over interdependency. As
a psYeho]ogical researcher.you must be cognfzant that you
change the person being_measured and in turn change 90urse1f
in the very act of measurement (Levine, 1974). What all this

‘leads to is an appeal for a revamped attitude in psychology
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which requ1res the methodologist to look at concerns which
are applicable to exper1mentat1on and those wh1ch are not.

It is then poss1b1e to rid ourselves “of the persistent dogma
that 1ns1sts a]] problems are better handled within the
1og1c o} e;per1mental design and statistical illation.
Perhaps freedom from this constrictive pos1t1on or attitude
will lead to a discipline that will deal with substantive
probleﬁ; of human interest, incorporating the me;h1ngfu1
‘value’ that psychology has denied as ex1st1ng..A shift .din

‘emphasis from a methodolbgy defining questions to questions

_of human signifiéahce defining the methodology.

Psychology as a Melting Pot or Mosaic
In recent years the Zeitgeist of psychology ;;s become

less constraining particularly with the rise of the "softer’
rthird force in psychology. This deve]opment has accentuated
the dilemma of an appropriate mode df inquiry to study human -
beings. But this ref]ects the 1nherent quality of psychology
-as a discipline whose roots stem both from the sc1ences and
humanities contemporaneously. Psychology is at the
crossrdads of two cultures (Royce, 1970). T

| Psychology by nature is.highly diversified,
incorporating a multitude of specialized areas‘with
non-interactaing subdisciplines (fay1or, 1973; Toulmin,
1978), leading to 1nte11ectuaJ fragmentation. Bevan (1982)
sugggsts'that psychology’s drift toward se 1f-induced

demarcation will inevitably stunt the growth of human
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understanding. Concomitantly we have witnessed the’growth of
a class of scientists known as cult experts, defining
reality within a highly specialized language community
(Koch, '1975), where strength lies long on technique but
falls unquestionably short on questions. The Agé of Fact has
created a science of psychology whére knowledge is attainted
as a result of automatic or data driven processing the
cohsequence of ameaningful thought (Koch, 1981). A cognitive
pathology or desacraiizatién Keeps psychology from
confronting its subject matter. In Maslow’'s terminology
desacralization leads individuais to fear themselves. To
draw an analogy, perhaps as a science psychology fears the
same fate, the danger of self-Knowledge as a 1égitimate
discipline in its present form. Furthermore, psychology is
often felt to provide confused fragments of realities among
which humans live. Toulmin {1978) suggests this
fragmentation is a result of a still dominating
neoposiiivist imége of science. Koch (1961) ardently points
out thgt'psycho]ogy in the twentieth\century has done even
more to sharpen, perpetratef and obfuscate the division
between the humaﬁities.and the sciences. Psychoibgy has
amounted to a highly ambiguous element in modern
civilization. .
Reappraisal of psychoiogy reflects the need for a
common denominator. The major issue confronting psychology
revolves around its methods, its tasks, its limits,

ostensibly its future. The psychologist as a scientist must
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be emancipated from an encapsulétion within a neopositivist
bosition. Psychology can remain legitimate in the scientific
community with an emphais on creative processing over linear
input/output manufacturing. To reduce the work of a poet, a
musician, or artist to the formalism of a high powered
analytic model destroys the béauty and creativity of the
work. Psychology must reorient or recenter jtself with
respect to the humanities. However, to submerge its focus in
this area would be equally wrong. Psychology can profit from
a broad, diffuse focus as well as the sharp focus of natural
science (Osborne, 1985, in press).

It is apparent that psychd1ogy is conceptually
pluralistic. Royce (1982) suggests that é philosophy of’
psychology cannot be characaterized unless it is mindful of
psychology’ s mQ]tip]icity, and that future advances in\
psychology hinge on the resolution of conceptual problems.
To what extent can psychology challenge at this point in
time Wittgenstein’'s famous charge that psychology has
exper imental methods and conceptual confusion. Perhaps it is
,Jnot the resolution of conceptual problems that will loosen
the tenacious hold of natural Science, but a conceptual
revolution. &

To paraphhase Royce (1982) the past of psychology has
Caught up with the future, and data collection, research
design, and stétistical analysis alone are not sufficient to
deal with the future. The future will demand some conceptual

clarification or reformulation requiring philosophical input
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on studying that class of questions that are meaningful to
all humankind and not yet adequately dealt with by«present
forms o? inquiry. Royce (1982) further states that a
philosophy for psychology shoirld take the form of a
dialectic, the result of a dialogue between the humanities
and the sc%ences. A cohstructive dialectic, which Royce
refers to'in his position paper as an investigator’s
theoretical conceptualization, will maintain the tensions
between viable cénceptual alternatives. This dialectic will
also take the form of an integrative dialectic ihvolving the
sorting out of complimentary epistemologies of empiricism,
ratiQna1ism, and metaphorism - a merging of the arts and
scignce.

Manicas and Secord (1983) have proposed a new heuristic
for the sociaf sciences. psychology in particular, wifh
their emphasis on the integration of the main themes of the
'subjectivist’ and ‘objectivist’ approaches in the social
sciences. They have correctly identified one group of
scientists (example: action theory, phenomenology) adhering
to the importance of thé intehtiona]ity and meaning of
behaviour)ﬁn a socja] wor 1d while simultaneously denying the
objective character of society. The opposite ‘tendency
exhibited by the objective group places emphasis on the
reality of society, its context, over the efficacy of the
human 1n’the social world. Whafiis proposed is a medfating~
discipline in which the social structure and the individual

actions become simultaneous events. The social environment
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becomes the continuing product and also the medium of human
activity. We must acknowledge the premise of open systems
"thus incorporating additional conditions dnd contexts of
analysis such as historical and biographical knowledge.
Manicas and Secord take a‘rea1ist position which favours a
world view of tHe contingent integration of real structures
opposing the view of a repetitive integration of contingent
events. The past is determined, therefore subject to causal
explanation, but the future cannot be determined because
systems of the world and related intricate structures are
constantly changing. The importance of their position is not
the realist stance, but rather the notion of flux and
change. Hence a shift froh a static to a dynamic science
with an emphasis on emergent_activity over linear "planned”
activity. This will result in a discipline that goes beyond
cunulative efforts. to interactive efforts.

The‘genera1fconsensus is that the future of psycho}ogy
lies in its ability to deal with the multiplicity of
existence, to be a dynamic subjectivé/objective science
simultaneously. A new philosophy should allow many views to
flourish without contradiction. A future psychology should
allow (note this émphasis on ’‘ought’ is a value
contamination) bsycho]ogists to fuse their scientific
attitude with humanistic sensitivities (Koch, 1960) . Loftus
- Senders (1978) suggests psychology’s future lies *n

synthesis.
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It is proposed that a philosophy and psychology
presently exist in a neophyte state which can address
concerns and appeals for change, while simultaneously
encountering philosophical predicaments not subject to
naturalization. As a discipline it onld emphasize the flux
of existence: the changing individual in a changing wor ld.
The psychology 1is dié]ectica] psychology and it provides a
different theoretical orientation to a conceptually and
theoretically chaotic discipline. It answers Bruner’s (1971)
charge of paraochialism in psychology. As a model of human
activity dialectical psychology acknowledges that humans are
effected by economic, pé]itical, and social forces though
remain developing individuals in a developing world. A
notion of gbparate-but—re]étedness. Furthermore, the ,
assumption of a conﬁtant world from which we extract or mine
knowledge by way of a mystical process must be abandoned,
and in its place reinstate the basic research instrument of
human intelligence, not something external to human
consciousness. Dialectical psychology concedesy that some
questions of -great importance to hﬁmans "transcend fhe
competence of human reason’ (Kant cited by Koch, 13981, p.
262). As a philosophy, dialectical psychology provides a
‘perspective that may a?low us to accept the reality of
uncertainty 1n science and more importantly ih life.

The next chapter will deal with dialectic as a
philosophy, then as a psychology. Dialectical philosophy

will be reviewed in its multitude of definitions and
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qualities - its use as a wor Id principle, as a method of
approaching truth, and as a form of transcending human -
experience. Hegelian dialectics will also be reviewed.
As a‘discipljne, dialectical psychology will be
discussed in relétion to other psychological models within a
design proposed‘by Riegel (1978). Dialectical psychology
will be represented as an approach emphasizing the
interaction between ‘an active person an? an active ‘
environment in acquiring and creating knowledge. The
subject-object bifurcation that‘persists in psychology will
also be discussed within a dialectical perspective. Also
acknowledged is the struggle between Hegelian idealism and
Marxian materialism that posits different approaches for
~dialectical psychology. Finally, dialectical logic and
dialogue are discussed to highlight the resolution of
conflict, movement in terms of decision making, and the
inevitability that answers will be followed by questions and

questions of questions - a never ending process.

)
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111. DIALECTICAL PSYCHOLOGY

A, Part 1

In the pfecedlng sectlén the role of neopositivism as
the‘dominant ;once 1n'psychology was reviewed.'lt\was noted
lthat this orientation has created a certain amount of |
dlscontent within the ranks of North American psychology and
has led to a feel1ng of uncertainty about psychology 3
vfuture It was further suggested that North Amertcan
psychology should emanc1pate 1tself from sc1ent1sm The
" study of people as a focus was lost,~as North American’
‘-psychology‘directed its energy to y@lldatlng?itsel2 as a
‘sc1ence An alternat1ve is dlalectlcal psychology w1th its
emphasis on the changing human be1ng in a dynamlc soc1al
wor 1d. D1alect1cal psychology represents a synthes1s of the
subJectlve and ob39ct1ve views 1n psychology |

In order to comprehend and appreciate d1alect1cal
psychology it is necessary. to review the phllosoph1cal
theor1sts whose work contributed to the development of
dlalect1cal psychology To be mlndful of phllosoph1cal

controver51es is 1mportant since they are still embedded in

' modern scientific and psycholog1cal enqu1ry
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B. Part Il
Dialectic’'s Definitional Quajities ‘

It ﬁsvdifficult to capture the notion of dialectic into’
one.single, timeless definition'which'is repre;entative of
all ite meanings. This evasive quality of dialectic mirrors
the Salient characferistics of the conception of dialectic
(Rychlak, 1976). Because dialectica1 formu]ations are'active
andfoeaseTess, tojencapsulate-oia1ectic into a unitary or
fixed definition wou]d be toastroy‘ its essence. Hence,
over the course of time dialectic has acquired fa / mu1t1tude
of meanings. ‘

A br1ef review of anc1ent Greek philosophy reveals the
dom1nant influence of“a number of b1 polar1t1es_wh1oh 1n'
varijous forms continue to be topics about which philosophers
or pSycho!oéists continue to write or argue: At the base o?méi
all of them lies the disfinction'between truth and
vfa1sehood fo]]owed by bi- po]ar1t1es of good and evil,
harmony and str1fe, appearance and reality, mind and matter,
freedom and determinism, chaos and order, eto. Many of these
bi-polarities effect the 'modern science’ of\psychology.lThe
methods used by philosophers to tackle these problems is
most en11ghten1ng Typically; one schoo] of thought
deve]oped espousing one side of b1-po1ar1ty, wh11e another
~adopted and honourably defended an opposite view. In the
‘end,’ a third sch%o1 would arise out of some Kind of’

compromise, superceding both #ts precursors. Hegel deve loped
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his notion of the dialectic by observing the recorded battle
of rival doctrines amongst pre~socrat{c phi]osophers:
As‘pfevious1y ment ioned, one cannot boil down the

meaning of dialectic into a unitary definition. The next few

Aﬁages will concentrate.on the many definitions of dialectic.

Dialectic will be defined as: a way of construing .the world

or as a world pr%ncip!e: as a method to seek knowledge and

~approach truth: and as a means of transcending known human

experienée. A brief final discussion will focus on Hegelian

dialectics, introducing 1deal#gm.

Dialectic: World Principle

Early Greek philosophy (Milesians) characterized the

universe as a composition of various elements or forms of

matter (eg. water). Anaximander {610 B.C.) proposed that the
elemgnts were in continual strife with one énothér (eg. hot
against .cold) causing an imba]qnce and change. Since the

elements formed all things, change was,inherent. Hence the

‘vnotionﬁof opposition leading té'change and balance versus

imba]aﬁcelinvades‘phi]osophical thought.
Another dominant philosopher in his time was Pythagoras
whose philosophy is said to have flourisked in 523 B.C. The

Pythqgorean pos1t1on adopted the stance that resulted in a

vsh1ft from the M11es1an thinkers who saw philosophers as men

¥

of action to a ph1losophy resulting in the detached

contemplation of the wor1d. To Pythagoras, the philosopher’s.
’ \

‘role was equated to the role of the spectator. The
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philosophic way of tifevwas the only hope 1éft of
transcending the errors or accidents of existence. The
Pythggorean school gave rise to a more scientific and
mathemat1ca1 tradition in ph1losophy Pythagoras discovered
the single numerical relations of what is Known'as musical
intervals aﬁd correéponding'ratios‘in hanmonic'progréssion‘
(Russell, 1959). Intervals of a tuned string were re]ateq to
ways of 1ife; This notioh of harmony, in the sense of |
balance, the adjustment and combination of opposites like
high and low, via proper tuning is well established in
Pythagorian thegryt The notion of harmony is important to
th1s d1scu551on o
By synthes1£1ng Anaxwmander s competing opposites ané
Pythagor1an harmony, Herac11tus (565 B.C.) developed a new
theory of the real wor 1d that consists in a balanced
ad justment of opposing tendencies. Behtnd the strife,
between th posites;.there lies a‘hidQen harmony or’
\ ’attunemen’!:ch is the world. Fire was régarded as the
;ﬁﬁﬁiversat substance, and metaphorically, the qua]itieé‘of
fire, motiltty,nand vitality best represent the moving
forces of hature. Two iﬁportant propoéitions’cogent to our
d1scuss1on can be attributed to his philosophy. They are: 1)
Strife is the father of all things; 2) You cannot step twice
into the same riverftor fresh waters are everflowing
(Russell, 1959). | .

Imptied in the first statement is that change and

deve lopment represenf a .process of continuous



36

differentiation through the effectiveness of oppos ing
forces. The real world consisted in a bafénced adjusting of
opposing forces (eg. birth/deathi: In the second
proposition, Heraclitus provided the first theory of
.deve1opment and history. By emphasizing that.ho system can.
ever aftain"the same.dfigina] state again, he charactérizéd'
nature as being in continuous;change and flux. Therefore.
the unity Qf‘our_existence conéists of perpetual change or,
as Plato stafed,"Our being is a perbetUa] becoming.’ As a q
. brief stmary of a4 Heraclitean stance, the notion of "all
things in flux’ and the ’theofy of opposites’ reminds us
that what appeérs to'be conflicting features are really
essential parts of a situation. |

It is also 1mportént to note that the Heraclitean
school had a dialectical antagonist by way of Parmenides of
the Eleatic school. The Eleatic philosophy probounds that . ~
truth can only be attained by thinking or speaking bf -
something #out there.’ Since you can always think or speak
on many different occasiovs, objects of thought or discourse
must always exist. If they cannot fail to exist at any time,
changé must be impossible. This notion leads us to'a view of
the world that is rigid, uniform, and motionless. A
‘depiction of the world quite opposite to Hereaclitus. As a
teaser, it will suffice to 'say ‘that dialectical psychology
representé a shift from a rigid, static view of science to a

perspective emphasizing movement (flux). in which facts,

interpretations, logic, and methods all change. The past
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discbssion of dialectic as a worid consisting of opposites
is referred by Rychlak (1976) as a 'world principle.’ This
view led to another definition of dialectic as the msans b?
which knoW]edge can be attained. Hence, dialectic as . an

o?ganon or instrument to attain truth.'

A d&a]ectic Apprqach to Truth .
In one form dialectic can be used as an instrument for

approéching truth. To approéch truth involves the process of
knowledge achisition. Rychlak (1976) points out that when
we deal with knowledge we invariably concern ourselves to a
~ question of meaning. A dialectical perspective espouses a
viéw that most-meanings are bipolar. Even the case of
seemingly unipolar events are bipoTar. For example, when we
point to an object we say ' that is that.’ The way up and
down are the same. If you remove one, you remove phe other.
Heraclitus was aware of this in his dialectical.ratioﬁéle
Qhen he suggeéted we could not be aware of acts of justice
without- the existence of negative behaviour in human -
affairs. |

| Dia]ecfica] formulations lend themselves to theories of
morality and ethics as Qéll. For examp]e,’theologians have
capitalized on dialectibé] formulations propounding a
position in which the berson haé the capacity by dialectical
opposition to opt for good overvevéﬁvfthus leaving behaviour

pl

causation up to the individual.
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One prominent view of the dialectic is exemplified by
Socrates (4689 B.C.) in Plato’s Dialogues wherein he sought
know ledge by means of discussion in the form of questions
and answers. Socrates would pose a guestion for his students
to take a stand on and then defend the opposite posit#oﬁ.
Socrates would choose A if thé students chose not-A. In a
dialogue, the offspring of dialectical thought, truth
emerges outléf'a continual cooperation of the participants
involved in é brocess of mutualAinterrogation and reply.
Truth in human affairs is not something that already exists
(whether it be in Socrates’ mind or in someone else’'s) or is
ready made, awa1t1;é d1scovery under a stone on a road.
Hence, a dialectic does not encompass 2 predeterm1ned end by
fo]lowing a scenario a l4 sophists. The dia]ectica] process
of discovery 1is never ending; neither of the participants
know where the dialogue will end. Truth or Knowledge is
man-made of a socially negdtiated (Bergsen & Luckman, 1967
affair not independent of the ways of seeing the world .
already in existence. It is important tofﬁéte that questfons:
raised by dialectical enounters often exceed those which are
answered. Hence, que§tiéns of questions appear to be the
offspring for further debate and Knowledget Final answers
are not. just around the corner.

Modern emp1r1cal psychologists have inherited most of
their view from Aristotle (384 B.C.) who po1nted out that
knowledge cannot come from inte]]éct alone but also from the

senses. For”Aristotlé, knowledge was part of the natural
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" world, not the transcendental world as suggested by his
predecessor Plato. Arist?tle quued demonstrative reasoning
is most 1mportant.\not dialectical ‘reasoning. He suggested
that when fwo men talked they werg fooling themselves {nto
believing thqt they were coming to know the t;uth. In
 contrast to Aristotle who came to ’Know"by Sassive]y
looking at nature, Socrates’ endeavours were more active.
Socrates talked to men because he thought it was impossible
to attain Knowleldge without first talking to man. An
Aristpteliah bias incorporates the notior that the secrets
of man could be fQund in nature, again foreshadowing modern
empirical psychology. \

An Aristotelian position fs an intellectual monologue
in which one observes, classifiesy and invents theories to
explain the reality éf human nature. fn tﬁe many areas which
x'Aristotle studied he always turned to obsérvab]e facts of
actual and concrete evidence. Even in Politics, his very /
first words are “Observation shows us...that every polis..["
(Barker, 1978Q p. 1, 125a). Aristotle conducteq his study of
;thﬁngs human’ in the field of politics and ethﬁcs.(logic,r
poetry, and oratory) side by side'w{th a studyvof ’things
‘natural,’ such as physics, medicine, and bio]égy (Barker,
1978).'Hence, the methods and findings o¥ his study of
"things natural’ were ]1nKed to the methods of ' things

human.’ Knowledge was 'out there’ in empirical reality and

then brought 'in here,’ that is the mind.

c—
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Rychlak (1976) points out there exists a state of
unipolarity in which one could not take an either/or
approach, based on Aristotle’s syllogisms and in particular
the law of contradiction. As well, Russell (1859} also
points out that a difficulty with Arigtotﬂe’s logic is that
it was serioEs]y.incomplete because it could not concern
itself with relational arguments such as if A wés greafer
than B, and B greater than C, then A is greater than C. The,
relational argument is'analogous to the human being’s
natural e*istence. Empirical observation alone will ﬁot
reveal the humaq.character. This view is ratherlinefficient
since it is only through exchanges with others that human
nature is exposed. It is through social relations or
interactions that wévfind out whether people are shy or
outgoing, honest or dishonest. These unique qualjties are -
not things that humans are 'in themselves' but rather things
that are expressed only in relation to other humans (HoQarth
& Gillban, 1981).

Historically, Aristotelian logic funnelled its way to
the British empiricism of the éeventeenth century casting
aside dialectical reasoning in favour of a Lockean model of
human beings. Human reasoning parallelled probability
estimates, and LocKean academic psychology 1eff no hope for
a dia]ectical‘aCCount of human reasoning. The Zeitgéist !ﬁba
nigd#bus experimental methodology and accompanying
epistemology severed the dialectic as a mode1 for human

behaviourand theory for psychology.
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. . J
The dialectic in the Socratic view emphasized dialogue.

The aim was not a finite explanation but the process of
dialogue initia{ed by opinion, involving the 5ersistent
clarification and exposure of ignoranée. It %nvolved the
realistic appraisal of one's immediate circumstances in
order pot to live as one can but as one may. The role of
modern psychology which historica\!y incorporates
Aristotelian logic in some férm oF/aposto11c susccession
while Tgnbring a dialectic posgkjon can be likened to the
tensions between the Sophisgézana Socrates over 2000 years
ago. The sophists had a negative attitude toward knowledge,
because ft_cou]d not be had, or at least not by the means of
dialectical hethod. Knowleldge was declared as unimportant
(Russell, 1959). Each person’s opinion is true for
tHemselves, and debates .amongst people cannot decide truth.
No wonder the sbphists define justice as the advantage Sf
the stronger, not neceséarily the most truthful. The
positivistic tradition appears most certain to be in the
strongest position. The dialectical position is not, though
it recognizes that knowledge 1s derivéd‘fromxfhe dynamic
social naturé/of human existence. What the sophists were
1nterested in was sound practice (perhaps a sbft sign of
upremorbid method fetishism). Socrates held that this was not
enough. . .the unexamined 1ife was not worth living. Perhaps
an unexamined psychology is not worth doing!

Any philosophical speculation of a non-conforming

variety will have an unsettling influence on the status quo.
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Anomalies. in a Kuhnian sense, are considered subvervise in
the realm of acceptable or normal gcience. One does not need
to 100k back too far in feviewihg psychology to see the |
opposition Confrohting third force psychology. Questions.
sometimes cause sudorific reactions, but this is part of the

dialectic.

Transcendent Quality of Dialectic

;Ihe philosqphica1 position pertinent to our discussion
of dialegtical psychology is Immanuel Kant. Kant combined
the empiricist principle that all Know]edgé has itS’sdurce
in experience (Lockean view) with the rationalist belief in
knowledge obtained by deduction, suggesting that although
knowledge must be discovered through experience itself, the
”mind imposes form and order. Kant rebelled agéinst the
passive,view of humans characterized by the empiricists as
an impression g& the external world. He turned the dominant
empirical notion that percepﬁion gives us concepts upside
down, espousihg the view that percepts are given to us
according to our concepts or inborn ways of perceiving the
world which he labelled filters or categories. Kant granted
the empiricist claim "things in themselves’ which mean
things as’theyiexist outside of h::an experience are
unknowable. Therefore, Knowledgé was 1j@ited fo the
’phenomenal world’ of gxistence. Metgﬁﬁxé}cal beliefs about
the soul, cosmos, and God (the worl&\gﬁ;noumena) transcend

human experience and are matters of faith rather than
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scientific knowledge.

What is important. about Kant’s philosophy is that what
we observe ¥4 dependent upon how we collect, interpret, and
classify our sense imphessions. Hence, we cannot see the
external world independent of our .human ways of knowing .
(Howarth & Gillhan, 1981). Furthermore, Ryéh]ak (1976)
suggests the capacity for mental organization is more
important in reasoning because when we cogitate in pure
reason it is possible to have ideas which transcénd sehsory
experience. In the free play of thought, a dialectical
notion, it is possible to have ideas, which are totally
unrelated to external reality and yet can acquire the
atfehfion,of millions of people. By the reasoning of
opposites and thé opposites of opposites (or negation of
negation) one can remove onegélf from the reaim of familiar
events and 'known facts.’ The mind can create something
completely outside of experience, outside of thev
unidirectional demonstrative ways of knowing. Man can
transcend what is human, for what is not uniguely human

today may be uniquely human tomorrow.

Hegelian Dialectics |

Dialectical psychology (Riegel: 1976, 1879) is rooted
.primarily in the Hegelian philosophy of dialectical )
idealism. Hegel was influenced by Kant's idealism and this
was used for a new conception of logic in which conflict and

‘contradiction were regarded as the necessary elements of
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truth. Furthermore, truth is regarded(gs an active rather
than a fixed state. The source of all reality for Hegel is
an absolute spirit or cgsmiC'reaéon which develops from an
abstract undifferentiated béing into a more concrete reality
by t: adic stagés. Before further explicating triadic states
it is necesséry to discuss a basic premise of Hegelvs
system.

The main premise is '‘what is rational is actual and
what is actual is rational’ (lLancaster, 1959}. By this Hegel
means that everything that exists is an embodiment of
reason; an idea or thought does not acﬁieve actuality until
it is embodied in something objective and that the rational
principle gives meaning to, for example, political
institutions as it also'gives harmony to what humans call
the_universe. Furthermore, by asserting that the aqtual is
rational involves a.logic. For‘example. in political terms
the State is thoroughly logical, which means 1t 1is held
together a§ an organic whole, no-part of which exists apart
from anything else. Thus the relations between these parts
is what constitutes reality, therefore one cannot think of
any part of the whole without in the end thinking of it.
Nothing is really real except the whole.

Also 1mportant‘ih Hegelian phi]dsophy is the
distinction betwéen Verstand (understanding) and Vernunft
(reason) (Lancaster, 1959). Understanding or anal&sis cgn

only give us a description of isolated facts which are in a

sen%&,unrea1‘becaue they are separate ffom the whole. By use
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of reason, one can account forhreélify because it 1nvolve$‘a
synthesis, an operation by which relations amongtisolaﬁed
entities become unified. -This leads us to the triadiac‘
stages. . |

The dialectic in&o]ves triad{c states of a thesis, 5
antithesis (opposite state) and a higher state, a synthesisnj
Thé contention is that the synthesis becomes a new thesis

k

and the dialectic process begins again, and so on until we }5

&
s e

take in the whole universe. The dialectic is self- propell1ﬁg
/ ‘} o ‘:} <? ¥
(Lancaster, 1959). A brief example will further h1gh11ght
n’?’ ) - :
the dialectic. The thesis proposed is that a Ph.D. in .

1

psychology is valuable. The antithesis is that a Ph;ﬁi:in
psxchology is not valuable. Now the synthesis depends on the
circumstances. If you are applying for a job in the academic
wor ld your degree is a required qualification. However, if
you are in the desert and in need of watler the Ph.D. has no °*
value. This amounts to saying that the full significance of
anyth1ng only emerges when it 1s viewed in all 1ts poss151e f
connections, that is in its setting in tq.!world as a wﬁsﬂb
(Russell, 1959). ¥ L
Hegel also emphasizes that reason rules the world - the
universe of the mind and the universe of nature - a
knowledge of the laws of thought is at the same time a
kKnowledge of the nature of reality (Lancaster, 19539]. The
dialectic joins these two sets of laws, that is the movement

of reason in human affairs (historically) and as a technical

method by which truth is arrived. Hence, Hegel's objective



idealism incorporates a iaw of 16gic which denies a
distinction not only bétween’thoUght and’thjngs but between
thoughi and different persons. The dialectical method is" ¢
applied not only as an instrument of the tﬁegry of knowledge
but“dihectly as a descniptiohjof changé“in‘the world. In
technicalfterhs ~Hegelian processihg not only has
ep1stemo]og1ca1 status, but onto]og1ca1 status.

- As' a f1na1 ph\]OSOph1Pa1 antecendent to d1a]ect1ca1
psycho]ogy it is necessary to arknowledge Marx1an
- philosopohy as th1s will prove useful in 1atervd1scussion.
Marx’s dia]écgibal materialism was a revision of Hegel's
system in whicﬁ tﬁe ultimate reality was recasted intb,
hétter rather than the mind. Hegel’'s c]ash'of the spirit of
people was replaced by the opposition’of economic forces and
reéulting class-étrugg]es. ’

Having laid down the philosophical aftitudé pkeva]ent
in dialectical psycho]ogy it is time to dive ’head_firét’
‘{nto diaiéctial bsycho]ogy. The metatheobéticél-assumptions
discussed abe those upon which dialecticgg psycho]ogy‘isf'

founded. | ' e o

C.. Part 11k
Dialectical Ps&cho]ogyf'psycho1ogy elan vita]
Ih the first part of this paper numerous objeCtions

S oy
were directﬁ(%at‘5odern psycho]ogy At the conclusion of

' this‘section an alternate paradigm’ was proposed to
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reﬁumahize'the study of Human behatiour. That alternative is
dialectical psycho1ogy d1th the varijous meanings of .
dialectic d1scussed in a philosophical review, the rema1n1ng
section will be devoted to an introduction of d1a1ect1ca1
psychology. In order to understand dia]ecﬁicaT‘psychology,
it is by dialectical tradition to'acquﬁre an understanding

of it in relation to the whole, that is, other mode s

~ dominant in psychology.

p1stemo1og1ca1 Mode1s and Dialectical Psycho1ogy 5
One of the f1rst questions to be answered is where

dialectical psychology fits in the grand design of
epistemological models:-of psycho]ogy?'By using
.du S. Bruner's description of eﬁactive, iconic, and symbolic
modes of cognitive represehtation, Riegel (19[?) applies
Bruner’ s distinctions in a different sensedis he uses it to
characteriie the state of KnowTedge and scienee.'ln western
cogifatdon, the criteria for Knowledge end science has been
primariiy a sensory-perceptual exercise or .iconic in nature
as a~sc1entific statement: is evaluated to be true on the
basis of perception.\Psycho1ogy places an.emphasis on fhis
criterion by engaging-invempiricai research endeavours. The
iconic criteria blends into symbolic levels as the scientist -
seeKs an 1somorphiem between the structure of'the observed |
event and a verbal or mathemat1ca1 descr1pt1on of that
';event In psychology this takes the form of statistics. What

has been de-emphasized in,western.theﬁght dnd psychology is

-
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the eﬁact1ve operation, therefore ignoring the pract1ca1 and
soc1a1 effect act1v1ty contr1butes to science and humank1nd
By de-emphasizing the symbolic criterion, R1ege1 compares
the iconic and enactive modes in relation to the person andl
the environment. The person and the environment can be
iﬁterpreted‘as either passive/receptivé or
active/constructive. The first interpretation'relates to the
iconic mode while the latter refers to the enaétive,mode. By
the juxtaposition of the person and the envjrohmgnt being
either passive or active, four orientatfbns\tp know | edge
acquisitioh in relation to psychological models baﬁ be
developed.

(i) Passive person and p;ssive'environment

This model operates on what can be described as a 4

mechanistic orientation to knowledge acquisition.ﬂ
- man as a brutish, selfish hulk, each individua]z .in a
struggle aga1nst others Social order must bé
imposed so that a future or soc1ety be guaraniejw
mechan1st1q§poswt1on asserts that / thinking is mere
reckoning’ -or adding and subtract(;g This is an indication
E 6f the influence mathematics hao on eighteenth éentury
thought. |

John Locke compared the mind to a tabula rasa upon
which externa1.contingenc{es were to leave their impression.
Neither‘the person nor the environment participated éctive]y
in the selection or organ{zatioh_of knowledge. Riegel (1978)

comments tha@;when Darwin’s notion of 'survival of the
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f{tfest’ is coupled with Hobbes’ ’untamed beast"the result
is an AnglofAMerican paradign that puts the %odei in a
cultural perspectiveL'This is due.to the fact thal’societies
such as Great Britain and the United States eminently ‘'value

competitiomrand achievement.

Interestingly, in the Lockean mode] of Knowledge .

“acquisition, the main, if not sole, criterion for

intellectual excgltence was the amount of informatioh

accumulated in the black box. Riegel (1978) draws the

‘aha1ogy that this is like the amount of"hard’ cash

deposited in -a safety deposit box which brings about social

respectebility. Perhqps psychology as a science has suffered

the same fate as it has become a discip11ne accumulating

hard facts. In cons1der1ng the development of these two

LU.K.. and U.S.A.), the young

midd]e-clasS‘ma]e who engaged in trade or manufacturing
swiftly became the sole criterien for comparison. From here, .
other jindividuals (the old and young) or groups (black,

h1spanlcs, females) were not evaigated idiographically, that~

is, on their own terms, but rather against a unitary

criterion. Those different were labelled negat1ve1y in terms
re]eting to a deficiency in some form. In psychology, this |
is exemp]ified in statistical psychology where exceptions tov
the rule are dealt w1th as error.variance rather than

legitimately as real instances (Loungnco, 1976) . Gé]t;n s

eugehics when coupled with the'pragmatic goals of stock

fahming suggests that. the weaK be cro&ded out by the strong

~
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(Riegel, 1978). Hence the development of the white man’ s
L burden the realization of the "menace of the feeble minded’
‘wh1ch 1tse1f resulted in p]ac1ng selective quotas on certain:
eastern- :uropean 1mm1grants to Amertca
(ii) Active person and passive e;CTF;nment

This position can be couched philosophically in
Leibniz's monadism. The wor 1d is reviewed as an infinite
number of small units of force, called monads, each of which
is a closed world but 'mirrors’ all dther monads in 1te own
system of percepttdn. A1l mcnads are spiritual entities. God
is considered the Monad of monads, who created all other
monads and predestines tﬁetr development in aceordance to
pre-established harmony which results in the appearance of
intendztton between the monads. Leibniz’s view thath all
things are organic and spiritual initiated a phi]dsdpohical
tradition of idealism (Eacher, j975).

This tradition of KndW]edge being\innate is exhibited
in Ch@mSKy s 1anguage acqu1s1t1on theories and Ptaget s
cogn1t1ve development@t psychology When accounting for
Janguage acqu131t'on, ChomsKy relies on innate capacities or
blueprints, reinstating the Cartesian split of inner and
outer conditione that haunts psychology. Chomsky views
language acqu1s1t1on as first the 1earning of elements,
phonemes, or werds and secondly the learning of sequential
dependencies that explain the production of more complex

utterances. What becomes neglected is that the child is the

recipient of elements in context not in isolation. Piagetian
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.psychology emphasizes the process of accommodation and
assimilation in terms of outér conditions 1eading to higher
and higher levels of cognitive perceptual organization. But
the processes accommodation and assimilation are within the
person. Furthermore, Piage?iah tésKs,invo]ve the child’'s
interaction with objects, being noncognizant of the
possibility that some objects may‘be other“sﬁbjects. Thus,
in this orientation Tittle embhasis has been placed on the
outer conditions of interacting individuals.

Ina phi]osophica]/historical perspective, this second
pefspective has been labelled as the continental-European
pahadigm.'ln particular, J. J. Rousseau’s romantic
naturalism or social phildsophy characterizes 'man as being
born free, but everywhere he is in chains’ (Rousseau, 1877).
Natural man or 'prehuman’ man is inherently good th society
or civilization has corrupted aﬁd perverted him. As a
héstrictive cloak, society was cover ing tﬁe natural beauty
and knowledge of children. This led to a view of education
in which’ children éhou]d be. treated as children and kept
“innocent as long as possible; that is, 1so]ated from the
dangerous world. The contihenta]-Eurépean‘paradigm
' emphasizes the individual's lonely conquest of‘the outer "
world or in a Rousseauian sense a need to overcome the bonds
of a coercive reality. This parochial view separates jtself
from ‘the social structures of the world in favour of a
mentalistic eXplanatioh of know 1edge acquiéitidn.

(iii) Passive person and the active environment
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This. orientation finds illlustration in SKinner’s and
Vygotsky’é mode1'of humans in relation to the acquisitioh of
knowledge. It is also exemplified in G. H. Mead's symbolic
interactionalism and behavioural, ecologically-oriented
perspgcfives in psychology.

From a Skinnerian perspective, modification was
possible, though at the mercy of outer forces. For example,
Skinner’'s educational model involved the use of a teaching
machine in which the person was subjected to the decisionﬁf
of its operant conditioner. In Vygofsky’s earlier Soviet
psychology work, cognitive deve lopment was‘expfained as‘a
consequence of internaiiﬁﬂng‘overt social organizations such
as the activities of play and-conversation; An activity
‘consists Qf 3 gradual tq;nsference of links in the
activity’é function system from the interpsychological to
the intrapéychological (i.e., from phe social to the
1ndividua1{ plane. This can be contrasted to western
psyého1ogy Which emphasizes the externalization of internal
structures (e.g., Piaget, Chomsky). Where Piaget is
concerned with how the child abstracts theﬁ]ogica] features
of his acfibns carried out in a physical wor]d,'VygotsKy
Eoncentrated primarily on how the child internalizes certain
features ofﬁabtivities that are social and cultural in
nature. Thus, VygotsKy and other defet psychologists can be
applaudéa with focusihg attentioﬁ to the constructive
effects of social/cultural factors.'PsyCho10gica1 processes

=merge through social and historical evo]utions.(thavioural
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ecologicél perspectives likewise emphasize the contextual
situation in Knowledge acquisition. .

The emphasis on outer or environmental conditions is
dominant in various soCio!ogical 'self' theories. Cobley
(1302 ) described the development and knowledge about self
via his concept the ‘looking-glass self.’ This consisted of
three elements: the image of our appearance to the other
person, the image of his judgemeht of that appearance,rand
some sort of self-feeli /. In a related fashioh Mead (;934)
‘described the development of the self as conceiving oneself
the way you believe significant others conceive you. Hence
‘tHe internalization bf the external world of other. Mead
ldistihguishés two aspects of.self, the "I’ and the 'me.’
‘"Me'’ sees self as an object and thus it represents the
attitudes and Opiﬁions of ofhérs toward self. The ' I’
rehains an ambjguous part of Mead's work (Riegel, 1978,
w079). |

The emphasis on the external world is a valid one since
humans live in a wbr]d of other people'and other things.
Though we may think of ourselves as autonomous individuals,
separate and disfinct, we cannot over looKk the rest of the
puzzle. This external orientation‘}n some theories in
psychology and sociology in part'reflects the fype of '
society in which we live, a post-industgiél era. Ferdinand
Tonnies (1957) describes twd types of contrasting societies

useful to discussion. His terms are Gemeinschaft and

Gese]lschaftf Gemeinschaft is the primary, closely Knit

i
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’
society in which relations are informal and personal. There

is a commitment or identification with other community
members . Gemeinschaft can be described as intimate relations
baséd on sentiment (Holland, 1967). At the opposite end of
the continuum is a Gesellschaft societly based on contractual
arrangements,‘bargaining, and a highly defined division of
1abour Re]at1ons are utilitarian and 1mpersonal A
Gese llschaft society is composed of rational re]at1onsh1ps
based on the calculation of 1hd1v1dua1 self-interest
(Hol land, 1967)

The Gesellschaft society is manifested in the creat1on
- of the Silicon Valley Technocrat, or the Young Urban
Professional (Yuppie), a result of the wed]ockvbetween'the
protestant work ethic and large modern corporations and
organizations. In order to succeed in a competitive market
one must go out and compete, follow the rules which often
means doing what somebody else-tells yod. In the pursuit of
individual achievement, personal creativity falls behind.
This can easily be confirmed by seeing how the university
curriculum has become vocational and job oriented,
concomitant with a drop in interest in the liberal arts and
humani ties. The paradox though is that actions linked to
self-interest lead to an éxterna];oriéntation to the world
while s{mﬁltaneously the person is drawn further from
himself. The Gesellschaft society has serious ramifications
for the development of individuals and, the human race. fhe

high rates of'diyorce, de]inquency, crime, mental illness,
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and other group and individual»pétho1ogies are evidence for
an 1mpersonai competitive society.

Keeping the orwentat1ons of each society in mind, it is
plausible to argue that psychology suffers from a
Gesellschaft pathology. Psychology is a discipline that has
fragmented itself into a multitude of sub-disciplines. This
fragmentation, a result of many self-interest groups within
psychology, has led psychology to remove itself Further and
further away from important topics of value to humans.

Shou 1d psychélogy adopt a Gemeinschaft attitude, individual
interests would be valid. Also acknowledged though %s.thét
individual interests are an integrated part of the ultimate
community, the human world. Individual ends are integrated
with the purpose aad ends of the group. In the case of
psychology, the purpose is to contribute towards a science
of persons. Relations in a Gemeinschaft are shared
relations, personal relations. If a science is to estab]igh
a re]ationship'witﬁ its topic of study, it should be a
Gemeinschaft relationuso that it remains personaT, therefore
véluab]e. In this form of relationship motives are general,
diffuse, or indefinite in character. The products of a
Gemeinschaft relation cannot be predicted. Not all realms of -
human behaviour can be explained in rational Gesellschaft
terminology. Often we jugt attempt to offer rationalization
as ‘good reasons’ to explain behaviour. Gemeinschaft
Eélations cover a multitude of interests 1nexpli¢ab]e to

rational compartmentalization. Why one gets married falls
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prey to a myriad of reasons, not just one or two. nor easi1y
explained in rational terms but rather in a 'hard to
describe’ form. Those things that are "hard to describe,’
often contaminated by -a metaphysical notion, are very chh a .
part of thé human Condition: 4 personal psychology will at
least attempt to take into consideraticn these important
questions. In a Gesellschaft psychology. as technocrats, we
remove ourselves from here to there. 'In a Gemeinschaft‘
psychology we remain in touch with ourselves. Psychology
should slip out of its armoured. formal attire into
something more comfortable and pérsona];

Before presenting the fcurth paradigm. it is useful to
look at theh§chematic definitié;s for the paradigms |
discussed. |

The mechanistic or anglo-4merican model emphasizes
Know ledge acquiéition as a preccess in which outside
information'is accumulated. The mind is wet cement upon

which ‘mpressions are mace. There is no active interaction

between the human and the world.

PERSGN ENVIRONMENT

This separation between humans and their environment has led
to the compartmentalization of human activities which 1in

turn has led to the development of separate,
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quasi-communicative sciences such as sociology, psychology,
and biology. Human behaviour becomes dichotomized in var ious
controversies in psychology such as trait/situation,
exogenous/endogenous, nature-nurture, etc. Even intelligence
falls prey to partitioning as it fs defined in rejlation to a
percentage of innate and/or environmental influences. To
paraphrase Riegel i1978). littlex'(tention was given to
putting the pieces togefher, the task was seen as bfeaking
Humpty Dumpty apart.

The mentalistic coaiinental-European paradigm
emphasizes the individual disproportionately in relat%on to
the environment. The inner céndition gained priority at the
expense of outer conditions. A; humans emerge, the world
remains static. Human behaviour can be characterized as.a
function of human processes or B = F(H). In its pure state,
'cognitive - schology advances the emphasis of inner

conditior . the point the environment is constructed by

i

H). The inner human wor 1d

inner cognitive processor k

. A
dominates the external worid.k

o,
Ry

WORLD
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The likes of Skinner, Vygotsky, and MeadtémphaSized outer
COndifions, the social and cultural aspeéfs of the human
world. As an environmental position behaviour 1s a'direct
result of situational influences or B = F(E); Even when
extended to social learning theory the emphasis on the
environment remains as human activity is determined by
social learning history or H = FIE) (Buss, 1979). Reese and
Overton (19%3) describe the empha51s of the environmental
effects on human activify as the reactive organism model of
man. In its pure fcrm, this model cﬁaracterizes the human as
inhere%t]y at rest, and movement a result only of extgrnal
forces. Cognitive activities are acknowledged as cémplex
phenomena, but due emphasis -is circumvented by proclaiming
that thoughts{ wishes, etc. are reducihle to simple
phenomena directed by outsidé infﬁuences. WHen scrutinized,
creativ%ty. activity, the emergence of novel action’and

qualitative change is exgpiained as epiphenomenal and

reducible to quantitative aralysis. The human state is
e \ [ ]
static im an eVver dynamic¢c world.

-y
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the world are active, and interactional or reciprocal in
relation to one another. However, psychologists tend to
conceptualize interaction a variety of ways which w[ll
require clarification for the purpose of this paper.

One type of interaction takes the form of B = FI(H, B
as a result of the synthesis between B = F(HI and B = FIiE)
submodels. In th%s synthesis both the human and the
environment interact to produce a determined behaviour. But
as Buss (1377) points out, this interaction is actually
unidirectional in nature because the causality is from the
human and the environment fo behaviour. The human and the
environment are assigned as independent variables and
behaviour a dependent varigble. In relation to the
trait/situation controversy in psychology. the B = F(H, EI
position has been examined in terms of an ANOVA model where
the variability of the dependent variable 1s separated 1nto
additive components of human variables. environmental

variables. and interactional components. However, the ANOVLA

model is linear, and unidirectiong in nature (Overton &
5

Reese, 19731. The interagtﬂmwc"ﬁned within the model
speci?ies a nonreciproeal relationship as the human and the
environment co-determine the behaviour, or explain and
predict behaviour variability.

I1f one merges the perspectives characterized by;the
formulas E = F(H} and H = F(E), the resultant takes the form

E & P, whereby the human and the environment affect and are

affected by one another. The relationship is reciprocal and

4

o
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b1d1rect1onal as the human and the world are both dependent

and 1ndependent varlables s1mu1taneOUSly This pos1tlon

advances the organlsm1c mode1 of the human worid (Overton’ &

Reese 1973) in wh1ch the basic metaphor is the living

organlsm. an organ12ed or unified who]e In psychology this

modelbls represented in the actwve organ1sm model of humans
‘where the individuaT is inherently active. Change ‘can now be

'descr1bed qual1tat1vely as well as quantitative]y.

Furthermore change doef net involve the cha1n11Ke

.mechan1cal connect1on of cause and effect but rather emerges

out of t;} rec1proc1ty w1th1n and between the human and the

A
ﬂworld In such a system, DPedlct1on and quant1f1catlon R

‘appear to be hard tasks 1ndeed

The emphasis on act1v1ty, inherenet both in the person
and the wor 1d carries.us.into the fourth paradigmaticr
position.of the active person in the acﬁive envinonment.
Th1s paradigm emerges to carry psychology into a
twenty—fwrst'centurv‘perspectwve -3 dlalect1cal psychology

"Schematically, this takes the form of both the

u

‘1nd1v1dua1 and the env1ronment cnang1ng and emerging to .

-guantwtat1ve1y d1fferent state.

T
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In order to understand this schemat1c, progress s
conceptua11zed as in either direction. it is nelther left or
right, in favour of the person Qr’environhent. but in both

directdgns, left and right, A and not-A. In comparison to

Rno&didde as both individual and social simultaneously.
KnBWLedge emerges as individual progressions are linked to
inner and outer conditions.'fhese two systems of interaction
ineldde the‘operations of_inner_foundafions (thSiological,
biological, including the mentalistic perspeCtives),
1nteract1ng with the‘culturan-h1°tor1ca1 environment in
which a person thrives. The individual's psychic act1v1t1es

- are seen as a changing development of these two interaction

systems.

Inner Dialectic , Quter Dialectic

-
PY
- S
w"'

Psych1c Activity f:ﬁ;

"
b YN . .-
- ‘ L et

“Inner Activity Outer.Activity

‘Activities 1nterpenetrate from'the’person to the
environment and vice versa; activities permeafe in both

d1rectlons,.each a cause and consequence of the other.

‘&_ilndiiiduals are shaped by ex1st1ng g1vens and in turn

I3

g
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shapé their own destiny by changtngdthose given‘historioal

m-%‘onditions Thus, Know]edge is not on]y acquired through the
'ac§3v1t1es of individuals, but equa]]y through cultural and
socTa] act1v1t1es. Knowledge is social in nature.

This position, the dialectical orientation, has its
roots in the philosophies of Hegel, Mari and Engels. In
part1cu1ar, Sov1et psycho]ogy has been the carrier of this
or1entat1on To sum up those features of Soviet psychology
which d:st1ngu1shes it from 1ts Ang]o Amer1can counterpart
is that 'the former emphas1zes the active part played by the
subJect (espec1a]ly the consc1ous human subJect) jnh)
structur1ng the wor]d and perce1ved exper1ence 1n contrast
to the trad1t1ona1 weaKenlng mechanistic 1ns1stence on- a
passive organ1sm in wh1ch associations are formed by the

“interplay of ‘'mindless’ processes (e.g., reward and &
pun1shment) guaranGeetng assured adaptat1on to the
env1ronment It 1s impor tant to note that th1s formu]atton
almost para]]e]s the c]ass1ca1.ph1losoph1ca1 controvers1es
between the British emp1r1c1st schoo& (Locke, Hume) for whom
g%% m1nd was a %1ank slate and the cont1nenta1 ph1losophers
such as- LeleIZ and -Kant who believed the structure and |
activities %f the mind shaped in 1mportant ways percetved
experience. , : _ 1'

~Not on1y does the ddalecticat paradigmﬁacknowledge the
venact1ve mode of Knowledge acquis¥tion, it also represents a
synthes1s of the mechan1st1c and mentaltsttc perspect1ves,

2

of the subJect1ve and objective ca@ps in psychotogy._
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S. L. Rubenstein’'s work . (1889-1960) on the double- TR
interaction theory phoy1des an 1n1tiei perspective for the
role Soviet psychology plays in the‘deve}opment of
dialect{cal psychology exemp]ifiedbin the work of K]eus
Riegel, A. R. Buss, and others.
\Rubenstein's double interaction theory was a \
reforﬁu]ation-of‘fhe mind/body problem, one that persists as
&a.problem in psychology today, as a result-of‘vu1gar \g
‘meohanistﬁc and pretentious mentalistic perspectives.
Rubenstein extended the first interactioh‘System {(inner
base) by relying on Paviov's second signailing system, henoe
‘dialectical materialism. The outer cohdition or environment‘i
fsystem is comoosed of Vybotsky’s work, hence dialectical wi'
.historioalism. Rubensteih’s synthesis emohasized the unity
of'ceosciousness and behaviour (Riégei 1978) . Cons.ciousness”j
is not a passxve or contemp]at1ve pulse but an actxve state. 4
By means of 1nterna1 organ1zat1on behav1our becomes d1rected
and not considered mere movement . Activity objectives the &’
~inner subJect1ve wor]d wh11e concom1tant1y the objective
world is réflected in and.by the s Ject. These processes
are interpermeatingf Eherefore.resulting in the emergence of:
' (oontinuous change){nfbothwthe individua1>aod the world.

MarX suggested that as-a result of acting on the ( A

. external world and changingkit,thmahs'simultaheously ohahge

f*gﬁﬁf sthéir own nature (Tucker, 1978). You change the world and in f/

- turn youvafe changed by it. Thus; fhefactivities of society

and the person’s own activities result in the acquisition of

RN
o
WAy
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"know ledge humana.’ Structual change initiated by an
individual can bring about modification. BQt along with
sfructural change comes.functionel change —,they develop as
a-whole. For exdmple"the 1nyentions of some tools and /
Jinguistic forme chenge the significance and eXpreesion of
human work and communication. The deve1opment:of the_‘
computer is one‘gbod example of this.

Riegel (1978) also points out that eialectical
intepeetions between the 1ndividua]-psycho]ogica1 processes
and cultural-sociological conditions are 'co-influenced’ by
a second system-of interaction which he refere to ‘as
inner-biological and individual psychological activities.
Psychological activity is influenced by 1ts duaﬁ
relafionship to jnnef and outer‘matter. -

ThQs the boundaries betweeﬁ'mind and matter_ahe'not
f1xed but determ1ned 1n mu1t1p1e ways The {nner‘
and outer material’ rea]1ty prov1des and anchor1ng
cond1t1ons for two 1nteract1on processes or 1Ev
,d1a]ect1ca] Jargom;sthey represent re]at1ons of
'relatwons Thus 11Ke two 1nterlaced 1inKs of a
’chain,'psycholog1ca1 activities Q?e found at the
cente} of those interactioneﬁ“but gt the same ‘time,
'they are relegdted‘to é secondary posit?on; Studying
- them has to be”?eQnded in the inner biological and
outer cultural-socio]ogicel processes.vésychofogy
w{thoutftheee foundations would bey%ietitious.

‘(Riegel, 1978, p. 14}
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The task that d1a]ect1ca1 psychology has assumed is tofput
Humpty Dumpty back together again. To sh1ft the emphasis
from partialtsttc orientation to a holistic endeavour. In
.principle it answersxthe outcry for‘change, in favour of a.

synthesizing, enact1ve psychology ﬁ

psychological research, ‘a brief examp]e d*la”d1a1ect1ca1
orientation'in deve]opmenta1 psyghology w12r prove useful.
Developmental psycho]ogy'has been particu]~r1y receptive to
the diatecttical perspective as both share a common'interest
- in aspects of change and process (Baltes & Cornelius, 1977) .
BucK-Morss (1975) has looked. at éross-cultural differences
in Piagetian reasoning’tasks‘in relation to socio-economic
variables She argues that cross-cultural differences in
Piagetian abstract formal reason1ng refaeots the inherent
inf luence and degree of devet pment of industrial
cap1ta|1sm In a more subJect1ve manner, BucK Morss also
looks at the level of activity or part1c1pat1on in relation
to social order and change within the cultural context, that
is at different c1asses of people within a culture. The
position forwarded is that the lower socio-economic group
within highly industria1ized societies are,exposed to a
concrete reality over which there'is 1itt1e contro]land
therefore no applicabi1ity for manipu}ation, transformation,
and abstract formal thought. This type of reserch attempts”
| _social issues in relation to

b

individual cognitive development,.thereby emphasizing the

to incorporate large
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interplay of the individual and the human world (including

political, social, and economic climates). As well, this
analysis 1is part1a]1y historical in a sense, as the
ontogenetic development of cogn1t1on can be re]ated to the
historical development of the culture in which a person
lives. This orientation, in trying to encompass a fuller
understanding, stresses that the development of tne
individual is inherently linked to the culture in which one
lives while concomitant]y being aware that the activity of
the indi?idua] can change the social order and in turn

’
A

transform his own capabilities. : 4

Dialectical Resolution to Subject-Object Dilemma

The unacknowledged subject—object contradition which
has persisted in psychology’s_paradigmatic evolution has
facilitated psychology’' s poor progression. Buss (1979) has
identified prototypical'statements under lying  the deep
structure of psycho]ogtca1 theories They are: humans

construct rea11ty and rea11ty constructs humans. What Buss

suggests is that as a dwsc1p11ne psycho]ogy is not

tapﬂkec1at1ve of its h1story and constantly repeats errors in

Q
terms of subject- ob ject relat1ons That is, psycho]og1ca]

paradigms tend to emphasize one or the other aforementioned
prototyp1ca1 statements which in turn, 1ead to separate

structura] solut1ons. Sub ject- obJect relat1ons 1n psychology

are character1zed by a sh1ft 1n emphas1s between the person

and env1ronment. Buss’ ana]ys1s re11es on the transformat1ve
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method developed by Ludwig Feuerbach.

The transformétive'method is typically unknown to
psychologists as it falls within'the realm of unnaturalized
~science, that is éhilosophy. This method involved revertingv
the subject and object of Hegelian idealism. For Hegel, the
human being is God or Geist in the process of -~
self-alienation and sélf—rea1iiation. The ﬁhuth according to
Feuerback is the reverse. Instead of visualizing the human
as a self-alienated God, we must see God as a self-alienated
~human. This ﬁeans that when humans project and 1ded112e an
1%age of themselves in heavén as God and then woréhip this
imaginary Geist, it becomes estranged from itself; 'its own
ungodly earthy reality becomes alien énd hatefu]’ { Tucker,
1978). To circumvent this alienation humans must repossess
their alienated being, take God back into themselves, and
recognize in the humén being the proper object of care and
love. In this sense, re1fgion becomes viewed as a phenomenon
of self-estrangement. Important to this discussionvis that
Feuerbach turned Hege] upside down postu]ating humanity as
the subject and thought as the object (Tucker, 1978). In
essence Feuerbach wanted to demystify what was once mystica]‘
and ﬁlace humans‘ihba,real and active roie rather than one
of passivity; a metamorphosis of Hegelian idealism to
Feuerbéchian humanism-materialism.

Historica11y,‘sim11ar transformations have occurred in
psychology. Wundt’ s"early structualism is‘éften viewed as a

- precursor to behaviourism. His work may have been influenced

~



by German idealism as introspection, became his primary
method; the subject (human} was seen as ref]ectino on wor 1d
experfencesﬁ Behaviourism replaced structualism and
materialism replaced idealism as 'J. B. Watson’s subjects
,\became determined, receptive objects. %he shift from '?
structualism to behaviourism followed a structural change of
the human creating reality to reality creating the pérson
(Buss, 1979). |

Behavioural experimentation took manifold forms but
overél1 these varieties denied the status of the subject
being the true subject. An inversion of the subject-object
relation has occurred wifh the'edvent of cognitive
psychology, emphasizing information processing and other
creative, open-ended acts such as language. The subject was
reassigned true subject status as the shift from
behaviourism to cognitive psychology led back to the person
creating reality. .

Buss also analyses the birth of the psychoana]yt1c
movement, emphasizing Freudian mot1vat1on theory based on.
unconscious and irrational forces that govern human
behaviour. Previous to the psychoanalytaic viewpoint, human
rationaldity and cons%&%gsnéfs were emphasized in accordance
to the maxim Do whaf.a ‘reasonable person would do’-- the
individual was assigned subject status. However, Freud
cons1dered the person of instinctive dr1ves, repressed
w1shes, p%§t ‘exper iences, therefore a consequence of

8

:ﬁth the rise of third force humanistic oriented
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| ‘ psychology, the 1nd1v1dua1 created his own dest1ny in

striving towards self-actualization. Thus a sh1ft from the

psychoena]ytic view to a humanistic view, from the person
created by reality to the‘person creating reality. The
individual in humanistic psychology is a creative,
undetermined being, thus a subject again.

g One can go on ad infinitum about‘the structural
subject-object relation underlying psychology’'s paradigms.
1f no change is forthcoming, the paradigmatic structures
will flop back and forth, and in a sense remain fixated at
an unresolved state of tension. The point to be brought
forward is that each of the%e structuré] modes emphasizes
the unidirectional nature of the relationships between the

' organ1sm and the environment, and fai]s to recbgnize that
the reality of the relationship is at least b1d1rect1ona1 if
not mu]tidirectional. Psycho]ng should be aware of its
adherence to a self-imposed structua].diehotomy{ In essence,
the ultimate tranéformation will .lead ‘to a dialectical
paradigm in psycho1ogy Such a paradigm transcends the

boundaries of limited partialistic perspect1ves in its
emphasis on the reciprocity between the person and the
environment. The subject and object become one s1de of the
same process, nhot collapsing into one category but rather_a
pért of a greater totality, a dialectical unity. To accept
this notion of unity requires a.new‘conception or ethos of

the role of psychology as a‘study_of human beings.
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Dialectical Psychology: the struggle of Hegelian idealism
and Marxian materialism ’ |

As there exists some endpoint in Marx’s or Hegel's
th%ory, so there exists an endpoiﬁt in Buss's (1979) -
structual analysis. The finality in Buss’'s analysis is
exemplified in his wish to complete the revo]gtibﬁ in
structures to end all revoluuﬁons.nBut to refer to endpoints
is really non-dialectical in character. This point uncovers
a covert struggle within dialectical psychology, the rift
bet@een jdealist and matérialist positio?s.

Those who take a materialist position on dialectical
psychology (Buss, 1979; Tolman, 1981) often quote Marx. s
Thesis on Feuerback as one source aiding credence to their
argument. In this exposition Thesis 3 reads:

The materialist doctrine that men are products of
circumstances and upbringing, and that,rtherefore,
changed men are products ofdpther circumstanéés and
changedaupbringing, forgefswthat jt‘is men who
change circumstances and that it is essential to:
educate the educator himself (Karl Marx, Thesis on
Teuerbach, 1845: in Tucker, 1978; p. 144).
The above vjew suggests that a mechanistic or materialistic
view ignores the role of an active cénstructing human in the
“world. Thus the development of a Mar xian philosophy
emphasizing humanism or naturalism. In the concluding Theses
11, Mérx then opposes the exclusive idealist position by

asserting, "The philosophers have only interpreted #the
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world, in various ways, the point, however, is to change: it"
(Kar 1. Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, 1845; in Tucker, 1978,
p. 145). Here truth does not become a matter of
contemplation, but something that has to be demonstrated in |
bfactice. Anything outside of practical significance’remains
a scholastic endeavor. Tolman (1981) uses Theses 11 to
fortify his assault on Riegel’s (1976, 1978, 1979) work by
sardonically asking what methods the idealist position can
offe%. This insistence of a Marxist "humanistic’ yet still
materialist position suggests a dangerous weakness of the
~materialist perspgctive because it eomes-dangerous1y cloée
to the pragmatist school of thought which asserts the test
of a thing is its practical utility. Riegel was aware of
this fact and wanted to transcend the pragmatist psychology
pra;ticéd in the laboratories such as Wundt's. |

Marx showed great dismay for the ' fetishism of
commodities’ in his labour tﬁeory. This fetishisﬁ_resu]ted
in the trading of commoditfes which not only alienated the:
workers from their product, but the exchange of commodities,
in particular, articles’of‘uti1ity, resulted in a relation
’betw?en things rather than_socia] relations between persons.
So téo, in'a parallel gense,lcah a dialectical materialistic
pias in t,ycho1ogy'fa11 prey}totmethod fetishism, and
formalism, which adheres to technique‘jn favour of mere
proficiency. The 'craft-idiot’ identified by Marx denies the
human significance of his or hér skills and becomes enslaved

in the trappings of efficient methods. Psychology's sequel



expense of the human be1pg&x ?‘3h1m/56rse1f
To augment the d1stance betweenﬁtﬁe*hdea11st dialectics
and mater1a11st d1a1ect1ce W1T11am Barﬁett s Il]us1on Qj
Technique (1978\ proves uég{udnﬂm~that 1twadﬁ¥esses issues -
related to method (tephn1que)ﬁghd philosophy (1deas)
Barrett states that techn1que 1nvo1ves a dec131on procedure
that leads to an invariant end (obviously non-dialectic). A
machine operates on methods which excludes the possibility
of creativity because method requires a specific resu]t;qa
condition similar to the thinking of a cybernetjc machine
with input/output modes, and no error (Rychlak, 19761, In

his discussion Barrett asserts that the very elements that

constitute a technigue are in fact a creation of phi]osophyf
therefore methods may be an of fspring of philosophy. Wnat

Barrett then states is that the ph]losopher d1sappears 1nto
the technician and gets lost in detail, separatwng h1m from ﬁ{wJ

the larger questions of calling. It is this vu]nerab111ty td fi\
‘ ' » . " .
get lost in techno\ng that psychologists as scientists . “u"

should be aware. ‘ . . g

'In a historical sense, the Hege11an ph1losophy of - they@i_ :

a

eighteenth century was not connected with the sc1ent1f1c ? C
:x’f.av-"'-

optimism of the later nineteenth century in wh1ch everyone N

SIS I

thought the answer to everything was just around the COPHEP o

€

(Russell, 1959). For dialectical idealists, Know]edge.t§kv%

~unable to reach a perfect termination, not even in the =’
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methods of ideas. But it is ideas which are the impetus to
search and continue along the never ending thgsisl
antithesis, synthesis, and so on. |
Aﬁother shortcoming of a Marxian dialectical
inclination should be addnes§ed.'Marx appears to have been
right when he said general scientific interests of a society
_reflect in some raspect the social interest of ihe
domineering group. However, this does seem sémewhat
inadequate as‘it~1s evident that sélutions of particular
problems withiﬁ a scientific field need not have connect ions
with social pressures of any Kind. This leads to another
ma jor weakness,in the dialectical materialist position, that
is. the failure to recognize the scientific movement as an
independent force. Of course, no one would deny that there
are important links between sciehtifjc inquiry and other
things that go on in society but the'pursuit of science,
through the course of history, has‘gathered its own force,
insuring a measure of autonomy. Wi%hout some measure of
autonomy sciende fails to exist (Bishop, personal
communication, December, 1983).
It is important that dia]eLtjca] psychology remain
aware of the differences Qég”een dia]éctical idealism and
2 dialectioa1 materialism. Dza]ectical theory need not be
materialistic or idealistic, but rather encompass a manifold
of different éonceptiong, But the emphasis on ideas remains,
as Riegel (1979) points out:-

Hegel's dialective idealismy from which most of our

@

-

=



' present 1nterpretat1ons were der1ved has beén

followed and superseded by the h1stor1ca1 and

L3

dia]ecttca]'mater1a11sm‘of Marx, Engels, and Lenin.

For two reasonsfit-seems appropriate.to wait and | i
contemp]ate before one embraces these historical
developments First Hegel s ph1losophy prov1des an
excepttonatly rich source and dtsttnct mode] of

development of the mind both 1n regard to the

_1nd1v1dua1 -and. soc1ety . Second Hegel, much more'

than dtalect1ca1 mater1a11st§ has/preserved th1s

concept1on of an actzie deve1op1ng organism or mor e .kV o
prec1se1y, he has proposed a devetopmental mode] in

A ﬂ 7 . ¥
whtch act1v1t1es (1abour) and products (mater1a1)

o rematn 1n d1a1ect1ca1 1nterdependence. It‘seems a

) regre551on, indeed, 1f we were to abandon th1s
deltcate not1on too readtly in order to obtatn a
natve mater1a1 underp1nn1ng whose utt]tty was
reOOQntzed‘tn a theoqy of 1abour products and

economy but not in a theory of a deve]optng

e

orgzglsm within'a developtng wor]d (pp 54- 55) ) AN

'»; ln a similar vetn Barrett states that "the mater1a1 products

»

on technology beCOme obsolete and are. replaced by another

lf technotogy becomes obsd]ete what rematns 1s the 1dea,,a

W

'ph1losophy The search for truth then 11es 1n the processv

of cogntttdﬁr but even thts w111 not lead to the so called.:

iﬁabsolute truth It is poss1b1e that truth 1s as natura] as

';dhange and cannﬂt be exp1a1ned But the search for truth

: i \ LR : : \ o ' ST
o i‘. : o AR R - o
t
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must continue'and tt is to-this that dia]ecticalﬂpsychology
aspires. What“remains is the search, the quest, a never
ending process. To reiterate Bevan' s (1382) charge that his
young co11eag0es ahe 1ond on techniqoe put short on“asking
significant questions, a d1a1ect1ca1 perspect1ve emphashﬁes
‘that not even the answers to the quest1ons are of u1t1mate
1mportance but questtons of quest1ons By emphas1z1ng
balance in the form of answers’ the target goa] of psychology
becomes satﬂSfactth anther than excttement

Sat1sfywﬂ6 psﬂhh&&ogy 1nvo]vés a. m1nd set tn wh1ch data

are 1solated unequ1voca1 fragments, not to be doubted
K & .
Doubts cause anxiety.” ‘Data are externally related to each o

other; quant1f1ab}e and given (Kva]e, 1976) . As we]] ‘data

_aﬁe abstract, 1so1ated from theikr or1g1na1 soc1a1 and

\

h1stor1ca1 s1tuatvon Sat1sfy1ng psychology ma1nta1ns a
comfort1ng de]us1on in a world of uncerta1nty To accept the

B uncerta1nty,zor at ;Fast Jo tearn how to live w1thout ,,7/
'certa1nty. requr1es a certatn m1nd set- or 1og1c . ééﬁ”‘w‘

]
‘Formal Logic and D1a1ectlca1 Log1c o
AN

-The most notab]e d1st1fct1on d1fferent1at1ng formal and.
\

dta1ect1ca1 logic, Jnes in the ro]e contradwct1on playst in
J\@]ect1cal 1og1c and 1ts absence\1n formal 1og1c

Unamb1guous and cons1stent 1nferences Jre der1ved from the.
P .
systems and methods of forma 1ogm§ The class1ca1 vf%w of g

sc1ences uses‘thls 1ngc D1a1ect1ca1 1og1c represents the
or1g1n and movement o#efboUght“' ot only in the 1nd1quua1

@ B S A =
& oo i .
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but in the SOciety “.

In order to survive in a chang1ng human wor 1d of
ambiguity, paradox and conflict, 1nd1v1duals must apply
‘d1a1ectﬂca1 1og1c suggest1ng 1nconsxstency and contrad1ct1on
as havwng a p]ace in human concerns ‘Formal 1og1c in the
life situation wou]d leave a 11st of possib1]1t1es, and no

“aid in reaching dec1s1ons and 1n1t1at1ng action (R1ege1
1979). Humans often take risks . An example w111 suff1ce tO‘.
h1gh11ght this po1nt Students of a graduate developmental

fpsycho1ogy class are puzz]ed by a. seem1ng1y powntless
;5quest1on during an exam.: The tasK at. hand 1s to p1oK a booK

;/from a number prled at the front of the c]ass, that best
represents ‘the most modern theory of developmenta1 |

ﬁ*psychology by 1ooK1ng at the’ covers onﬂy If Jyou are f1xated
in formal ldgic, you 11 probably ‘say that "You can t judge -a
booK by its covgﬁ" The app11cat1on of formal 1og1c in this
case does not allow you ‘or a1d you - i1 maK1ng a decision on
wh1ch book cover you shou1d choose, and whether 1tv}s,'

.fcorrect or not Rea]]y,.1t matters 11tt1e for an |

) understand1ng of the student s th1nK1ng whether or not they

- do f1na11y choose the correctranswer Tor even what the

':correct answer is. If there 1s}an answer,y1t would be:: A and
‘not A, What 1s 1mportant thou%h 1s that the amb1gu1t1es ;
"dand contrad1ct1%ps are confronted as they are exper1enced

1ead1ng toward mowement that is a decision. Thus,’ - 4

. -
*d1a1ect1ca1 th1nK1ng 1nvolves the process of transform1ng ' ey

o contradfctory or conf11ct1ng ‘experiences 1nto momentah*\

&
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stable events. These stable‘Structures consolidate the

contrad1ctory ev1dence but in themselves do not represent
the paocess of th1nK1ng rather the . products of thinking.’
In d1alect1ca1 logic, the acceptance%of contradiction
1deptcts a ‘shift in emphasis from_the ctosure’of»a guestion
to the genehation of its root, the endtess_sequence of

. raising questions. Toythts extent, answers are assioned
temporary status in the endoring process of evotvtngk
questtOns; Toffurther_extend'thjS'loth, good theories

| shoold destroy‘themselves (Qishoof?oefSOnalCcommonicatton,

November 1983).

ND1a1ect1cs ano Dlalogue search of questtons

In.the search of quest1ons, Riegel (1978, 1979)
emphastzed»the importance of the dialogue‘rln a dialogue,
the part1c1pants are subJect and object at the same.time: and
the relattons estab11shed between them with- each utterance
1s;ref1ect1ve D&alogues do. not have a ftxed quaftty, but
-are constantly betng derived’ %hrough the evotut1onary
efforts of:the participants. This of course bequires a
shared code for commun?gié;on. Each uttetance (word or nod)

also as an{gnternal st ure, therefore to perform a phre

'. - . .
*mono:ogue remains a process of imagination. The human Heing
'1s never 1n’iso]ation In the most basic dtalogue“the
‘ ;part1c1pants re]ate their statements to their opponents
e

~preced1hg statements as well as their own previous ff

‘.statement. A cont1nu1ty preva1ls as the ﬁht1thét1ca]

o
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fstatement to a thes1s is not just-a reaction but a
'-ref1ect1on backward on the thesis. The thesis 1n1t1ates and
awa1ts the ant1thes1s the antithesis reinterprets and
~,changes the thesis. Ne1ther can be thought without the
Hother, hence all statements are 1nterdependent

If a statement never becomes part of some outer or
inner dié1ogue, it is of no 1ntehesﬁtat all and is
bare of any mean1ng ERERL statemenf in complete
1so1at1on is 11Ke the sound of a ‘tree falling in the
woods in the absence of any listener. One m1ght,
‘E{i ‘with Wittgensteinu'quesﬁfon its exietence. That is,
one may question whether ®there are §ounds“in'thev‘ o

woods if there is nobody present to hear them. But.

as one-begins b think about these sounds; they

‘ Vg.center into an inﬁer diafogical interactiona'

- Therefo:e they ga1n mean1ng Whether they rea11y

X " exist @@ not. ‘fll reﬁl1ty 11esuhn}&he d1alog1ca1 -
or rather 1n the d1a]ect1&a1 - pwocessy_(R1egel
1978, pp. *54-55) o, o

>In'Scientifigydiaiecties,‘théfdja}ectﬁca] logic or process
of a\31ngie person'and betwenlﬁereens leads to a

developmental and historical awarenesslthat f1nds express1on k4

B ‘..\;,»‘_hoa. ; t§ N
Yt ” vy .
< -

in compet1ng scientific. perspect1ves Xt rema1ns a-

'poss1b111ty that sh1éts in emphas1s be&Ween 1nd1v1duaﬂs and

~within an 1nd1v1dua1 can 1ead to sc1enf\ﬁ1c revolutlons by
' 2 N

concept1ons a]qne Can we d1sc6unt the d1alogues of - P1ato’7 g

-,

An§'f6hm of debate or é%pos1twonﬂto)dyalect1ca1 psychology
N e B * i ‘U - '

[ ‘ . B ik
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is 1nd1cat1ve of being emgio1led in a scientific d1alect1c
Compet1t1on amongst perspect1ves is essential for the
piegression of Knowledge. What changes the concept1oT of
this compet1t1on is the present meaning attributed tf
compet1t1on that is ﬂgn aga1nst some thing’ not1on

However, the Lat1n root of - compete, competere’, means to come
together to agree or to str1we with instead of against. It

is, th1s common emphas1s that d1alect1ca1 psychotogy asp1res

The ph1losophy 1ngra1ned in dialectical psychology

sat1sfact1on but potent1a] exd1tement To r1sK a step in tﬁb
d1rect1on of progress and exc1tement/rea112es a s1mu1taneous
step'towards uncertainty. D1a1ect1Ca1 psycho]ogy represents
movement towards excitement in wh1ch the perceptual screen

is tinted w1th vaerus golours, un11'e the o]d b]a;K ‘and’ 9

!""hh1te mode]

ﬂstudy of both inner and gbter d'tions in relation to each

other Also acKnowledged is the 1nte 'ependence ex1stVng
Y

between ‘the observ1ng subJect and the
study; hence: active- 1nterpretat1ve research FUrthermorev |
d1alect1ca] psyschology recognlzes the' ]mposs1b111ty of

value neutra1 descr1pt1ons apd theor1e§’ therefore the

@
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coﬁtextual or socio-historical aspects of study are given'

due attent1on

A

Be1ng mindful of the phttosophy 1nherent 1n d1a1ecL1ca1
psychology, the next taSK to be Undertaken ig the

app11cat1on "of d1a1ect1ca\ psychology to the area of
LA

c]1n1ca1/counse]11ng psycho\ogy

P T .
o ‘
3
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IV. DIALECTICS AND COUNSELING PSYCHOLOGY

A. Paﬁtrj

The final part of the paper will focus upon dialectical

“orientations within counseling psychology. As in the

“previpus. section, a brief critique of the dominant
or;;ntat1on gu1d1ng the clinician is warranted before the
alternative can be d1scussed. A.rev1ewtof the c11n1c1an s
d1scontent with the 1napp11cab111ty of research findings and

a summary of obJect1Ve and subjective approaches to

counsellng w111 then be followed by a dialectical

perspect1ve on counsef1ng As an a]ternat1ve~d1rect1on,_the V%
vnot10n of act1%1§y,ﬁd1a1og1ca] relat1onsht§& va]u@?‘cﬁahgea :
process and the 1nd1v1dua1 in g p;1vate, soc1al and T

. h1;tor1cal context w111 be discussed within a d1a1ect1ca1 ',uﬁ

‘)

framework [tis- proposed that a d1a1ect1ca1 or1entat1on may ‘,

et

better suit pract1c1ng counselors who can F1nd little

gheoret1ca1 guidance commensurate with their eclectic -Mf; e o

activities. ‘duffkmid ‘
. - o :«._.A?)‘,.; = .

Practee ‘and the Clinician’s D1scontent : e

7
Cr1t1dfsm of modern c11n1ca1/counselrng research comes
) B

”not from an 1vory tower ph1]osopher but actual practlsing
clinicians. Many psycho]og1sts are d1smayed with the failure .
of the 1ntegrat1on of practice and research wh1ch stems
predominantly from the fundamental 1nadequac1ces of modern

research methodshtBar]ow,‘1981)§LThe inapplicability of -

@l
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' psychology followed by training in clinical 1ntervention.

research findings are soO blatant that Matarazzo (cited in
Bergen & Strupp, 1972) states that [e]ven after 15 years
few of my research findings affect my pract1ce.
Psychological science per se, doesn’ t guide me:one bit .
My clinical experien;e is the only thing that helped my

practice to date"'(p. 340). The clinician appears to acquire

his skills like .a craftsman, thrd’bh experience: and practice
. .

rather than through scientific guidance. As a result, thqu
clinician is forced to dec1de whether the. behav1oura] ‘
sctenttftc route, along with 1ts methodolog1caT traditions,
is more approprtatl§<3r the route 1dent$§1ed w1th the
craftsman. . o 5

In 1949, at a conference jn BG%&@GE, Golorado,. the

&

American Psychology Association (APA) ratified the )

_sc1ent1f1c route as the clinical psychotogtst was to be a -

sc1ent1st profess1ona1 " In a scho]ar]y, sctent1f1c

tradttlon the student was to be trained 1n the Ph. D 1%5df;
ST

was expected to be broadly grounded in the major areas of -

peychotogical theory, knowledge, and research and also in

the fields of persona]ity, psychopathology, and social

Counseling programs approyed by’the APA also follow the
scienttst—professtonat modet. The Boulder conference

emphasized the-integration of research and practice with

=

_research-recetvthg priority,‘But the lofty goals of the

Bou]der mode] Ca111ng for 1ntegratton of research and

hY )

'pract1ce appears to” have 1ost its appeal as the clinician ts“

ST TN
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LY

saying no to science and is focusing on practice (Conway,
1984 ) .

In the summer of 1973 at a conference in Vail,
Colorado, APA participants voted to 1egitimize an alternate
route for graduate training in clinical psychology. The
alternate is to award a professional degree (Psy.  D.) to
students without a research théSis being trained to be a
"clinical practitioner. ?he recent proliferation of
professional schools offering Psy. D. programs lends
qredendz to a notable shift from science to practice.

.The practising coumselor does not use specific research
‘f1nd1ngs to guide pract1ce but rather re11es upon
exper1ence, or the result of trial and error ec]ect1sm -*;5-
Goldfriend (1980) has pointed out that reoent]y there has
been a grow1ng trend among practvoners toward dkea%er
commona11t1es in psychotherapeut1c practice, and a
'de-emphaSﬁs on particular §choo]s from wh1ch theﬂprocedures )
or1g1nated Théapnactisfng'c1inia$%n borrows from both the

% ,
mechan1§twc and human1st1c or1enta¢1ons In essence, the

active counseling psychologist acquires a broad perspective
)
wh1cd results in the counselor of a d1a]a2t1pa1 orientation.

\ : AN
_Scientific and Humqglstic Counseling U .-

S¥ientific counkeling concerns itse]ﬂprimarily.wi‘th ‘
obé%rVatlon and c1ass1f1cat1on of the status quo. This

notion is S1m11ar to the Eleat1c ph11osophy prev1ous1y

]

.discussed, which depicts a world which is rigid, unlform,

L 4
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and motionless. The scientific counseliné perspective
implies that humans are what they have been in the past and
thus will continue to remain (Arbuckle, 1969L¥ The result is
a view Qf people as being static, stable, and relatively
Q‘unchanging.‘THis orientation discourages us from thinking
about what man could be, limiting potential for
extraordinary change (progress].

Scientific counseling is also eet within a stable
framework. The scientific counselor sets therapeutic goals
to be met through p]anned stages and proven techniques.
Stable techniques foﬂ'stab]e people. For example,
1ntejligence testing is thought to be one of the more
rigorous and reepected sub-disciplines within psychology.-

- The assumpiion withs-intelligence testing is that the 1Q
score remains relatively fixeq or constant over age. The
pos'ic approach can be seen as the psychometrician
atte to draw out the same K1nd of static and . objective
measu}ements from peopde thal the- chem1st does from various
substances. A'‘test is*used aeaa‘meaNS‘1n‘oounse11ng, but
there remains a damger that it may dictate the ends It is
’easy to allow the goals of counse11ng or the: d1.ect1on of
problem*solv1ng to be determined by the n#ture and
1im1tations of the testing {nstfument.‘Scientific counse]ing’
relwes heavwly upon ob3ect1ve n;gﬁén1ca1 testing
procedures. One danger is that it may represent an
‘abdication of responsibility on the part ogf?he therapist to

contribute valuable information in the decision-making™



o 85

Y ' “
N i

4’ . 3

1/ ' i ¥ ) i
g .'y\ ;% .‘_ . »’.:‘
g Y.
In summary, the sC1ent1f1c counse11ng perspect1vé
. L
remains steadfast 1n 1ts attempt to capture the dynam1c ﬂ

¥

prooess of counse11ng by rely1ng on safe, %pseado*€c1§;t1f1c

test results.

.d

nature of man within thg conf1nes of stattst1ca11y neat and
discrete, categories and traits. It tries to stab1]1ze that
which is naturally unstable by adher1ng to its rigorous - -
scientific approach. '3ﬁ? ~

In reaction to this SCiéntific-oriented counse]ing,
humanistic or a client- cehte£ed more persona]f type of.
therapy began to flourish. The objection was that the
scientific approach reduced people to passive objects.

capable of being analyzed, managed, and engtneered into

' refined’ states (Strupp, 1976). It was the contention that
-

North American psychology relied solely upon scwent1f1c

!’.x

w
y

methodology to: the exclusion of va]1d approaches whtch
stressed the importance of less wel] def1ned human qualities o
such as thinktng, vatues.'emot]ons etqt The human1st1c
approach emphasized a safe, open understanding, and
empathetic environment based upon unconditional pos1t1ve
.regard. This, ' confesgional’ approach, however, der*emphasized
Athe ?herapist’s intellectual powers as he was taught to
interact in a more emotive style. To some extent the influx
of an 1rrat1ona1 and anti-intet]ectual process had resnlted-
- in abandomng any. value that a s&ntnﬁc approach has to -

offer. Thus, the” human1st1c alternat1ve becomes embr011ed in

the d1a1ect1catysgrugg1e betweem sc1enceéarth.ﬁ“w e
° v ";1”;‘ : ’ ‘;‘.'.‘g"lf*‘ V~g‘:"'," ’e’_.,:{f";/'f‘/ . ‘ hy V r oL ! ‘. .t(,'u ii !
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intellect/emotion, and public/private' Meeh1 (1973) suggeSts
that "[we are} at the mercy @f a crew that i's so
unscholarly, ant1~sc1ent1f1c groupy groupy touchy feely
that [there is] no cOncern for~ Facts statist1cs d1aghost1c
ﬂassessment or the work of the 1ntellect in- general” ‘tp.
280). The po1nt to be b‘”ught forward is that the therapist

functions not only asf ‘alyt1c agent of emotwon

’V

incorporating the qua‘ s of warmth ehpathy nd
understanding but thﬁweri‘ul reasoning ab111ty can be of
great use in, the cg;ﬁ%e11ng ppocess. Thought is the hallmark
of being human an&i#% comes naturally to humans (Tiedeman,

13801 .
The Counseling Alternative

B. Part 11

Counseling psychology theory should closely reflect the
attitude and practice’ of the counae11ng psycholog1st who
pjcks and chooses from a variety of techniques and
orientations. This entails bridging the gap between the
objective and éUbjectiye approaches, Hhe esoteric and .
‘exoteric pezspectives (A1len, 1330). As Strupp (1976)
predicts, new directions in psychology will Jead'the
psychologist to oscillate between observation Snd
particdpation, taK1ng part and standing bacK feeling and
thinking. The counselor will employ a more holistic,

f1eX1b1e,‘and emerging orientation in the counseling

. ﬁ‘.ﬁy,‘ - . R .:':':,? .
G . ,
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process. The counseling psychologist acquires a more active

role in both the psychotherapeutic environment and in the

" larger .social context. Also acknowledged is the

interdependency between the therapist and the cliént, and
the'fherapeutic context and socia1~historica{ contexts.

Interent in these interdgpendent relationshibs is change '
where the focus of-cQungeding is on process rathet than on

outcome. The out '

structure in the evolution-of the individual®. These points

-rapyFremains a- momentary stable

reflect the dialectical nature inheremt in the counseling
process and thus warrants an alternate "meta-theoretical”
perspective. |
Dialectical perspe‘.ive on change and the counseling
re]afionshipu»

The cpunseling relationship involves both verbalﬁand
nonverbal interactions. The verbal interaction or dialogué'
is an exchange and creation of information between the
client and the fherapist.zThe co se1iqg process isébaséd on
dialogical interaction, that 1sli:;:253n§¢c progress relies ‘

hat .Dt

‘upon the movement QF verbal cooperation. The counseling

relationship between the counselor and client is never
static (Gilmore, 1373) amd the client is always moving:

toward, away, or alohgside the therapist. The dialogical

character of the‘cbunseiing process exemplifies the .'t¥\mwu

observation that peéble are social in nature, not isolated

individuals, and\tQQt’behaviour can be understood by
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focu51ng on the soc1al 1nterdependence of the counseiing
re]ationship in which the c]ient and therapist change The
A~,notion of movement flux, and change is inherent in the”

therapeutic reiationship For'the.pUPpose’of this

discusSion, the'concept offchange requires further
¢ o ' ) .
fcla§Sification . u

N

The' very process of 1iv1ng impiies continuous change in‘
the.biological the psycho]ogical the cognitive, the
social, and the spirituai domains of an indiv1dual Even the
Universe, according to the "Big Bang" theory, is 1n(a motion'
of constant evo]ution. Howeverﬂ in réiation to studying '
.people, psychological theories ieg Heiders balance theory)
reflect an .emphasis on equilibrium, ba]anCe, and rest over
conflict and change. The dialectica1 perspective suggests
that change and confiict should Qe given due attention
Change isrprimary, and imminent, stabiiity in the person and
the wor]d’is;a derived state (Overtor, T978). North American
psychology has accountediﬁor change "in terms of contingent
vevents (S-R psychoiogy)'or unexoiained cause-effect
‘occurrences (accidents)‘ If change is a[natural part of
life, it need not be explained or accounted for by some
external cause. Change is just «<change. The key to
Understanding change is to investigate the events
,(biologicai, psycho]ogicai; sociai, etc.) that accelerate,
.retard, or def]ect change . | | |
Since change is inherent within the pehson and the

counseling relationship, questions arise as to how
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counse11ng psycho1ogy deats with change A traditiona]
\
‘approach to counselilng. 1nvo]ves a stggwwse progress1on -

through various stages which are cont1nuous and stab]e in
,fozm, intake, interview, prob]em def1n1t1on, evaluat1on or
testing, problem explorat1on prob]em solution, and the °*
/endpo1nt or clcsure. The adv%ptage of this rec1pe‘format ts
that it prov1des an ordered sequence of events allowing the
".'use of pragmat1c techn1ques af crucial p01nts during
counseling. However, the danger of such an approach 15»that
change in courjseling may be forced to fattkwithin the'tjnear
sequeneing4of a Ereconceived route. The ebe and flow of the
relationship,may be lost in mechanical-1ike counseling. Tnis&
otab111ty or1ented counse11ng approach can stifle creative
/' human potent1a] and both the therap1st and client become one -

»d1mens1ona1

In his booK One D1mens1ona] Man, Marcuse (1964),

suggests 'that technology is a form of socia1~eontrol
persuading people to accept the givens of their existence
whi]e“simuttaneousty thansforming them into paséivedentitiesv
void of reeponsibi]ity”and_obeying thekdecisions'of,others.
In an extreme form stabi]ity-oriented counseling coutd
ref]ect the one- d1mens1ona1 soc1ety env1s1Qned by Marcuse.
The client enters into a therapeutic re1at1onsh1p w1th a

person who persuades, knowingly or not the client to .

conform to g1vens in society. Adjustment is usually the goal

in most counse]]wng encounters. Adjustment requ1res that the

ct1ent meet some predeterm1ned cr1ter1a of what is meant to
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be normal or,adjuSted. The process of co&hse]tng requires
change, or adaptation but the outoome‘prescribed is a Stable
state -‘eoui1ibrium I1f- everyone adjusts how does progress
" come ahout? Somehow counse11ng psychology has paired the
aCtiye notion of change with the ‘static concept: of
adjustment L o " |

The counse11ng relationship does not occur within the
confines of an enclosed env1ronment ut rather as a part of
the 1arger social context in wh1ch both the therap1st and
client are members. Since adjustment is a major goal of J
therapy the psycho}og1st may 1nadvertent1y 1ns1st‘upon a
c11ent’s conform1ty to social norms.'ln behavioural
engineering, therapeuttc direction takes the form of
’ conformjty to the present1ng env1ronment Behaviour that
falls outside of the envnronmental]y -defined boundaries of
norma11ty is- defined ;s ma]adjusted immature, or
'hpatholog1cal Environmental adJustment stabi]ity ofntraits,
and the acqu1s1t1on of competenc1e\\§1nd operat1ona1 use in
psychometric testingt Adjustment is really a hypothet1cal
state which manifests itself in statistical interphetation;
T, S. E]1tott wae perhape right Qhen’he suggested that 'we
humans are hollow men” and we have a hollow psychology to
prove it’ (Heather, 1975).

Valoes, are‘atso inherent in the counseling
relationship as goals acquire value orientations. The
therapeutic act plunges the counseWing psycho1ogist intovthe

metaphysical realm, because as an applied science, the



therapist is cohcerned about ’‘what ought to be.’ The
' counseling psycholoq1st also transm1ts the Know1edge. goa]s
nd values of the society to the client. The counselor’s
. /definition of'normal and .abnormal behav1our-1mp]1es a valge
orientation rooted in a particular soéial and/or cu]turalr
context. Adjustment usuallyrdenotes the %otion of confohmity
{(normality) towards someth1ng, like a social role. A problem
that arises in the counsel ing 1nteract1on 1s how can both
"the client and the therapist concenthate on conformity
toward a social role and be at the same time "themselves.
Congruence is required by both the client and therapist in a
situation that is naturally nQn-congrueht. Confor@ity toward
a speéified and.eXpected role can result in a concomitant
decline in creative thought and activity. Deviance from the
norm has acquired a negative connotation in psychology. To
a]]ow both the .inner cond1t1ons (oneself) and the outer
conditions\(soc1a1 roles/social world) to flourish w1th1n
therapy acknowledgés'the mu]tidimensﬁohal nature of the
persoh in the world - to be "many-in-one." Thisdoés not
have to be considered a patho]ogfca1 s£éte such as ego
‘fragmentation but rather exemplifies the unigue human , -
ability to operate in conflicting situations.and to progress
~ not in spité of conflict, but because of conflict. The |
result of operat1ng within conf]wct1ng conditions manifiests
itself either. ma1adapt1ve1y, adapt1ve1y, or: creat1ve1y

The counse11ng're1at1onsh1p is ever changing,

incorporating values and short-term goals which are

14
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momentary stable points'in a world of éhange. Counseling is
not spmethfﬁg fhe therapist does to, or practices upon, a
client. It is something the therapist participates in with
the cliént, that is a dialog%ca] interaction. Overtly, the
re]atiénship appears to involve a surface dialogue, however
there is a mu]tidimensibna]ity 1nVo1ying5deeper‘innef
structures and covert‘outef activities. This orientation
reflects the dialectical nature of the counseling pracess}
in-which dialogical éooperatipn (Riegel, 1575) is.exhibited
along with the fact that the counseling relationship is éet
w}thin a particular social and hiétorical conté%f. For ‘
~example, %he counse]ing bf a yéu#g unmarried couple who are
~ about fo.have a child, woulq have involved different value.
orientétions and practical gptionsﬁin the 1930's than now in
{he 1980's. Thus, the socib-historical context in which the
counseling theohies were developed{ and an application of

those theories in the present,context must be understood.

Change as a function of therapeutic intervention

S

In the previous section. four types of epistemo{ogical
mode1s were compared on the basis of whether or not thél
individual and environment1were passive or éctive in tefms
of knowledge acquisition. This same framework can be used to
gompare therapeuetic procedures in relation to individual
chahge. Riege] (1976) suggests that Freudfs psychoanalytic
therapy concentrated on. individual ;hange as a resu\tiof the

.client’s own activity; the exploration of repressed
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memor ies, childhood exper{encesb and intrapsychic;conflict.
The environment clayed little part jn the.pat%ent’s change,
and therefore remained ina passive role. The |
ps?chcana]yst’s position in the asymmetrical
therapist/patient re]ationship could be best described as
elitist. fhe analyst was a | father figure ' Change could not
be directly influenced by the analyst but hwnged on the
pat1ent s acceptance of psychoana1yt1c theory and the
1nterpretat1on of their act1ons in light of the g1ven
bpremise. By changing_themselves through intrapsychic
resolution, patients could better cope with the”environment;

The client-centered, non-directive type of therapy
freed the client from any theoretical eonstrictions and"
resulted in a more 1jbera1 counselor/client relationship. As
the official opposition, liberal, humanistic psychologists
attempt to set free the individual from a deterministic
past. They rejected the 'mindless’ approach of‘behaviourism.
_ Human ‘reasoning power found an ally in the humanistic
movement. The non- d1rect1ve approach allows the client to'.
freely construct his inner experiences in a warm, accepting
environment structured by the therapist. The incongruent
‘client receives empathic reflection from the congruent
therapist (Rogere,_1957). The client is not railroaded into
-reso191ng his psychological dilemma by adhering to strict
theoretical postulates ag is the case in psychoana]ysis}
Again, in non-directive therapy, the environment takes a’

‘passive role in the development of the fully functioning
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person. This approach fails to recognize the effect the
wor 1d has on the! individual’s inner constructions. The
individual’s experience of the world is not really attached

to, the social, economic, and political forces that influence

pis life. . : -
! . - ‘. -

The behaviour modification approach typifies the
passive client/active environment counseling mode. In the
extreme form the therapist is passive as Wel].zThe‘clientfis
reduced to an object being manfpu]ated and reinforced. In
essence, this approach is afSO‘aristocratic in form (Riegel,

1976). The modifier has "supreme“ knowledge, manifested in

‘his technology, and the client is targeted as the passive

recipient of that information. ths, this counseling
relationéhip is asymmetrical in nature.
X , v \
A dialectical bérspective on counseling
The counse11ng relat1onsh1p, as defined by the
d1a1ect1ca1 perspect1ve can be cons1dered an 1nterdependent

deve lopmental effort between the therap1st and the client

based on a shared code of commun1cat1on between two

dialogical partners within a socio-higforica] context.:
Dialogical interactions form the basis of bsychothgrapy and
are potentia]]y a democratic orientation td‘intervention.
In a d1a]ogue, both speakers are subject and object
s1mu1taﬁESUs+~, and the relations estab11shed with each
utterance, gesture, nod, etc. are always reflective in

nature. The counselor cannot always separate h1s/her
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reactions which may'be d{alogica1: 1nte11éctua1. and
emotional in nature from those of the ciient (Wrenn, 1880)
This non-dualisfic approach is not a new one but has been
ignored by counseling psychology. Counseling psychology
adheres to the subject-object duality. wh1ch restricts the
range of interaction between the therapist and the client in
a supposed open environment. In a subject-object_
relationship the openness is unidirectional - from the
therapist, '3’the client. However, a true interaction is at

"“‘ Mlx\
least B éct1ona] ing

‘*’O

ating a non-dualism. This

. notion of non-dualism: sg'

RbcaM S

or unique to a dialectical
perspective. This is also found in the ancient philosophy of -
Zen Buddism. A brief review of some of the concepts in Zen
may prove useful to this discussion.

The Zen Buddist philosophy opposes such duality of
subject-object relations and dualistic thought. Dualistic
thought takes the traditional Aristotelian form of: A=A. It
follows then that something cannot be both A and non-A. This
duality is denied by Zen. For example, in the early stages
of therapy, there 1s usually a great deal éf ambiguity. The
concept of ambivalence can be exemplified in the idea of the
client being both "A and non-A" simultaneously (Berger,

1869 . Fhe client may both love and hate a particular

~

person. In turn, the counselor may be both A and non-A -
immediately 11Kihg and disliking the client. The counseling
environment itself is imbued with the ambiguity of tension,

and conflict. This ndn-duality perspective objects to
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ignoring the potential of objects,‘pe6b1e. and natufe for
being something other than the abstractions of them
represented in words or COHCép}S“USGd to describe them. It
confuses the abstractions of the world with reality (Befger,
"1969) . |

)
In terms of subject-object relations a Zen form of

counseling would entail a mutual per;on-to-person
Pelationsh{p in which each person responds to and influences
the other (Berger, 1969). This is descriptive of the
dialogical relationship between the therapist and client. A
d1a1ect$§a1 perspect1ve breaks from the Zen counseling
approach in that Zen psychology wou 1d emphas1ze the fact
that in the relationship social roles must be,; forgotten in
order to have a maximally open encouhter in which both‘
participants are open to change. This cannot be accepted by
the dialectical pos}tion as it places the counse1iﬁg
relationship outside the realm of the concrete social wor 1d,
in which both the client and therapist are members.

The dialectical orientation recognizes that a true
dialogue in counseking embodies the participat}on and mutual
' recognition of both persons who engage in a process, a
developmental effort, in reaching some decision based on the
client’'s presenting concern. However, the co-accepted
decision that results does not reduce the responsibility of
the client in taking an active part in the decfsion which
ultimately translates into action. Thus, through the mutual

participation of dialogical partners the client’s rate of
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change is influenced. The dialogical commi tment between the
‘clﬁent and the therapist bépresents a true openness, and
" more importantly, an acceptance to change.

Just as the clie;t changes during this "dialogical
”cooperation“‘so does the therapist. In behavtrour
modification the cond{tioner gets reinforced through the
success or failure ofﬁhis/her $lient (Riegel, 1976).
Effective orientations afe sustained by the therapist while
ineffective procedures cause change in the therapist. The
~counselor then accumulates therapeutic power through
developmental efforts covering a history of dialogical

interactions. As a result of this process the therapist

deveiops insight into people and it becomes manifested in

/
i

their 'expert counse]ing.* It is possible that experience
guides practice. The skill of a gifted clinician appears to
involve a 'trained intuition’ that falls within the realm of
human reasonihg. Furthermore, it can be pointed out that
when these special therapists leave, their'skills disappear
unless one takes a scientific stance and tries to articulgte
and make sense of the intangibles essential in the practical
skJ]]s of the therapist. Just as it is 1mpo§sible to entérv
the same dialogue twice, -it.4s impossible to replicate the
special skills of a talented thefapist. However, the skills -
of the gifted clinician become pa;f of the dialectic and
will, therefore, effect "newer” forms of counseling.

The temporal nature of counseling, in a dialectical

sense, reflects the fact that both the individual and
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sociéty are in a constant state of flux. tarlier states -
cannot be replicated but are related to previous and future
events. This can be highlighted with?n the counseling
context by exteﬁding Kvale’s/(1977f research on memory. The
dialectical perspective onhlhe temporal nature of counseling
involves a nétwork of past, present, and‘future relations in
a socio-historical context. The counseling process involves
a sefﬁes of sessions (or dialogical interactions) - session
1, session 2, etc. The relationship of a sess{on is effected
~and in turn reflects back upon the previous session. That
is, session 1 effects session 2, but in turn session 2
reflects back ugon and changes the experience or memory of
session 1. Both the two previous sessions effect session 3,
therefore the overt activity, exemplified in the form of
dialogue, is not only important but the histor;\of previous
counseling dialogues also has an effect. As well, the
dialogical interaction may reflect the development of the
client’s problem, that is an approximate replication of past
eventg.

By use of content analysis, the Canseling process can
be evaluated. The analysis could take two forms: "within
therapy" and "between therapy and the ciient's

socio-historical conditions." It is possible to look at a
particular phase of the counseling process as having
valuable reflective qualities of.the process itself. That
is, a "within therapy" analysis 1boks at a particular phase

in relation to events preceding and following it.



- . ‘ . q q

Understanding the counseling process is der ived from each
phase being stﬂdied in relation to the othef phases. The
"hetween therapy and a client's socio histor 1cal (’:(‘)n(i'Lt ion”
content analysis involves I}nkingﬂthe isolated
therapist-client relationship to the rébl wor 1d &f the
client. In essence, the 1ntefaction may have approxiﬁate]y
recaﬁitulated-the historical development of the clieMt's’
problem within the sqcial world, as weil as understanding
tHe client’s present concerns in relation to the larger
context, be it social, economic, or political. By use‘of
this form of content analysis, the therapist will study the
process of counseling as a projection of the temporal,
shifting, and changiﬁg qualities of the client within the
social world. | ‘

At this point, content analysis may be something that
the therapist engages in during the relaﬁionship rather than
after the client has resolved his prob]eﬁ  To adequately
understand the history of the c]ien}” how it is ul.kfested
in the present, and its possible effects in the future. the
study of the client’s biography will prove most valuable and
valid. The study of biography entails the memories. hopes,
and fears that are interwoven into the fabric of the
individual, and at a macro level ofyana1ysié may reflect
patterns of experiences within social and historical
condition. One of the strengths of psychoanalysis Qés that
it acknowledged the historical influences. thereby aT1owing

the individual to reprocess new events. Gestalt therapy has
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similar intentions. To turther extend this logic, the

activity of the individual within the counseling session is
. ,

-

not only dependent upon the retention of past dialogical
e

interactions, but is influenced by intentions and future
expectations. As each session passed by,‘itnchanges the
individuals’ (therawist?ana client) expectations af the
following ones. This notion is similar to fhé way
existential-phenomenological counseling deals with
experience in therapy. Experience 1is deséribed as
perspectival, that is by acquiring new experiences, the view
of past experience is continually changing (Brice, 1978).
What people were before is being changed by what they are
now and what they hope to be in the future.

The relationship developed b%}ween therapist and‘client
is more intense than the usual soéial relatjonshigs but, it
is still social in nature. Part of the respdnsibj1{ty of the
therapist is to transmit to the clieng{ the values and ‘ideas
generated in society. This task does not require a technica;
smecialist, L.t rather an educated common knowledge of the
society within which the client functions. Only a
dialectical perspective will openly admit the role values
play in the therapeutic event.

Invariably, the counseling psychologist’s values will
find expression in therapy and the di]ééma faced is whether
to conceal or make Known tﬁése values. As an active
participant, the counselor’'s needs and values are implicit

[ ]

in the therapeutic process. Acknowledging one’s values does
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- not mean, that the therap1st shou\d impose values on the

c11ent to indoctrinate him. If this” were “the case,vthe

client wou]d resist any attempt to part1c1pate 1n a true

dtaloQUe. The d1atogue would be an act of mutual pretense

On the other hand if the therap1st concealed His values the |
relat1onsh1p would become art1f1c1a] Thus, the counselor
should be aware of his values, and. also be cognizant that.
they may change over the course of the counse11ng
exper1ence. Counse11ng exper1ence can effect va]ue
$r1entattop§.

One cannot encase in glass the fragile client, set him
apart from soc1a1 political, and economic forces.‘Being
m1ndfu1 of th1s, the 1nd1v1dua]1st1c, ego- centered

counsetlng theor1es appear to be too narrow an approach and

do a d1sserv1ce to. both the c11ent and the commun1ty The

;‘role of the counse11ng psychologtst is to act as an

¢

£

1ntermed1ary between the direction and Knowledge seeking of
the individual and the ‘values -and ideas of the community.
Thts 1nvolves a much more comp]ex dialogue in:- whwch
exchanges between the part1c1pants inc ludes not only two.
1nd1v1duals but the broader soc1a1 context.

CAny form of psychotherapy does not operate in a vacuum
tnsulated from society. Fach client and therap1st is a part
of a greater whole, therefore‘therapeuttc 1nterventton on
one person has implications for a greater part. It is
ph1tosoph1ca11y and profe551ona11y less threatening to

scrut1nlze on1y the therap1st client re]at1onsh1p with .its

?
<

&
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outcomes, leaving extended implications for‘ﬁhe community
unexamined. The counselor therefore must b¢ aware of the
social ramif1qat1ons of this work. Counsellng psychology
should scrutinize its roll within Merton’'s (1957) framewnrk
of manifest and latent functions._Man4fest functions are {A
intended and recognfzed while 1étenfifunctions are those
which are unintended or unre¢ogniééd. In the therapeutic
environment sé]f—KnowJedge for/fne é]ient and theranist %s‘
important (manifest function)}éuf also implied is an ethical
obligation to serve a wor]d ;f human be1ngs (1atént
funct1on). As Wh1te1ey (1980) states, counsel1ng psycho]ogy
takes a react1ve approach to 1ts endeavours. Cqunse11ngh
psycho]ogy shou]dﬂalsQ acknowledge its potentié] proacfive
position. Through thé dia]ogiéal interactions and
vintérpretations bne coUnseling pSyéhologist éonstructs a

/

~more complex d1a40gue within the d1sc1p11n° and among

co11eagues whﬁch leads to new 1nterpretat1ons and:

”orientétion§u By acting on these new formed. perspectives the

L /
counselor changes conditions intrapersonally, and at the

societat/&eve]. It is evident that counseling is an

R interacf%onpbetween a counselor and client. What is not:
c}earvis the latent function of the,counsel{ng psycho1ogist.
" For example, snould the counseling psychologist work
poﬁitica]]y, in the community, to modify an institutional or
soc1eta1 po]1cy in order to prevemt damage to his clients

(eg nuclear threat and Psycho]og1sts for Peace)? 1s this

role,consisient to that, of4§ counseling psychologist (Hurst

q
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& ParKer,-1977). The role of th counseljng psycho]ogist is
evo1v1ng thus 1atent funct1ons§Eecome transformed into
recognized and 1eq1t1mate man1fest funct1ons For example,
Krauskopf Thoresen ‘and McAleer (1979) found 1n their
survey of. professional activity and serv1ce de11very systems
that training in counseling that emphas1zes one process
(counseling) only accounts for 24% of the counseling
psycho\ogists activity. The rest of the activity centers
around administration duties, policy commi ttees, -and
teach1ng~act1v1t1es Hence, the profess1on must be educated
and re- eva]uated to its influence and potential worth in the
commuH1ty A]ong with this, counse11ngxpsychology.shou]d
rema1n sen51t1ve to social prob]ems |

The d1a1ect1ca1 perspect1ve not only provides “a

d1fferent +heoret1ca1 option for the pract1c1ng

psycholog1st it also points to anreas of poss1ble research.

~ Some of those areas will now be d1scussed

In the early stages of the counseling relationship the
communication between the therapist and client is
asymmetr1ca1 or’ out “of balance. Communication becomes more
1nt1mate and poss 1e because both peop]e share fundamenta1
meanings linked to a more common social system But tn

Keeping with a dialectical tradition, the mean1ng emp loyed -

by counselor and client are actually bipotar constructs.

Hence, cogn1t1ve process1ng w1th1n the counseling setting in

.\

relation to bj polar meaning constructs should be further

examined. For examp]e, research S1m11ar to that of 0Osgood,
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Suci, andvTannenbaum (1957) on the analysis of semantic
space, which suggests that people do jn fact define events,
meaning elements in terms of dichotomus, and graduated
| po]arities (negative or positivel, would have important
implications for counse]jng. It is often the case that
%crdcia] life events,or:crises (eg. diQorce, job loss, death
of spouse, etc.) bring people into therapy. In order that
the counselor deal effect1ve1y with the c11ent s problem,
there must be some congruence between the c11ent and
therapist as to the 51gn1f1cance (meaning) of the crisis.
‘For the.re1ationship to.pe an open dialogue, the
interconsensus of meaning must be addressed.
Existentia1—phenomenolody proves a useful theoretical
starting point’From which the counseling psychologist cah
address meaning Meaningtana1ysis, an inte]lectual
endeavour, wou]d have concrete 1mp11cat1ons for the
counseling process

The dialectical emphasts on the 1ndtvidua1 within a
social and historical context 1eads.to other areas of
practical worth. Subjectivevattempts comprehend the
1nd1v1dua1 opposes the scientific interest in deve]op1ng‘
nomothetic theor1es which tr1es to explain the act1v1ty of
people in genera]. Behav1oura1 observation is valid in that
it attempts obJect1v1ty 'However, the practicing c]inician
atso requtres add1t1ona1 subJect1ve like 1ns1ghts into the

~individual. Th1s requ1res a historical analys1s which helps

to, reveal the complexities of the 1nd1v1dua1’s past, his
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thoughts, feelings, and orientations. 'Again a biographical
analysis 1s:u§efu1. As .well, individual cases can be studied
within the case study design.'and an accumulat1on of these
studies can lead to wéil described procedures and realistic
approaches to change in the therapeutic schema (Kazdin,
1981). |

’Also of interest in the dialectical perspective is the
empnhasis upon tHe development of the individual. The
1nd1v1dua] is a developing be1ng and must be understood
within a developmenta\ time per1od. For instance, vocat1ona]
counse11ng for a grade 12 student presents different
cons1derat1ons than for a 55 year old retired businessman
who tooK-an«early ret1rement and has decided to return to
university. In response to phenomena such as this,
' counse!ihg'psyéhology will have to cover a more encompassing
1ife-span approach- which will require further study of those
areas un{que to the developmental process which‘have difect
implications for practjce. |

Not only is the therapeutic context cons{dered in a
: diqTectica] orientatidn but so are éounse]ing research
results. Typically, we focus on the success rate of therapy.
Byt the bipolarity of researchva1so directs our attention to

the fai]ures of therapy.'This may involve analysis into the

T realm of error variance - those uncontrolled factors
(personal characteristics, events during freatment and
measurement ) that may have caused "locale departures from

the modal effect” (Cronbach, 1975, p. 125). For example
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further resarch could eoncentrafe on personological factors
operating within the persﬁ@%@nd between the therapist and
elient such as: motivation, value orientation, cogn1t1ve and
emotional development, etc‘e$1nce no counseling relat1onsh1p
is isolated from the real world, demographic factors should
be studied: socio-economic class, culture, ethnicity,
religion, etc. As well, tréatment effect cQu1d also be
~analyzed by a time-series analysis which could pinpoint
cruc1a1 times for intervening action. Lastly, the
dialectical perspect1ve also acKnow1edges that treatment
effects need not to be limited to stat1st1ca1 significance
but'thatvc1inicaT significance can be determined by soeial

validation (Kazdin, 1977).

Summary

It has been suggested fhat advancements in dialectical
psychology will less likely come from efforts to use
dialectics as a‘spe?ific methodb]ogy, which Riegel (1879)
suggests, but to’eﬁp1oy dia]éctics-as a genera] theqretiea1
or1ehta jon (Ba]tes & Cornelius, . 1976) N-dia]ectica]

orientation can be 1mp1emented tﬁrough4var1ous research

paradigms including the separate meehannei1c»andrmenta]1stic

views.|Its strength lies in its mu1tidfhehefbha1”perception,

a]]owing many views to flourish. fhue{ both reactive and

models are complementary ahd reguire fusiéﬁ‘if tHe

complexities to human existence are to be un&ehstood. In

fhif sense, the counseling psychologist must be a Humanist,
//
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a méchanist, phenomenologist, and.positivist jf he is to
function effectively/affectively. This may be a'fantasy but
the powers of human reasoning can transcend the seemingly
1mpossjb1e. Though this dialectical orientation appears
idealized, it closely conforms to the actual practice of
counseling psychologists who call themselves "eclectic.”
They can incorporate the dialectical perspective which is a
holistic pérspective emphasizing the biological, social,
péychological, and socio-historical person. They are able to
accept the SOphisticatéd hardware and software that
techno]égy‘rapid]y introduce into the discipline (eg.
pioféedback, voéationa]'choice progrgmming), whiie remaining
sensiti@e]y human in relationship to the client. In essence,
the .counseling practitioner within the dialectical
perspective regains the use of his 1egit1mafe individual
common séhse and social knowledge while acknowledging the
flux and.jnteeray’of the private and public, inner and

outer - to become a member of the dialecltical unity.
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