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Sometimes he would lay before me, as a

subject of meditation., one of those apparently " 

meaningless propositions which are koan.

The one which he proposed to me, and to which

he returned always with mild persistence was this

"What will you do when they ask you to 

kill the cuckoo?"

My first reply was a challenge to Muso to

. define the terms of the proposition/ Who, 

for example, were they? What was the 

cuckoo, and why should I be asked to 

kill it?

Muso smiled and refused the challenge,

"You, Amberleysan,. you must tell me 
what I mean,"

(West, 1965, p» 17)
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ABSTRACT

Kelly suggested that it may be useful to see the' scientist as 

also behaving as a subject when conducting research. In contrast to 

the traditional empiricist notion, the scientist as knowledge seeker is 

deeply and personally involved in the assumptions which underlie and 

extend beyond the conduct of the acutal research study*. The present 

study examines this personal component, of the psychological scientist’s 

approach to research by examining the construct dimensions which are 

chosen for construing the discipline of psychology*
Twelve psychologists (5 practicing clinicians and 7 academician/ 

researchers) were asked to construe 12 elements consisting of brief one- 

sentence abstracts of a broad range of psychological studies. Eight 

constructs were elicited from each subject using the standard triad 

method. Elements were rated on a 5-point scale. The laddering pro

cedure was used to elicit superordinate implications of the constructs.

There was great commonality among subjects, both clinicians and 
researchers, in the content of elicited constructs and construct cluster 
structures. Additionally, the most superordinate of constructs were 
very similar across subjects and reflected strong personal investments. 

Clinicians differed from researchers at the intermediate level of the 

laddered constructs, separating psychology in general from personal 

activities as psychologists. For clinicians, the bulk of the grid 

variance was accounted for by a single factor, suggesting less elab

orated implications for psychology in general.
viii



I. INTRODUCTION

Doubt is not a pleasant condition, 

but certainty is an absurd one.

— - Voltaire

The subject of this thesis will be the experience of psychology, 

and research. Research, whether basic or applied, is the scientist's 

primary tool for seeking knowledge about his world. The vital 

importance of this process "research" emerges when it is reflected upon 

that mankind's "progress" today tends to be measured in terms of 

"science:" flight to the moon, television, nuclear energy, the auto

mobile, fabric softeners, and instant coffee. Previous periods in 

history have reflected different dominant notions about the nature of 

mankind and his progress, such as construing progress and methods for 

understanding experience in terms of religion, political abstractions, 

'-.etc. -*-t#mri!:':-be41ef••dn'iseMglon-aiS'-a •final, fixed author ity waned, 

sensory experience and reason tended to replace it as the final arbiter 

of "truth."

These themes or world views shape the way in which people 

organize the process of. seeking knowledge about their world.

Scientists represent the de facto knowledge-seekers in our present 

society, whereas previously this role has been ascribed to clergy, 

philosophers, astrologers, and others. In other terms, there have

' • 1 ■ . ’ ■ :
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been in the past a variety of ontologies and epistemologies, but the

contemporary preponderate position is one of science and its particular
methodology. Therefore, research, as a method for gaining knowledge
about reality, becomes an activity of paramount importance in the modern
world.

Thesis

The experience of psychology and research will be examined 

through investigating the dimensions that scientists use in asking 

questions about psychology and their research experience. To clarify, 

"dimensions" will, be operationalized in this study as the personal 

constructs that the individual scientist uses in construing the "scien

tific enterprise, or in seeking knowledge and understanding of reality.

It is further proposed that a repertory grid methodology will 

be used to assess these constructs concerning dimensions of psychology 

and research. The rep grid method is theoretically derived from the 

personal construct theory (PCT) of George A. Kelly (1955).

In this personality theory, Kelly (1955) proposed that it 

would be useful to construe man as a scientist, i.e., as one who 

formulates hypotheses from his experience, tests these hypotheses, and 

attempts to predict and control his world. The "subjects" for this 

project will be the scientists themselves, or at least those people who 

construe themselves as scientists. This will be" done in the manner in 

which Kelly proposes to understand all men: by investigating the

•questions that the person is asking, the way that he is representing 

his circumstances to himself. Scientists generally pose their
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questions in the form of hypotheses and behaviorally validate or 

invalidate them in the form of experiments using a particular method

ology. For the purpose of concretizing this thesis, the personal 

constructs used by.individual scientists will.be assessed. However, 

subordinate constructs to these, such as the basic nature of the 

process of generating hypotheses, the process of deciding what con

stitutes validational evidence, etci, are also of interest here.

Personal Construct Theory Model

Although it is a seldom employed theoretical orientation,

Kelly's psychology of personal constructs (1955) seems to be a most 

useful model for investigating this matter because of the theoretical 

power of its arguments and its pragmatic utility. Three aspects of the 

theory will be elaborated in order to further justify this approach.

First, the PCT approach suggests that the investigation be 

conducted not from the point of view of the experimenter,. but from that 

of the subject (in this case the scientist himself). A more traditional 

approach might be to devise a questionnaire and record the differential 

frequencies with which psychologists respond to the various categories. 

However, in using such a method the experimenter would be defining the 

dimensions along which the subjects would be forced to express the ways 

they ask questions about their experience. In essence, the subjects 

would rate themselves along the dimensions that the experimenter finds 

useful in construing psychology and research. Rather than examining 
correlations, regressions, or analyses of variance of the experi

menter's constructs, it is believed that more "knowledge" about, the



scientific enterprise (and our modern knowledge-seekers) might be 

obtained by examining the questions that scientists themselves ask? 
i.e., allowing the scientist to choose his own dimensions.

What criteria characterize science as a knowledge-seeking 

enterprise? This thesis holds that the premises to which the indi

vidual scientist adheres form an integral part of knowledge. It would 

follow that the rules and procedures the scientist adopts are inti

mately related to his scientific beliefs and values (Polanyi,.1958).

It is these premises that this thesis will investigate through the 

assessment of the individual's constructs using a rep grid methodology 

Perhaps the title of this article conjured up images of an 

.Experimenter subjecting various scientists (in a clever turning of the 

tables to make them Subjects) to Experimental Conditions and then 

measuring them on some Dependent Variables. This will not be the case 

Thus this work might be seen as non-scientific by those who define 

science only in such terms, as it will not make reasonably precise 

predictions. Prediction in psychology is not an end in itself, but 

represents the means by which we put our understandings about people 

to a test (Kelly, 1955). A theory need.not be highly "scientific" in 

order to be useful if it provides the basis for an active approach to 

an issue (Kelly, 1955). For the framework of this thesis, science 

will be considered as a form of knowledge adequate to its subject. It 

would be fitting to let Kelly (1955) express this in his own style:

Behavior is man's way of changing his circumstances, not proof 
that he has submitted to them. What on earth, then, can pre
sent day psychology be thinking about when it says that it 
intends only to predict and control behavior scientifically?
Does it intend to halt human enterprise in its tracks?



Second, the orientation of PCT appears to have merit in that 
it is an anticipatory rather than reactive system,, although this 

theoretical position goes against much of the thrust of current psycho

logical theorizing. In essence, this undertaking is an attempt to 

understand.how a scientist approaches and perceives his research 

experience, not how he is a 1product of-his experience (see construction 

corollary. Appendix A). In Kellian terms, we seek to understand a 
man's questions, not simply the answers he gives.

Third, PCT defines the relevant unit of interest in psychology 

as the "person." It seems that psychology has traditionally focused on 

and worked within categories such as learning, cognition, personality, 

animal behavior, test responses, etc,, utilizing large scale, 

nomothetic studies. A psychologist typically stakes out a particular 

category within his particular theoretical orientation and proceeds to 

examine "man" in light of this category (and often one-dimensionally). 

The "person" as such has rarely been dealt with (Bannister, 1971). 

Although set in a different context (personality profile study),

Jesse Harris' comments have relevance here also: "[It] is at least as

important to know how that trait relates to another trait in the same 

person as it is to know how that trait relates to the same trait in 

1,000 other persons." .

. After this manner, studies traditionally are born (stillborn?) 

from the literature, and will usually die there. It would appear that 

only those efforts that create a reconstrual, a constructive alterna
tive, add to the progression of science. When this happens, it does
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not represent an insight into the "real," true nature of things, but 

rather a learning experience for. the scientist involved (see choice 

corollary. Appendix A).

What is a scientist doing with his experience of the world 

when he does research? It is postulated that there is a cyclical 

process of creating, testing, and then modifying in a scientist's 

research experience (indeed, in all experience) (Kelly, 1955). When, 

scientists attend to their own processes at all, it seems to be almost 

exclusively focused on the testing phase of the creativity cycle. At 

least, this is the focus of attention in most of the literature. This 

project will attempt to go beyond the bounds of experimental designs, 

statistical measures, paradigms, etc., to examine the creating phase 

of the cycle. A scientist's anticipation of events will be examined

in light of his behavior in choosing what dimensions to construe the
■ . -scientific enterprise along.

Kelly (1955) regarded PCT as a theory about theorizing. He 

believed that a truly psychological theory must be reflexive? that is, 

it must also account for the behavior of theory-devising and research 

conducting (i.e., the propositions of the theory should also be able to 

account for'the scientist's behavior). Three levels of psychological 

investigation might therefore be distinguished: the behavior of the

observed persons (usually called subjects), the behavior of those 

observing (usually called scientists), and the behavior of those 

observing observers (usually called philosophers of science) (Hinkle, 

1970). Thus, this project might be viewed as an exploration of the
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behavior of those who observe, or a study of experimenters, and it is 
pitched at the level of abstraction of the philosophy of science.

Further, this project is designed to reflect a greater interest 

in theory building than theory testing. "Science" seems to be a pro

cess of asking questions. The hope is that this study will stimulate 

and channelize a number of construals (questions) about the experience 

of psychology and doing research in the time-honored Socratic approach. 
To paraphrase Bannister (1971): every answer is only as good as the 

questions it generates.

In the following sections, the propositions of the thesis will 

be presented by first examining literature studies that are relevant to 

the topic of how scientists construe psychology and their research 

experience. Next, an extensive conceptual and theoretical discussion 

of the issues raised by this project will be introduced. Science can 

usefully be construed as a line of argument. The placement of an 

experiment into a well-defined conceptual and theoretical network is 

then essential if the project is to have meaning. The conceptual pre

sentation will begin with a statement of the "empiricist method" of 

seeing and testing reality (the way of reason). There will follow an 

outline of some major weaknesses and criticisms of the empirical 

theoretical viewpoint.. Finally, an elaboration of a more useful 

alternative construal will be suggested.

Previous Related Research 

Previous efforts that touch on the area of a scientist's 

experience of construing psychology and doing research have been very



limited in number and have used-different theoretical approaches. None 

seem to attack the issue exactly as it has been demarcated in this 

study, Coan (1973, 1974, 1977) provides the most direct link to the 

present line of study when he investigated an area he calls the psycho

logy of psychology. One of the four major questions he sought to 
answer Was: "Why do psychologists select the theoretical and method

ological positions that they do within psychology?11 (1973, p, 313) .

This delineation is somewhat similar to the problem addressed in this 

study. Coan views the underlying source of man's symbolic enterprise 

as a need for certainty, and to control and order events: "Once we

have arrived at a known or recognized order, we have a basis for 

anticipating, predicting> or adjusting to circumstances. We know how 

to relate to ordered events" (1973, p. 315). However, our present 

focus differs from that of Coan, who is principally concerned with 

patterns of orientation within psychology. His effort is grounded in 

a Jungian psychology theoretical framework, using a factor analytic 

approach within a group study methodology.

Roe (1953a, 1953b) touched on this area tangentially in her 

studies investigating the distinctive characteristics of scientists.

In examining eminent men in different branches of science, she employed 

a psychoanalytic theoretical framework and used the TAT and Rorschach 

techniques to empirically generate some descriptions of different 

groups of scientists. Her work indirectly bears upon the topic of 

interest here.



Empiricist Theory of Knowledge
Statement

It seems that the current consensual viewpoint in psychology as 
to the manner in which a scientist should seek an understanding of 

reality is derived from an empiricist theory of knowledge, This model 

holds that scientific knowledge is comprised of empirical facts that 

have been obtained by conducting experiments in the properly prescribed 

manner (the source of this manner being the 17th-century "scientific 

method" of Sir Francis Bacon). Facts then form the foundation of our 

knowledge of the world, and science itself (attempting to reveal the 

nature of reality by objectively structuring and ordering the world) 

advances by means of a gradual accumulation of these hard-won facts 

(Mahoney, 1.976) = Hypotheses and theories may be derived from these 
facts but always remain secondary in nature to them because the facts 

themselves are fixed in their meaning and thus independent of any 

theory (Hobbes, 1651). Hypotheses, from the empiricist framework, come 

abb'Ut through a rabibhaT process of induction that is grounded in the 

principles of logic. The decision to retain or reject hypotheses is 

based solely upon the criterion of their ability to survive experimental 

testing and verification (Locke, 1690).

Critique

This classical viewpoint does not appear, to be a realistic or . 

particularly useful way to construe the behavior of scientists. There 
seem to be some disturbing underlying implications to a theory of 

knowledge elaborated in an empiricist tradition. Some of the implicit
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assumptions that will be analyzed include the following: science pro

gresses via a gradual accumulation of facts, facts are the foundation 

from which a scientist logically derives hypotheses, "facts" are fixed 

in their meaning, the truth status of theories and hypotheses is 

evaluated solely through empirical, experimental testing and verifica

tion, only hypotheses that can be stated explicitly can be true or 

false, and only those hypotheses arrived at by the rational inductive 

method can ultimately be proven "true."

Assumption. One implication of an empiricist theory of knowl

edge, as expounded by John Shotter (1970), is that only hypotheses that 

can be stated explicitly (sense data, operationalized, etc.) can be 

true or false. This approach is a derivative of logical positivism and, 

later > the philosophy of Karl Popper (1959, 1972). Originally, logical 

positivists held that "meaningfulness" was the criterion which differen

tiated between science and non-science. Hypotheses were meaningful 

only if they were potentially verifiable, i.e., the psychologist could 

•specify 'the data by which the truth and falseness of the hypothesis 

could be judged. Karl Popper (1959) demonstrated the inadequacy of 

this argument by showing that logical positivism is meaningless by its 

own criterion. It can't be verified since it is impossible to specify 

the data by which it could be judged true or false.

Popper (1959) substituted a doctrine of falsificationism. His 

demarcation of science and non-science was testability: can it be

proven false? However, Popper's own argument falls on its criterion.
His own statement of falsificationism is unfalsifiable. His doctrine
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is incapable of handling such eschatological questions as "Is there 

life after death?" Shortly we will outline what appears to be a tenable 

position when we.elaborate on some of the thoughts of Michael Polanyi„ 

Assumption. .Another.underlying assumption of the empirical

theoretical viewpoint appears to be that only those hypotheses which 
are arrived at by the rational inductive method can ultimately be 

proven "true." As used in this system, truth and falsehood are

dimensions of logic. In the real world, this rational inductive para-
. ' ' - >  . digm looks to mechanics as the logical vehicle for determining truth

or falsity of an hypothesis (Hobbes, 1651). The facts to support or

debunk an hypothesis are "discovered" through experimental testing and

verification. Thus, in order to gain a true understanding of man,

this orientation requires a mechanical approach if man is to be seen as

part of the real world and not just a theoretical entity.

Michael Polanyi (1946, 1968) has discussed the difficulty with

this approach and has argued rather for the indeterminacy of scientific

knowledge. This point is important for the conceptual framework for

this project. Although empiricism essentially forms the basis of

psychology today, it seems impossible to define exactly what "empirical

validity" actually, means by any strict criteria. Polanyi states, "There

are no firm rules either for the verification or the refutation of the

proposed solution of a problem" (1968,. p. 27). He delineates three
points in support of his argument.

Eirst, there are no formal procedures, or empirically proven

methods for deciding what is a rational inference or even for defining
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unequivocally what constitutes a true conclusion. In other words, there 

are no empirically derived rules for choosing what to study, how to do 
so, or exactly what it means when we are done. A priori, what hypo

theses should a scientist test? is.a question not addressed by the 

empiricist theory of knowledge. Second, Polanyi explains that there are 

no formal, empirical bases for generalizing the results of any 

experiment beyond the data. What, explicitly, are the derived rules 

for this process? In order to draw inferences about some pattern that 

he has observed in his data, the scientist must look back upon a series 
of demonstrations and generalize some principle according to some 

criteria. It is this act of bridging the logical gap between "data" 

and "generalization" for which there are no innate rules or explicit 

criteria. "[W]e establish something new by an inescapable act of our 

own, induced-— but not performed--by formal operations" (Polanyi, 1958,

p. 260).

Third, an hypothesis cannot be refuted strictly on the basis of 

"conflicting evidence" from other experiments. For example, what are 

the empirically derived explicit procedures for deciding what consti

tutes conflicting evidence? Polanyi concludes that science is there

fore based on nonexplicit knowing, which he terms tacit knowledge 

(1946). Science, including the dimensions used in research, is im

bedded in "mere" psychological phenomena, not in some esoteric, truth- 
holding rules of formal logic. Science, as seen by Polanyi, is 

incapable of producing rational inferences in the empirical sense 
because scientific knowledge is based on nonstrict, nohformal criteria.
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Science rests on informal logic, rather than "hard-nosed," operationally 

specifiable criteria that yield empirically proven data (absolutes). 

Contrary to the latter approach, Polanyi (1968) concludes that scien

tific knowledge is indeterminate in its content, its coherence, and its 

data aspects.

Perhaps the position of the indeterminacy of scientific knowl
edge and the impossibility of formally verifying an hypothesis will 

become clearer if an example is elaborated. Occasionally, a scientist 

will put forth the following proposition about variables. The scientist 

states that in his experiment he will manipulate the independent 

variable and observe for a predicted change in the dependent variable.

If this change: is in fact achieved, the scientist attributes this 

change to the independent variable and the validity of his hypothesis. 

This "verification" of the hypothesis, however, is in fact a logical 

error that has been called "affirming the consequent" (Lemmon, 1965).

In contrast to this fallacious argument, the most powerful tool that 

the scientist has available is the "modus tollens," a procedure that, 

rather than establishing truth, can only provide disconfirmation.

We shall briefly digress at this point to follow further the 

implications of the critique of this particular assumption before 

returning to the. examination of other implicit assumptions of an 

empiricist view of science.

Polanyi (1968) has sharp criticism for the Baconian theory of 

induction and the empiricist tradition of knowledge. He believes that 
facts do not somehow logically accumulate or coalesce into a



"relationship" which can be generalized. "Facts" in his model are 

detached disparate entities and there are no formal criteria for 

establishing them into a true coherence. A scientist can only offer an 

hypothesis as a particular way of viewing phenomena. He can't appeal 

to some truth-forming criteria. Scientists, in the manner of a jury, 
must personally decide what the evidence is (Polanyi, 1968). Standards 

in science are self-set by the scientists themselves, not derived from 

any empirical formula. When a scientist asserts that a particular 

proposition is true, "true" does not designate a quality possessed by 

the sentence of assertion. "True" merely designates that the person 
uttering it believes it to be true.

In a similar vein, the process of science, like perception, can 

be viewed as a human process of discerning coherence in nature. These 

points have obvious relevance for choosing the particular theoretical 

orientation of this project. This framework is not nihilistic, anar

chistic, or even detrimental to the process of science. Science can 

be pursued without believing that it can discover "reality," and with

out sinking into total subjectivity.

This theoretical position might seem to imply some rather 

hopeless limitations to science and man's ability to acquire "knowledge. 

This statement is true only if we restrict science and psychology to 

the way they are presently conceived. In the Kellian system, all 

theories are seen as transient, always subject to replacement and 

revision. This philosophical position is termed constructive alter- 
nativism (Kelly, 1955). It is not meant to suggest that any construct
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system is as good as any other (in accurately predicting), as some have 

greater ranges of convenience than others, or are more permeable, etc.

It does suggest, however, that science is not bound by the current 

specific type of logic (Aristotelian) or the specific type of reasoning 

it endorses.

Using an unrefined description, current psychology might be

grossly defined as a psychology of names and the relations between them.

Imagine a psychologist moving from one subtheory to another in an

attempt to understand man. He would be required to learn new jargon,

names, and their special relations, but the basic logic and reasoning

would always remain the same. PCT suggests that we have the freedom to

construe these same events in alternative ways. It is even possible

to discover these new means of construal via the old empirical method.

Constructs, hypotheses, and facts are generated by men and are not

what men "discover" in nature (Oliver, 1970).

Assumption. A third underlying assumption of the empiricist

theory of knowledge is that science progresses by means of a gradual

accumulation of facts. The approach in psychology seems to be that if

scientists only had enough facts, then everything would finally come
' < ■ 

together. There is a sense of an urgent need for a major factual

"discovery" in psychology upon which psychologists dould then develop

a single, grand, unified psychological theory. From the PCT viewpoint,
this would seem to be a rather useless undertaking. It seems, rather,

that science progresses by means of reconstruction of facts. Consider
the following.
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Constructs have a range of convenience and a focus of con

venience, both of which are finite. The:focus of PCT, for example, was 

postulated by Kelly (1955) to be psychotherapy. With such limited 

ranges and depths, no system of scientific knowledge can at present 

claim universality.■ Therefore, it seems that it might be time to 

relinquish the myth that someday each little subtheory will develop 

into one final unified edifice of knowledge, available to all in cook

book form (Mahoney, 1976).

The model of the "accumulative fragmentalist" may be thus 

caricaturized: The psychologist feels vaguely annoyed and a little

agitated that other researchers seem to persist in. believing that 
their theory is right, even when the facts are against them. The 

psychologist knows that he has the right perspective (eternal truth).

He will even cheerfully admit that the hypothesis isn't as yet totally 

worked out in all its details and, mind you, all the facts haven't 

been uncovered. Someday, probably in the year 2055, they will be, and 

then we can all go home. However, other psychologists seem blinded 

(by their impulses, reinforcement histories, feelings, etc.— pick one) 

to the right way of seeing things. Therefore, the psychologist hunts 

for his facts so that the others will have to believe his theory. This 

familiar sequence brings us to the: next assumption.

Assumption. "Empirical facts" obtained by conducting proper 

experiments play a large role in the empiricist scheme of knowledge.

For instance, they are proposed as the foundation from which a scientist 
can logically derive hypotheses (Mahoney, 1976). This perception of
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the nature of facts as fixed and unchanging appears to be an untenable 
position. It does not seem possible to distinguish, ultimately, fact 
from nonfact.

It is proposed here that the nature of scientific data is one 

of factual relativity. "Facts" can only acquire their meaning in a 

conceptual perspective, or in Kellian terminology, in the context of 

a construct system. In other words, facts always need a fact-knower. 

This position provides one rationale for the proposed study (investi

gating this "context" in the.individual scientist). Bannister (1971) 

believes that the common acceptance of this notion of "facts" is one 

of the great illusions of psychology. In this work, Bannister notes . 

that only, if one works within a theory can an integrated sequence of 

hypotheses be derived and the experimental findings systematically 

added to our knowledge. Some examples of "facts" that have changed 

their meaning with changing perspectives might be the indestructible 

atom, the permeating ether, the flat earth, the earth as the center of 

the universe, the principles of hylozoism, etc.

The construal of naive realism, or immaculate perception, as 

F. Nietzsche liked to call it, does not seem supportable. The most 

hard-nosed, empirically derived facts still need a human perspective. 

This is true even of the strictest behaviorist observing the most 

minute datum of behavior, employing the most mechanical of devices. 

Observers (scientists) are human and therefore they and their measure

ment devices are fallible, say the philosophers of science. Bertrand
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Russell, in An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth (1962), puts this aptly
and eloquently:

The observer, when he seems to himself to be observing a 
stone, is really, if physics is to be believed, observing 
the effects of the. stone upon himself. Thus, science seems 
to be at war with itself: when it most means to be objective,
it finds itself plunged into subjectivity against its will.
Naive realism leads to physics, and physics, if true, shows 
that naive realism is false. Therefore, naive realism, if ,

. true, is false; therefore it is false. And therefore, the 
behaviorist, when he thinks he is recording observations 
about the outer world, is really recording observations about 
what is happening to him. '

There are no inherently certain ways of evaluating our, perception’s

correspondence to the real world. Structural biases of a biological

nature alone constrain man’s perception of the world. In addition, as

Kelly (1955) states, we impose our own constructs on the passing events

of reality.

Polanyi (1958) asserts that a scientist cannot observe a phe

nomenon impersonally, whether it is a "scientific fact" or otherwise. 

Although he does posit that there is a real world "out there," the 

“truth about that real world or facts about it need a human truth-knower 

and fact-knower. When one scientist (truth-knower, fact-knower) asserts 

something to be true, an outsider cannot compare the asserter’s state

ment with Truth, only with his own knowledge of truth. Polanyi (1958, 

p. 305) states:

Admittedly, to say ’p is true,’ instead of ’I believe p,’ is 
_ to shift the emphasis within one’s commitment from the personal 
to the external pole....The assumption that the truth we seek 
to discover exists by itself, hidden to us only by our mis
guided approach to it, represents correctly the feeling of an 
investigator pursuing a discovery which keeps eluding him.
But in neither case can an outside observer of this relation 
compare another person’s knowledge of the truth with the truth
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itself. He can only compare the observed person’s knowledge 
of the truth with his own knowledge of it. According to the 
logic of commitment, truth is something that can be thought 
of only by believing it [emphasis in original].

Scientists have to and do make a personal commitment to facts 

that they believe to be true. A scientist does not really^believe in 

the null hypothesis and, in a similar manner, the concept of "working 

hypothesis" tends to be a misnomer. A scientist would never conduct an 

experiment that he believed would yield negative results.

Therefore, in order to pursue knowledge, a scientist must make 

a personal commitment to the facts sought. What prevents the scien

tific enterprise/ then, from sinking into total subjectivity is that 

this personal motive has an impersonal intention: a striving for the
universal and for acceptance by others (Polanyi, 1958). in order to 

achieve this, a scientist must play by the current rules of the game. 

The paradox of the self-set standard (by each individual scientist) is 

solved because a scientist strives for the universal. Yet this uni

versal striving cannot ignore the condition that knowledge seeking 

requires the scientist’s personal investment in the knowledge. An 

objectivistic perspective on knowledge would seek to eliminate all 

personal responsibility for our beliefs.

Another way of stating this relation is to say that a result 

that is obtained by applying strict rules mechanically, without com

mitting anyone personally, can never mean anything to anyone. The 

scientist's procedures are of course methodical, but these methods are 
the maxims of the art, not some transhuman set of rules that are in

herent to the enterprise. Polanyi states this succinctly: "This



20
corresponds to the conclusion reached before in my critique of doubt; . 
to avoid believing one must stop thinking" (1958, p. 314).

: In this sense, then, there are no "pure facts," an observation

which Kuhn (1962) also finds useful. He, too, discusses the need for 

a system to interpret "facts" in The Structure of Scientific Revo

lutions. In his terminology, similar constructions of dimensions of 

research and data might be called "shared paradigms." In his 

historical analysis of science, he stated that data were often not 

considered valid until a paradigm arose to explain them. Usually, they 

would be considered "noise" or an experimental design defect up to 

this point.

The position of this thesis argues for the construe! of factual 

mutability. Scientific data need to be given in a context, and in fact 

presuppose the existence of a conceptual system. These contexts, or 

construct systems, will be explored in the proposed project.

We might, for instance, perform an operationally perfect 

experiment, with unquestionably replicable results, significant at the 

1 percent level, but this does not mean that we "know" any more than 

before we started the experiment. The results obtained do not bear 

any intrinsic relationship to any theory (i.e., there is.a logical gap 

that must be bridged between data and knowledge). The theoretical 

arguments regarding the data may still be just as painfully vague as 

before the experiment was run. To give a crude example, both Freudian 

theory and the hypotheses of Miller and Dollard (1939, 1941) presume to 

use the same "data," yet each has arrived at very different alternative
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construals. The point being made in this discussion is simply that man, 

and his commitment, need to be accounted for when discussing scientific 
knowledge.

Data need a perceiver. Rules for what constitutes a "fact" are 

derived by consensus of scientists (people), and do not arrive ready

made from some outside authority (Polanyi, 1968). This conceptual 

nature to facts implies that facts are the progeny, of hypotheses and 

theories, not their parents. This notion of factual impermanence is 

incompatible with the empirical.notion that science progresses by 

data accumulation (Kelly's construct of accumulative fragmentalism 

(1955)). As Mahoney expresses it (1976, p. 133), "Data are not the 

firm building blocks of knowledge." This position has implications for 

the nature of psychology and the psychology of science.

Assumption. An empiricist framework would make the prediction 

that theories are retained or rejected solely upon the criteria of their 

ability to survive experimental testing and verification. Mahoney 

(1976)'asserts that this is an illogical assumption. A theory can be 

and usually is reconstrued by the psychologist and preserved from 

refutation. Theories can even be malleable in their predictions 

(choice corollary. Appendix A). In general, a theory is a way of 

making certain assertions about the order and structure of reality.

Due to the logical considerations addressed above (p. 13), the 

truth or falsehood of a scientific theory can only be examined via 

disconfirmatory reasoning. The crucial Variable in theory and hypo
thesis evaluation, therefore, is not the truth status of the theory
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itself but the criteria for declaring certain events as confirmatory or
disconfirmatory (Polanyi, 1968). The issue becomes what evidence or . ■
criteria the individual scientist is willing to accept. Does he seek

real proof in a narrowly conceived, brittle experiment, especially

considering the evidence is sought for a purpose (confirmation of his

beliefs)? Mahoney states:

What are the subjective criteria for a 'significant difference1?
How do these factors vary with such factors as the current state 
of the paradigm (normal vs. crisis), the content of the hypo
thesis, and the individual psychological make-up of the scien
tist? What factors account for the different beliefs of the 
scientists who are confronted with the same data and, more 
important, the same arguments? (1976, p. 150)

Eventually, the scientist must make some sort of commitment 
and ultimately base his criteria for evaluating his hypotheses on 

some "final authority." This is realistic, indeed inevitable, in order 

to carry on with life? yet, it must be recalled that all such justi- 

ficatiohal approaches are, at the bottom line, indeterminate (Polanyi, 
1968). As Bartly (1964, p. 146) states: "All one's beliefs are open

to criticism." It might be'said:, parenthetically, that some of the 

more popular "ultimate authority" criteria tend to be: statistical

significance, reason and evidence, expert authority, emotional satis

faction, ethics, God, and the free enterprise system.

Summary ■ ' .
To summarize, the principle point being conveyed, and the 

underlying concept this project addresses, is that a real psychology, 

a psychology about people, cannot be based on "facts" derived without 

a "fact-knower" or "fact-discoverer." Thus, it might be useful to
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attempt to understand how scientists come to agree on what constitutes

a fact. In order to do so, some understanding of their construct

systems for science must be gained. There is a psychological process
present in the understanding of any theory or hypothesis. A scientist's
dimensions for approaching research and the data he generates can only

be understood to the extent that another scientist possesses similar ,

dimensions concerning research and data (see Appendix A, commonality

corollary).

As an analogy, contemplate the phoneme, "girl." As such,

"girl" does not represent some aspect of reality. The physical sound 

of the word "girl" and the word itself have no intrinsic meaning. Only 

in the context of a construct system (a language,, in this case) will 

the sound "girl" represent a meaning to a person. This implies a 

psychological process.

Language itself, of which "girl" is a subordinate construct, 

involves more than just learning names to objects and relationships.

"It'also 'involves a psydhdlbgical process. In a sense, a child has to 

learn from his environment the "context," i.e., how his parents divide 

up and see the world, how his culture construes reality. Thus, 

language, too, is an "invention." Each individual is guided by society 

to invent it again (Shotter, 1970), but arrives at his own personal 

construction of the language.

Science, too, is a language for understanding experience and 

gaining knowledge about the world, it is a cultural activity, like art 

or law, and thus forms a part in a vast system of beliefs that are not
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impersonal. It may therefore be a useful project to attempt to under
stand and measure the scientist's beliefs about his subject.

An Alternative Construal

Nature gets credit which should in turn be reserved for our
selves; the rose for its scent; the nightingale for its song; and 
the sun for its. radiance.- The.poets are entirely mistaken.
They should address.their lyrics to themselves, and should turn 
them into odes of self-congratulations on the excellency of the 
human mind. Nature is a dull affair, soundless, scentless, 
colourless; merely the hurrying of material, endlessly, meaning- 
lessly.

— Alfred North Whitehead, Science 
in the Modern World, 1925, p. 56.

Psychosocial Criteria for Knowledge

Although it may sound somewhat alien, it is proposed in this

thesis that scientific knowledge, depends more upon man's means of

expression and on his modes of existence than on the "laws of nature."

Wittgenstein, in his Philosophical Investigations (1953) , expresses

this proposition cogently:

Learning the things of men is different from learning the 
things df the world, the fifSt are governed by rules of social 
conformity, the latter by the laws of nature. Our means of 
expressing the latter depend upon the prior possession of 
the former.

The ultimate standard for scientific truth therefore does not 

lie in the empirical outcomes of experiments. Ultimately, the cri

terion for what we call knowledge is a psychosocial one.

Another way of expressing this idea might be to state that a • 

psychology or science cannot exist apart from its means of expression. 
For example, it might be suggested, as Mahoney (1976) has done, that 

scientific knowledge is a public— and therefore social— phenomenon.
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Theories, hypotheses, and even data might not be considered to contrib

ute to the body of scientific knowledge until they are acknowledged and 

accepted by the scientific community.

In one sense, then, a primary goal of the scientist is to

reach consensus (a psychological process). The amount of knowledge for

which an individual scientist has direct evidence is never very large.

The overwhelming proportion of his scientific factual beliefs are held

on secondhand knowledge and thus upon trusting others. Rituals, arrived
at through consensus and from within the cultural fabric, bond together

the system of beliefs we term science. Polanyi (1958, p. 375) states

these relations eloquently:

Take two scientists discussing a problem of science on an 
equal footing. Each will rely on standards which he believes 
to be obligatory both for himself and the other. Every time 
either of them makes an assertion as to what is true and valu
able in science, he relies blindly on a whole system of 
collateral facts and values accepted by science. And he relies 
also on it that his partner relies on the same system. Indeed, 
the bond of mutual trust thus formed between the two is but one 
link in the vast network of confidence between thousands of 
scientists of different specialties; through which— and through 
which alone— a consensus of science is established which may 
be said to accept certain facts and values as scientifically 
valid. I have described before how small a fragment of science 
is clearly visible to any one scientist. I have shown also 
that a system of scientific facts and standards can be said to 
exist only to the extent to which each scientist trusts all the 
others, to uphold his own special sector of the system in 
respect of his research, his teaching, and his administrative 
actions.

Thus once again we are reminded that the choice of dimensions 

that scientists employ in psychological research is a human process. 

There seems a tendency to forget this relationship within the empiricist 
tradition and to feel that these dimensions represent the inherent way
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things exist in the world, as in the case of the statement that certain 
data would "demand" a particular hypothesis or conclusion from the
scientist. The view presented here emphasizes that science is not a

process of facts waiting to be discovered but one of human inventions 

(Oliver, 1970).

"Facts," since they are human-produced forms, do not achieve the 

status of facts until their implications have received peer approval. 

This line of argument suggests that a scientist, if he wishes to advance 

scientific knowledge, must also pursue a quest for recognition

(Mahoney, 1976). Such a conception of scientists is a far cry from the

"hardheaded," empirical research-oriented person portrayed in textbooks 

as objectively evaluating theories on the basis of experiment results. 

The point of presenting this section is merely to elaborate what was 

meant by scientific knowledge being a psychosocial process. The real 

scientist, for instance, does get involved in personal competition, 

territoriality of ideas, seeks consensus, and uses data as an instrument 

arid tool in arguing for his paradigm. This subjectivity of the 

scientist is essential to scientific progress. Would one want a dis
passionate, totally objective scientist, as the textbooks present this 

ideal, self-effacing, virtuous person?

Each individual is searching for structure and order, the 

ability to predict and control his environment (Kelly's man-as-scientist 

model,. 1955)< The empiricist construal suggests that the scientist 

accumulates certain immutable facts, discovered by a logical induction, 

and evaluates them by a rational assessment (via reason and data). The
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. alternative construal advanced here portrays the scientist as recon

structing "facts," which are relative in their meaning, arrived at by 

a psychological inductive process in simultaneous competition with 

other construals of the events, which are evaluated via data, rhetoric, 

politics, conceptual elegance, etc. To summarize with a statement from 

Shotter (1970, p. 25): "A particular analysis is achieved by a partic
ular means for a particular purpose, and the analysis is only intelli

gible and of use to those who understand and possess the means by which 

it was originally achieved."

Theories and Constructs

What are the functions of theories and hypotheses if not for 

the collection of information or not to provide an account of a sequence 

of events? Kelly (1955) suggests that their function is to provide a 

way of highlighting the events of nature. As there are no final proofs 

of an idea, only possibilities as we have established above, dimensions 

(the scientist's construals) might then be viewed as providing schemes 

for the ordering of reality.

The purpose of this project is to attempt to assess those 

schemes or dimensions, because of their importance in relation to how 

a scientist behaves (and thus to the scientific enterprise itself). It 

is the scientist's expectations (or the ways in which he anticipates 

events, in Kelly's terminology), not logic or the next "inherent" 

empirical step, that are the salient variables in the scientist's 
creative process of deciding what questions to ask, what experiments 

to run, how to design them, etc. This view derives from the conception



that scientific observation is not a passive, objective process, as 

some have suggested and taught, but an active constructing one.
Theories will not eventually lead man to some "ultimate truth" as they 

get better and more refined. Theories will rather furnish a means of 

determining whether a particular way of viewing things is useful in 

guiding our actions, as the constructs are validated or invalidated" 

(Kelly, 1955). It is only in logic that there exists a final, true, 

mutual exclusion (A and A) (Lemmon, 1965). In science, there is always 

more than one possible construal of events. In addition, scientific 
facts have a temporal dimension: what may have been true at one time

can change as the world changes. Science's primary concern, therefore, 

does not seem to be with the proof of an idea or with its utilitarian 

exploitation (technology), but with its possibilities.

A construct system (this term might be considered similar to 

the more familiar "model") is a form-producing process, as contrasted 

with a passive input system. It does not serve to acquire knowledge 

abbUt reality. Reality is viewed as undifferentiated, a state of chaos 

In a sense, then, man invents construals of reality to impose meaning 

on the chaos, enabling him to decide what to do, what direction to take

The essential point to understand is that constructs are 

generative or constructive of meaning and "knowledge." As an example, 

a man might construe an object as a chair, but he doesn't actually know 

it, inherently, directly, as a chair. The chair, for the man, does not 

have a nature other than the analysis that he imposed on it.
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Another way of expressing this idea might be to state that 
constructs are a manifestation of the "creative capacity of the living 
thing to represent the environment, not to merely respond to it"

(Kelly, 1955, p. 8). A derivative of this principle is Kelly's notion 

of reflexivity, especially as it applies to the areas of science and 

the personal constructs of scientists that will be examined. Reflex

ivity implies a certain notion of recursiveness (Shotter, 1970), the 

possibility of going from the finite (a particular hypothesis) to the 

infinite (creativity). This might be useful when discussing the range 

of convenience of the construct system we know as science. The rule 

systems of science do not exist naturally in nature. The present rule 

systems, though they may appear to be (and we are often taught.so) ,' are 

not etched forever in concrete. Kelly's reflexivity notion implies 

that hypotheses themselves can be recursive, that it is indeed possible 

to create even the rule systems of science. This is what Shotter would 

call a transcendental invention (1970). Polanyi.(1958) adds:

Major discoveries change our interpretative framework. Hence 
it is logically impossible to arrive at those by the continued 
application of our previous interpretative framework....The 
application of existing rules can produce valuable surveys, 
but does not advance the principles of science. We have to 
cross the logical gap between a problem and its solution by 
relying on the unspecifiable impulse of our heuristic passion 
....Originality must be passionate (p. 143).

Philosophical Antecedents of This 
Alternative Construal

The philosophical antecedents of this position go back at 
least as far as the Sophists in ancient Greece. Probably the most 

important early thinker was Protagoras with his conception of "back to



man." He taught that in order to have knowledge of,the world, the 

person must be affected personally by some passing event. The essence 

of experience was constituted by the relation the object bore to the 

subject. The notion was derived from HericTitus' interpretation that 
all being is activity (Brett, 1953). . Hericlitus also postulated that 

it was fallacious to think that an analysis could be absolute or funda

mental. This was not meant to suggest, however, that all things are 

movement but that movement belongs to the thing as its essential attri

bute. From these thoughts flowed. Protagoras1 famous quote, "Man is the 

measure of all things: of that which is this is, and of that which is

not it is not" (Brett, 1953, p. 59). Knowledge must therefore, like 

perception, be a definite activity of a human kind.

The work of David Hume and Immanual Kant might be considered a 

more modern philosophical source of the statements posited above. Hume 

(1748) recognized in his writings the impossibility of a true inductive 

logic in science. Kant (1768) stated that theories generate rather 

tin:an "reflect-"data.

Knowledge, it might be thus viewed, is therefore not the 

catalogued results of "successful" psychology experiments. It is not 

what we have recorded in our journals, fc>ooks, and libraries? that was 

Plato's conceptualization. Plato postulated that there was a "true 

knowledge, an infallible one that existed in nature and that all man had 
to do was apprehend it. He believed that there were ideal forms, or 

"templates," that man could passively receive. In this thesis, however, 

the scientist's task is not to attempt to provide the right description
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of "reality." Rather, it is submitted' that knowledge is the process of 
description itself, the active behavior of man (in this case the 
scientist), and the schemata for the ordering of his experience. This 
conceptualization led to the proposed thesis of examining the personal 

constructs of individual scientists.

Summary

The.intent of this study is not to present PCT as a program or

to- use 4it to rediace reality to a once^and-for-all list of fundamental

constructs. Kelly would have shuddered at this use of his transient 

theory. What is being examined is the personal choice of constructs of 

the scientist, and how this -relates to progress in science. Science is 

not a well-tuned, well-oiled truth machine; instead, usually it seems 

rather uncoordinated and lucky. The present effort might be considered 

analogous to what Kuhn attempted at a more global, level of analysis in 

his The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962).

Behavior, in this theoretical conceptualization, is still the 

basis of psychology. Behavior itself is viewed as an experiment, as 

forming a question, and it changes continually (Kelly, 1955). In this 

study the behavior•of the scientist will be examined, in order to under

stand his questions. The method for doing so will be the assessment of

the personal constructs of individual scientists concerning their 

dimensions of psychology and research.

The scientist's behavior also changes continuously; he does not 

perform the same experiment over and over. Awareness of an experi

menter's questions and how he construes his experience might be of
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central importance in understanding how he changes» This awareness 

might give the scientist (prediction and) control over the direction 
of his own research and thus over the direction of science itself 

(Muir, 1970).

Further Elaboration of Personal Construct Theory 

At this point it might be useful to elaborate some of the 

ideas of PCT, Appendix A lists Kelly’s fundamental postulate and its 

eleven •corollar ieso The reader is - referred to The Psychology of Per

sonal Constructs (1955) for a more detailed description. The purpose 
of the present discussion is to make some points about the nature of 

PCT and constructs, as related to the issues at hand*

PCT can be seen as a theory about theorizing, a metatheory.

As such, Kelly (1955) made some fundamental assumptions about what it 

is like to be.human when he presented the psychology of personal con

structs. An essential feature is his construction of the essence of 

man as motion. Change is the primary character of man, and even 

stability is accounted for as regularity of movement. The importance 

of this conception can be seen when it is realized that behavior is 

man's means of inquiring about his constructs. The universe exists by 

happening (Kelly, 1955). Likewise, man exists by being in motion, and 

he attempts to make that motion action (direction) in order to gain 

prediction and control over his environment. Behavior is his experi

ment to do. this. As such, mankind is continuing to evolve also, in the 

sense of Darwinian motion (Kelly, 1955).
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It is therefore.not really possible to stop the flux of reality 
in order to itemize man's nature, as present theories do. Most theories 
seem to conceive of man in object terms (Oliver, 1970)« Objects are 

essentially static and these, theories therefore have difficulty 

accounting for why man can be in motion, except by resorting to postu

lated extrinsic, terms for such an explanation (such as drives, needs, 

reinforcers, etc.).
Answers beget more questions. Science is not moving inexorably 

in the direction of a final knowledge about man or about reality.

Kelly likes to put it, "The world is not an abandoned monument" (1955, 

p. 19). The traditional psychological perspective seems to make one. 

very basic assumption that is utterly unacceptable from the PCT frame

work: that man has a permanent nature which we might eventually fathom

and that will be that (Bannister, 1971). Not only does this approach 

appear to be unobtainable in practice, but it also seems to be a 

meaningless ideal to strive for. If the essence of man is motion, his 

"nature" could never be finally explained by any "theory."

In the early part of this century, for example, Freud postulated 

many hypotheses about the nature of man* Since that time, however, 

there has been an interaction between Freudian theory and the "nature" 

of man. Freud changed the nature of man by elaborating his theory. 
People would not be like they are today if Freudian theory did not 

exist. This conception is hardly compatible with the notion of a final, 

discoverable, knowledge of people. This might be a depressing perspec
tive to those who seek a totally^deterministic science of man, pursuing
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and churning out bits of information they hope will coalesce into the 

final truth.

Another implication of this notion (of the essence of man as 

motion) is that a person's experience is. not just a number of events 

with which he happens to collide (Kelly, 1955). A person (scientists 
are being included in this category) makes an investment in his antic

ipations and therefore genuinely experiences the consequences of his 

investments (see Appendix A, experience corollary). Experiencing con

sequences can result in a change in constructs by 1) the construct 

being applied at a different point, 2) the construct dividing up the 

world into different kinds of dimensions, and 3) altering the con
struct1 s relation to other constructs (Kelly, 1955). A person makes 

constructions of his own experience of events, not of the events that 

happen to impinge upon him. Events, themselves do not inherently belong 

to any particular set of constructs. Constructs are not, therefore, 

essences distilled by the mind out of the available reality (Kelly, 

ilS55)v- .They rare -^imposed upon events, not abstracted from them. Con

structs are not a representation or a symbol of things in the world, 

but are a way of apperceiving the stream of existence.

Another point to be made about personal construct theory is 

that it is a methodological theory (Kelly, 1955). It attempts to enter 

psychology at a high level of abstraction and generality. It does not 

preempt any particular area of man's activity as its own (for example, 

physiological or social psychology) but rather focuses on how people 
give meaning to their lives.As such, PCT is therefore a truly psycho

logical theory, which examines the nature of the behavior of man, not



35
the intrinsic nature of objects. In addition, Kelly's approach to 

psychology might be considered a structural one, versus a content 
approach like cognitive or Freudian psychology (1955). Important kinds 

of constructions in PCT include, for example, degree of organization, 

degree of consistency, permeability, etc.

Kelly suggests a limit to knowledge when he states that it  ̂

must be expressed in dichotomous constructs (1955) . He believed that 

man finds meaning to reality not only in what things are but also in 

what they are not* In an example given by Kelly (1969), when a person 

expresses that an object is tall, he is implying more than just that. 

Psychologically speaking, he is not just asserting the tallness but 

also negating that the object is short. A construct therefore forms 

the basis for making a distinction in reality by creating an association 

and a negation. A construct cannot form meaning to reality unless there 

is this relation of comparison with a contrast. "Good" has no meaning 

except in comparison to "bad." This point also has important impli- 

catidns for the particular methodology chosen.

Finally, two terms that are being used need explanation.

"Focus of convenience" connotes that area where a construct seems to 
work especially well (is being successfully validated), and "range of 

convenience" means those areas in which a construct will work reasonably 

well for its user (Kelly, 1955).
In this section, some of the implications of a PCT approach 

were explored. The construing of change as the essential character of 

being human, and some of the resulting implications such as the
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impossibility of a totally deterministic psychology were examined. 

Finally, PCT as a methodological and structural theory, plus its view 

of limitations to knowledge, was presented.



II. METHOD

Repertory Grid as the Assessment Device 

Unlike other approaches to psychology, there is no question 
about what to measure in PCT— it is the constructs of the person. This 

project will employ a variation of the technique which Kelly (1955) 
outlined for this purpose, the repertory grid technique„ In the first 

phase of this technique, Kelly suggested to the person a number of 

different role titles (such as boss, mother, teacher you disliked, 

person you admire, etc.) which were placed across the top of the grid 

or matrix (in the original form for assessing role constructs). The 

person was then asked to name people who best fit these different role 

titles. The resulting construals would be called the elements of the 

grid. In this study, the elements will be constructed in a different 

fashion. Instead of the role titles originally given, this modification 

will employ single sentence elements derived from various abstracts of 

articles published in psychology journals. Similar to Kelly's original 

use of role titles, these sentence elements from abstracts were selected 
in a non-random manner. They were chosen from studies that were cited 
across several introductory psychology textbooks, and presumably aspire 

to represent a diverse range of methodologies, theoretical approaches, 

and issues in psychology. An example is shown in Figure 1.

37



38

To study weight regulation in normal and brain-damaged 
rats, obesity was produced with insulin. Ss surviving 
insulin injections twice daily for 2 wk. doubled their 
food intake and gained 58 gm. When treatment stopped, 
Ss were anorectic until body weight fell to normal. In 
rats induced to gain up to 210 gm. by 4 mo. of insulin 
treatment, destruction of the ventromedial hypothalamic 
"satiety center,r caused little overeating and weight 
gain; hypothalamic obese Ss force-fed to induce "super
obesity" ate less than normal until their weight 
returned to its "normal" obese level. Some stimuli 
correlated with obesity acts on the ventromedial hypo
thalamus to inhibit feeding in normal rats and, at 
higher weight levels, in hyperphagic hypothalamic rats.

The sentence element is underlined^

Figure 1. Abstract example, with derived sentence 
element.

In the second phase of the rep grid technique, constructs are 

elicited by asking the person to consider particular triads of the 

elements. The person is then asked to think of some way in which two 

of the elements appear to be alike and in contrast to a third. The 

construct dimension is then written in the right hand margin. The 

process is repeated until all the presented triads are used, with the 
resulting constructs now arranged on the right side from top to bottom. 

The resulting constructs represent.the dimensions along which the indi- 

. vidual scientist construed the psychology sentence elements, or their 

personal constructs concerning psychology and research (see Figure 2).

The person is then asked to rate each element along each of the 

construct dimensions elicited. The rating scale is from 1 to 5, with 

.1 signifying that the element can be construed a great deal along the



Sentence Elements
Child

Reciprocal I.Q. and Learning Client G.S.R. Exploratory
Inhibition Environment Lists Centered Conditioning Behavior

1 2 3 4 5 6 Constructs

3 : ; , 1 2 5 5 : ^ 5 Animal S-— Human S

' 2 1 1 1 5 5 Reflexive Higher
Process - ° ^ e rProcess

4 2 2 3 4 4 a ! . • Tied to Speculative— „ ,Data

1 1 3 5 5 1 Contro- . . . .  
versial Heu*-ral

3 1 1 2 2 4 Brain Behavior 
Related Related

Figure 2. Simplified sample rep grid.
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left hand pole of the construct, 4 a little along the pole of the right 

hand construct dimension, and 5 a great deal along that pole of that 
construct* A rating of 3 is reserved for the case where the elicited 

construct dimension does not apply to that particular element. The 

element does not fall within the range of convenience of that construct*■ 

Where an element at first appeared to the collaborator to fall equally 

within both poles of the dimension,.a forced choice was asked to be 
made.

A final, third phase was also carried out with each collaborator 

This phase consisted of employing a procedure that Hinkle (1965) termed 

"the hierarchical technique for eliciting the superordinate constructs 

of the preferred self hierarchy," or a laddering procedure. The lad

dering procedure begins by selecting one of the elicited constructs and 

inquiring of the collaborator which pole of the construct he preferred 

in his work or his role as a psychologist. The psychologist was then 

requested to construe some of the superordinate implications of this 

^preferred pole by askihg why this pole was important in his work as a 

psychologist or what advantage there was to this pole for psychology*
In providing this explanation, the collaborator inevitably gave a 
further construct dimension, which itself had a preferred pole. This 

laddering procedure was continued until the psychologist could no longer 

give further dimensions, usually stating something like, "that’s just 
the way it is*"



Subjects

The collaborators were chosen in a non-random fashion. The 

sample was selected from among the faculty at a major university along 

with a number of clinicians. The faculty and clinicians were chosen to 

represent a diverse range of theoretical approaches to psychology and 
psychotherapy.

Rep Grid Method

.Since the rep grid technique is not a widely known methodology, 

it was considered appropriate to present some material on the background 

of the technique. This presentation will consist of a brief review of 

rep grid literature and a discussion of. some of the underlying assump

tions of this technique.

Rep Grid Literature Review

It has been said that Kelly once stated that reliability is a 

measure of the extent to which a test is insensitive to change. Indeed, 

given rhmsphilosophy :of man as a 'form of motion, the meaning of perfect 

test-retest reliability becomes questionable (the person is dead?).
Nevertheless, a number of researchers have investigated the con

sistency of Kelly1s rep grid method. Hunt (1961), using a variety of 

retest intervals and role title conditions, found about 70 percent con

sistency, on the average, for the constructs elicited. Pederson (1958), 

using the same roles across two sessions, reported a 77 percent con

sistency, with 100 percent for constructs elicited using the roles of 
mother and father. In addition, Fjeld and LandfieId (1961) performed
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another experiment obtaining a Pearson product-moment correlation of .8. 
These studies seem to suggest that the rep grid is a reliable method for 
eliciting both figures and constructs.

Pederson (1958), cited above, also demonstrated that the first 

factor extracted in his test-retest study was very reliable. The number 

of factors extracted, however, was not reliable, which should not appear 

too surprising Since over 50 percent of the constructs were usually 

accounted for by the first factor. This study, in addition to the work 

of Jones (1954) and Jaspers (1963), seems to indicate that the rep grid 

is reliable for eliciting the main dimension of an individual's con

struct repertoire.

Kelly is also reported to have said that validity is the capacity 

of a test to tell us what we already know. Along these lines Landfield 

(1971) reported that a verbal analysis of the rep grid could reliably 

distinguish between university students who are socially well, adjusted 

and those who are not. He also believed it could reflect the degree of 
improvement of the maladgusted-students -in tpsycholotherapy.

Jaspers (1963) reported that the first factor extracted from the 
grid could be related to extraversion, intelligence, and neuroticism. 
Jones (1954) found that the first factor could be used as a measure of 

cognitive complexity which enabled him to distinguish psychiatric sub

jects from "normals." Initial work with the concept of cognitive com

plexity was also done by Bieri (1955, 1956, 1957), who believed that a 

more complex cognitive structure allowed the individual to make more 

discriminations of events in his environment than those people with a



simpler cognitive structure. Flynn (1959), however, used the first 

factor of the rep grid in a measure of what he termed "constellatoriness" 

(see Appendix B) and reported that this measure better accounted for 

variability in role behavior than cognitive complexity. Levy (1954,

1956) and Bennion (1959) also worked with the idea of constellatoriness 
(in addition to propositionality), attending especially to the effects 
of invalidation on these measures.

Further, Jones (1961) believed that the grid could be used to 

look at identification, as measured by the degree of concordance of 

self-perception and perception of others. He found a moderate-degree of 

identification in normals and either over- or under-identification in 

male psychiatric subjects. Binner (1958), Gottesmah (1962), and Hess 
(1959) unsuccessfully tried to relate measures of range of convenience 

and permeability from the rep grid to other measures of personality, 

while Lederman (1957) and Giles (1961) failed to obtain reliable 

measures, of sexual identification on the grid with their measures. 

Bannister (1962) and Bannister and Fransella (1966, 1967) reported that 

schizophrenics who were thought-disordered related constructs as if 
they were each virtually a separate dimension. Knowles and Purves 
(1965) reported that the ease with which subjects responded to verbal 

conditioning was related to their attitude toward the experimenter and 

their need for approval as measured by the grids. In addition,

Fransella and Bannister (1967) indicated that voting behavior could be 

predicted from evaluative constructs on the rep grid.
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Construing the rep grid in an alternative manner, Landfield 

(1961, 1964) studied the constructs of students in therapy. He developed 

nomothetic data by rating the students on social interaction, emotional 

arousal, and forcefulness.

Finally, Fransella (1965, 1971) was able to employ situations 
other than role titles as the elements in a rep grid used with adults 

(in much the same way it is proposed here to use psychology sentence 

elements). Ravenette (1969.) accomplished a similar task with children.

In 1970, Riedel reported on the use of a non-verbal, spatial technique 

with the rep grid, rather than the usual dependency upon verbal tasks 

in the elicitation of constructs.

Assumptions of Rep Grid Methodology

Underlying all of these efforts with the rep grid are a number 

of implicit assumptions which need to be elaborated. First, there is 

the assumption that preexisting constructs are being elicited by this 

rep grid technique.c This seems plausible as it seems unlikely that 

these constructs could be elicited only during the administration of 

the technique, and then again only when it was readmihistered at retest.
A second implication is that the constructs are at least somewhat per
meable, or open to the addition of new elements. This is suggested by 

the elicitation process itself where role titles are utilized.

. Kelly himself elaborated three other basic assumptions of his 

technique (1955)o One assumption might be expressed as positing that 

the "constructs elicited 'are.those used by the individual in his role- 
taking behavior. This issue is essentially similar to the problem with



projective tests. The question might be phrased, "Do the described 

constructs match the 'real' ones people use in coping with and ordering 

their world and social relationships?" Bender (1968) and Bannister 

(1971) have reported some work that tends to support this assumption.

A second assumption addressed by Kelly was that the constructs 
elicited are regnant over the subject's own role behavior in "real 

life." In addition, he discussed the supposition, implied in the rep 

grid, that the functional meaning of constructs is communicable. One 

final assumption of the rep grid technique might be listed. This is 

that all the figures used as elements are within the range of conve

nience of all the constructs, although they were elicited by triads 

of the elements. A few researchers have experimented with modifying the 

grid, changing its construct-contrast nature, to deal with this suppo

sition (Fjeld and Landfield, 1961).



III. RATIONALE FOR. THE DESIGN

Personal.Construction of Experience (Phenomenology)

Kelly emphasizes a phenomenological approach in the psychology 
of personal constructs and suggests superimposing normative data on it 
(1955). The idea is to lift the data from the individual "at a high 

level of abstraction" (p. 39) and then to become concrete about the 

individual's abstractions. This is his solution to the public-private 

domain issue and generalization problems (which we will subsequently 

address). He seeks to achieve an optimal balance between the precision 

of method and the vitality of the material.
By phenomenology Kelly means a theoretical position from which 

the outlook of the individual is considered a real phenomenon and as 

important, regardless of how accurately it corresponds to the reality 

outside the individual. In a sense, the individual's personal con

struction of his experience is a co-existing reality. As a real 

phenomenon, it is a suitable concern for psychological investigation. 
Examining the phenomenological experience of. the individual (idio- 
graphic study) is just the beginning for the psychologist; he must also 
relate his selection of relevant facts (his construction of the 

situation) to principles of human behavior (Kelly, 1955). This brings 

the events into the public domain although they were derived from a 

single case. Individuality of experience can thus become a subject of 

scientific hypotheses through abstraction. Kelly states,."We have
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already emphasized the.need to abstract behavior within the realm of 
the individual before making it a datum in any study of a group of 
individuals" (1955, p. 42)e Subsequently, this thesis shall have more 
to say about this issue.

Each study of an individual which a psychologist undertakes then 

becomes a problem of concept formation for him. He must abstract the 

essential features from the person1s stream of behavior at a high enough 

level to apply the constructs to a group of individuals. Occasionally, 
a psychologist will become locked within the construct that "every in

dividual is totally unique and cannot be understood in terms of the 

experience of another individual." This seems to be an inherently 

fallacious notion and a rather constricting conceptual distortion.

Kelly suggests that the psychologist in this situation is attempting to 

reduce people to a unipolar construct within his hierarchy, where all 

people become subsumed under the construct "unlikeness" (1955).

Group Research Designs

This thesis will attempt to present an alternative to the 

common group comparison design, where the constructs to be examined are 

usually supplied by the experimenter. In such a typical experimental 

approach, the experimenter systematically manipulates the independent 

variable and observes the dependent variable to obtain some group 

average. Such a design would not facilitate the goals of this project. 
The concepts of group average, between-subject variance, etc., seem 

antithetical to this investigation, which addresses dimensions psychol

ogists use in construing psychology. When the constructs have been
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supplied by the experimenter, it is difficult to'say anything definite 

about group differences because the subjects have been forced into 

employing the experimenter's personal construct system instead of their 
own. ' , . .

It seems that in the recent history of psychological research, 

there is an almost total reliance on variations of the between-subject 

group design. This methodology in some cases seems particularly in

effective for attempting to understand the person. Statistically, the 

overall result might yield no significant differences in comparison to 

a control group, yet a subgroup or individual might change dramatically 

(Bergen, 1966)„ In this case, the change remains unexplained and is 

treated as error variance. For example, Barlow and Hersen (1975), dis

cussing the use of group designs to investigate psychotherapy outcome, 

said:

Thus, attempts to apply an ill^defined and global treatment 
such as psychotherapy to a heterogeneous group of clients 
classified under a vague diagnostic category such as neurosis 
are incapable of answering the more basic questions on the
effectiveness of a specific treatment for a specific indi- -
vidual (p. 13).

The behavior studied in this project may be construed as a 
function of multiple variables. With so many factors present, weak
effects might be anticipated in a group study because it would be diffi

cult to isolate enough of the variance. Using the alternative design 

described above, it might be possible to begin tq identify the inde

pendent variables at work.. As stated above, however, at this point 

theory building is of much greater interest than theory testing. Further 

along in conceptualizing, it might be possible to attempt a group design
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in an experiment after relationships emerge which are based upon this 

single subject investigation. It might be possible to ask better 
questions after having abstracted from the private domain of the indi

vidual.
In evaluating an extensive (group design) versus an intensive 

(single subject design) design, two variables play an important role: 
variability and generalizability of findings (Barlow and Hensen, 1975). 

Group studies examine between-subject variability while single subject 

designs may be said to look, at the within-subject variability. Which, 

a priori, is a more important approach?

In our previous discussion, it was noted that it was often 

difficult to understand the meaning of individual differences when the 

construct dimensions are supplied by the experimenter. In some cases, 

the humanity of the subjects, as manifested by their own construing of 

the situation, tends to be conceived of as a source of error to be 

omitted. In applied research, often both the inter- and intra-subject 

variance-ds -large. If it is possible to generate some of the variables 
responsible for an effect using a single subject design, it might make 
later group designs more effective by parceling out some of the vari
ance.

Generalization Problems

Generalization of findings can be considered in a number of 

ways, among them generalizing from: an experimental group to a popu

lation represented by it, therapy sessions to "real life," the classroom 

to the job, psychologists to scientists, etc- Often, when conducting
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experiments in psychology, the experimental groups wind up being more 

heterogeneous than the experimenter had planned. It seems common to the 

point of being trite to read a scientist's exhortation in his discussion 

section warning the reader not to generalize his results to the popula

tion he had originally intended or implied.* Since the tendency is that 

the better (larger) the sample the experimenter can obtain, the more 
heterogeneous his groups tend to be, it is therefore concomitantly less 

likely that the mean obtained will represent a. particular individual. 

This factor makes it difficult to attempt to generalize from group 

studies to an individual.
The same basic problem is confronted in psychopathology when, 

for example, an attempt is made to say something about schizophrenics 

or phobics. In order to generalize, similar .groups are needed. Often, 

though the members of the group are very similar along some dimensions, 

they may be very different along other, more crucial, ones. At the 

other end of the spectrum is the effort to obtain very homogeneous 

groups , ̂ where #he  ̂ findings mre very applicable but not»widespread. The 

most homogeneous group would be a single subject design.
Consider, in the present case, an effort to assemble a homo

geneous group of psychologistsc What would be the characteristics that 

would truly characterize them as a group? Would it be theoretical 

orientation, sex, age, where trained, SES, or prestige of school? Is 

there a more heterogeneous group than psychologists? The point is that 

an experimenter can only generalize findings when he can demonstrate 

similar behavior and background in his groups,, Barlow and Hensen (1977)



51

give an amusing example of the great snake phobia: epidemic of the 

early 1960's. The behavioral techniques, while highly effective, were 
developed on female college sophomores, a population with a moderate 

fear of snakes. The techniques did not turn out to be quite the pana
cea that some predicted at the time (i.e., widely generalizable to a 
population of diverse psychiatric patients). The initial concern in 
using the alternative design was the generalizability of the results.

It often seems, however, that even traditional designs encounter a 

similar difficulty: it is as inherently difficult to generalize from

a group, study to an individual as it is to go from the individual study 

to a group.

It does seem possible to generate "scientific knowledge" through 

the study of the individual. This project is making that anticipation 

by using an alternative to the usual group comparison design. PCT is 

not a solipsistic theory. Generalizability, explanation, and predic

tions can be abstracted from the individual and applied with others 

through Kelly's corollaries of commonality and sociality (1955) (see 

Appendix A). These corollaries imply the possibility of shared personal 
meaning, agreed upon interpretations, and social validation. In one 
sense, a construct might be described as a situation when someone 

notices a difference (makes an abstraction), tells someone else, and 

they agree on a way to represent this construed difference. A construct 

system could then be seen as a related set of distinctions. It is 

therefore possible, though they experience the world -through their own 

personal constructs, for scientists to elaborate a frame of reference i
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in common. They could construct an agreed upon network of implications. 

This sentence itself might be construed as evidence for man's ability 

to share a common frame of reference though each individual's constructs 
are, of course, personal.

This point might become clearer if an example is elaborated.

It might be useful to contemplate an infant and its mother. As the 

child grows older, his mother plays an important role in the way in 

which the child construes the stream of events he experiences. The 

mother instructs the child in what distinctions (dimensions) to make, 

what to see and not to see, and how to perceive it (similar to Kuhn's 

paradigm in science). If no one did this with the child, he might grow 

up without roles, without a creative building ability, and with a 

negative construal of the world (Shotter, 1970). It would be an im

poverished place, empty of implications. Constructs, therefore, are 

not strictly personal, only personal in the ways they are applied by 

the individual. Constructs are derived from our actions (behavior)y 

which are in the public domain. Thus, they can be transmitted through 

schemes of established conventions, (such as statistics, languages, 
experimental designs, etc-). Knowledge.which was derived from an 
individual can be shared and transmitted to others. All of our present 

systems have limited ranges, though, and often overlap. There has been 

no universal system of constructs, although some may have thought so.

Prediction

What could the construct, "prediction," possibly mean in this 

system of “personal constructions" and "abstraction at a high level?"
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When we abstract a property from, the undifferentiated stream of reality 

around us, we are construing a replication (Kelly, 1955). In other 

words, as soon as we construe something we are implying that it will 

happen again. A psychologist is therefore making a prediction every 

time he construes the world in a particular way. This is the essence 

of Kelly's mah-in-motion, reality-is-flux concept. Exactly what is 
predicted using this system? Kelly states that it is not whole events 

(since time does not double back on itself), but the properties, that the 

individual abstracted when he construed events. A prediction is the 

intersection of these properties,, as he anticipates his world (Kelly, 

1955).
In order to understand whole events, the individual abstracts 

properties. In order to understand the abstracted constructs, the 

individual must concretize them. He would make sense of his abstracted

constructs by pointing them at events (Patterson, 1966). Predictions
: ■ . ■ - . . - ; derive from constructs that have been concretized. This essentially is

the scientint's t'raditibhal experimental evidence. Constructs are

validated only as an event happens which can be construed as the same
as the anticipated intersection of a particular set of properties
(Kelly, 1955).



IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

• The-field of psychology has some very finely elaborated and 

defined constructs regarding such interesting topics as how humans recall 
and retrieve word lists, the effects of different schedules of rein

forcement on the strength of a rat's.target behavior, and the behavioral 

correlates of the pattern of answers to a particular 566-item question

naire. 'Yet, there are'very few constructs for use in understanding the 

nature of the enterprise of psychology itself.. Such constructs as there 

are tend to be rather coarse and stereotyped. Theoretical orientation 

.(behavioral, cognitive, psychodynamic), or consensually delineated 

fields of study (comparative, physiological, environmental), or rigor

ousness (hard-nosed, soft-headed) may serve as examples. These con

structs tend to be one dimensional and devoid of implications in the 

Kellian sense. They are categories of psychology, not properties of 

psychology. The richness of the interactive process of a psychologist 

seeking knowledge is mostly beyond both the focus and the range of such 

constructions.
These circumstances may be said to characterize the current 

state of construing the field of psychology itself. There tends to be 

a focus in.obsessive detail on what happens after a psychologist 

assumes an hypothesis. There are few ways to discuss the more inter

esting phases that occur earlier and follow the collection of data. Of 

course, these factors become much less of a problem in the empiricist

54
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philosophy of science model. The doctrine of objectivity looks to the 

events themselves, as if they could somehow abstract themselves and speak • 
out in their own direct revelations of profound truth;to the psychologist 

(Kelly, 1955). If "knowledge” does not require a "knower,” then there 

is little need to focus upon the individual scientist as a “knower” who 

generates hypotheses and who generalizes from his data*

Kelly suggests that it may be more useful to see the scientist 

•as becoming a subject in his own research. He states (1969, p. 138),

“What he [the scientist] comes to think or what happens to him as a 

result of the experiment he performs is ah important empirical outcome, 

perhaps even more important than the changes .in his subjects,” ■ An over

emphasis on one. phase of scientific, knowledge-seeking behavior may 

leave out some of the most important elements in making scientific 

progress.
The results in this section will be pitched at a discovery 

level, in an attempt to generate possible constructions of these philo

sophy of science issues, A noted researcher on the effectiveness of 

psychotherapy, Allen E, Bergen, addressed this aspect of preliminary 
work on a topic in a recent journal debate (1980, p. 93) concerning 
what the criteria are for "admissible” and "inadmissible" evidence. He 

states, "It is unfortunate when overconcern about rules of verification 

prevents discovery of important phenomena, Miller (1972) has written 

eloquently in favor of studying problems in two phases: that of dis

covery and that of proof.” Bergen continues (p. 94) by quoting Miller:
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During the discovery or exploratory phase, I am interested 
in finding a phenomenon, gaining some understanding of the 
most significant conditions that affect it..*.During this 
phase I am quite free-wheeling and intuitive— follow hunches, 
vary procedures, try out wild ideas and take short-cuts. 
During it. I, usually am not interested in elaborate con
trols. .. .After I believe I have, discovered a phenomenon and 
understand something about.it comes the next phase of con
vincingly and rigorously proving this to myself and to the 
rest of the scientific community.

Elicited Constructs and Cluster Analyses . - 
During the rep grid task, the same dozen elementssupposedly 

tapping into.the dimensions, of mainstream.psychology, were given in 
identical triads to all the psychologists. The constructs that emerged 

were, in a general way, very similar across the entire sample. Each 
psychologist of course gave a unique pattern of personal constructs but, 

in the aggregate, there was remarkable similarity in the general content 
of the dimensions found useful to construe these particular elements.

A feeling for the extent of this similarity may be gained by examining

Table 1. Note especially that of the almost 100 constructs elicited,
■ • 1... approximately, three-fifths of those constructs were redundant. This 

high degree of overlap in construct content would suggest that, in a 
general manner, clinicians and researchers were using similar dimensions 
for construing the enterprise of mainstream psychology.

Following the elicitation of constructs, the psychologists were 
asked to rate the elements along the construct dimensions.. These 

ratings were subjected to a cluster analysis which simultaneously

1. Constructs that were, not given identical verbal labels, but 
judged by the writer to significantly overlap, were collapsed together. 
Construct frequency ranged from one to.nine.
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Table 1.

Elicited Constructs and Frequency

Elicited Constructs Number

Human-Animal • 9
Molar-Molecular 7
Data Or iented-Theoretical 7
Early Development-Present Learning 5
Physiological-Cognitive 5
Trivial (Irrelevant)-Significant (Relevant) 5
Laboratory-Clinical 5
Applied-Basic . 5
Individual Differences-Environment 4
Learning, Development-Human Cognition 3
Abnormal Development-Normal Development 3
Experiential-Physiological 3
Imprinting-Immediate Stimuli; 3
Philosophizing-Clinical Interest 2
Classical Conditionirig-Operant Conditioning 2
Self Awareness-Early Behavior 2
Behavioral-Experiential 2
Emotional-Nonemotional 2
Inner Control-External Control 2
Public Events-Private Events 2
Dynamic-Structural 1
S — R—S — 0 — R 1
Theory Based on Research-Theory Based on Clinical Experience 1 
Behavior Statis-Behayipr Change 1
Imprinting-Long Term Behavioral Stimuli 1
Genetic-Nongenetic 1
Personal, Nonscientific-Scientific, Logical 1
Controversial-Noncontroversial 1
Spiritual-Materialistic 1
Genetic-Environmental 1
Child-Adult 1
Motivational-Mechanistic 1
Historical-Immediate Focus 1
Holistic-Brain as the Organ of Behavior 1
Brain-Mind 1
Learning as a Process-Content of Learning 1
Higher Mental Processes-Irrelevance of Consciousness 1
Social Interaction-Individual Performance 1

96
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clusters both constructs and elements in the data matrix. The Bio- 

Medical Data Processing program 3M (BMDP3M) for block clustering by 

John Hartigan (1979) of Yale University was utilized. This method of 

clustering is primarily appropriate when each construct has very few 
distinct values and the data is.treated as categorical or nominal.
Tree diagrams illustrating the sequence in which the constructs are 
grouped into clusters are presented in Appendix C. Tree diagrams 
illustrating the sequence in which the elements are grouped into 
clusters are also presented in Appendix G for several of the grids ob

tained. The main interest for this project, however, is focused upon 

the construct cluster analysis.
Inspection of the cluster diagrams does not reveal any strong, 

distinct trends concerning the manner in which the patterns of clini

cians differ from those of researchers. Certainly, within each group, 

some psychologists' patterns tend to cluster together sooner than others. 

It might be said that for these psychologists, their superordinate con

's true tS' tend to be more consteilatory over the range of these clusters. 
This relation might also be described as the construct hierarchies 
being tighter or looser in their construction (see Kelly, 1955). These 
results are important information for the individual scientist, and could 
form the basis.for another dimension along which to construe the classi

fication, of scientists. These findings, however, do not contribute to 

the development of any distinction along the dimension of clinician- 

researcher. Such lack of distinction is interesting and mildly sur-. 

prising. In fact, these findings are consistent with the results of 

the laddering of superordinate construct hierarchies, if one is willing
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to grant that the pattern of cluster convergence is potentially 

analogous to the convergence of the psychologist1s superordinate con
structs (as Kelly’s Organization Corollary would suggest. Appendix A).
The use of the laddering technique7 as will be discussed shortly, 
resulted in similar content of the superordinate construct hierarchies 
of both clinicians and researchers for both the series and the apexes,

Construct Hierarchies and Regnancy

One of the most interesting discoveries of the thesis concerns 

what happens when a psychologist is asked to "ladder up" from the 

elicited constructs« This procedure elicits the hierarchical organi
zation of the scientist’s construct system. The psychologists began 
with their own constructs (not those of an Experimenter or textbook 

delineations) and described progressively more superordinate dimensions 

regarding how they construed psychology. These dimensions invariably 

become more and more personal. The results of the laddering procedure 

are compiled in Appendix D. The connection between the science of 

psychology and the personal beliefs and ardently-held values of the 
individual psychologist was apparent. It was evident that the psycho
logist's superordinate constructions of his field were passionate in 
nature. At the apex of these hierarchies there were generally constructs 
along the lines of "greater human happiness," "peace of mind," "sur

vival of the species," or "self-actualization."

The passionate nature of a scientist’s superordinate constructs 

has many implications for how he thinks about psychology, how he behaves 

toward the field (role), how he goes about seeking knowledge, etc.
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Whereas some other constructions of the field of psychology tend to be 

one-dimensional and rather empty of implications, a hierarchical inves
tigation of construals of psychology has as its essence an implicative 
network. An important component of implications within a hierarchy is 

the notion of regnancy.
Regnancy, according to Websterfs (1963), is defined in terms of 

having power or control over something^ In Kelly's PCT (1955), the term 
refers to the relationship between superordinate and subordinate con
structs, such that the superordinate construct fixes the realm of the 

constructs it subsumes. This logical relationship is important here to 

the interpretation of the data because it tends to validate Polanyi's 

assertions regarding the passionate, nature of a scientist's.commitment. 

This relation will be explored further through concrete example.

Begin with a construal of a common object, such as a hammer.

It is possible to subsume the construct of hammer under another con

strual such as "tool," which itself may be subsumed under, say, "pro- 

^duct%of c 1 vili,za#ion.11 - This would represent laddering up a particular 

construct organization. It is also possible for "hammer," in turn, to 
subsume other constructs, such as a claw hammer or a sledge hammer.
This would represent pyramiding down from a particular construct (see 
Figure 3). The essential point, however, is that the constructs that 

are.more superordinate fix the realm of those constructs subsumed under

neath them. Thus, any object that is construed as being a hammer has
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Product of Civilization

Tool

Spade WrenchHAMMER
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12 oz 1 lb 2 lb8 oz

TrueBlack &
Decker Value

Figure 3. Construct hierarchy.
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' • ■ ' ' ' "  ■' V  ' ■ 2to be a tool, in this particular person's hierarchy. Similarly, a

Black and Decker 8 oz. claw hammer is a product of civilization. :

This same relationship can be seen in the hierarchical con

struction of the individual scientists regarding psychology. Some 
examples are as follows. Figure 4 would suggest that for this psychol

ogist both the maximization of the pursuit of happiness and self- 

actualization are regnant over the construct of an experimental, basic 

research approach to the enterprise of psychology. Such an approach 

could hardly be carried out without the personal commitment and personal 

judgment of the scientist pursuing these possibilities. Such a project, 
further, would not be undertaken if the passion behind it were only for 

impersonal knowledge, in a vision of the universe from which people are 

absent. Figure 5, in a similar manner, demonstrates that such con

structs as peace of mind and helping to bring people through crises are 

regnant over the pursuit of knowledge through investigating abnormal 

psychological developments, in this scientist's construal of psychology. 

For a personality psychologist, the elicited hierarchical organization 

(Figure 6) would imply that research into developmental, long-term 

processes is based upon a belief of the need for understanding our own 

self-consciousness and an awareness of creation myths.

2. That this relation holds does not deny that a hammer could 
also be construed along other dimensions, such as a "weapon." This 
distinction forms the basis of Kelly's notions of preemptive and con- 
stellatory constructs. A preemptive construct fixes its elements in its 
own realm exclusively. For instance, a retarded person is construed as 
"nothing but" retarded. Regnancy implies a constellatory relationship 
(nonexclusive fixing of membership). For instance, a person.with an 
antisocial personality disorder "must be" an individual who does not 
follow society's rules, yet he/she may also be depressed, psychotic, etc.
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Figure 4. Hierarchy derived from the elicited constructs of a physio
logical psychologists Only preferred poles are shown.
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Figure 5. Hierarchy derived from the elicited constructs of a com
parative psychologist. Only preferred poles are shown.
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Figure 6» Hierarchy derived from the elicited constructs of a per
sonality psychologist. Only preferred poles are shown.
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An additional finding using the laddering techniques was the 

eventual convergence of the elicited constructs at higher levels of 
superordination. The Organization Corollary (see Appendix A) would lead 

one to anticipate repetition and convergence in a series of superor

dinates.

These examples are typical of the results obtained across all 

collaborating psychologists (see Appendix D). It would seem appro

priate to conclude that for these psychologists, scientific inquiry is 
based upon a superordinate system of beliefs. This may appear to be a 

self-evident and rather trivial conclusion, yet it goes against the 

grain of the current empiricist Zeitgeist of science. The current 

Zeitgeist would hold that doubt rather than belief forms the basis of 

knowledge. Pdlanyi (1958, p. 290) writes that the empirical method 

suggests that

[T]he acceptance of unproven beliefs was the broad road to 
darkness, while truth was approached by the straight and 
narrow path of doubt....The method of doubt is a logical 
corollary of objectivism. It trusts that the uprooting of 
all voluntary components of belief will leave behind unas
sailed a residue of knowledge that is completely determined 
by the objective evidence. Critical thought trusted this 
method unconditionally for avoiding error and establishing 
truth. , :

Descartes held that universal doubt would purge the mind of all 

opinions based merely upon trust, allowing only knowledge firmly 

grounded in reason to enter. Kant, in Critique of. Pure Reason, declared 

that there is no room for mere opinion, only real knowledge, and that 

short of possessing such knowledge we must refrain from all judgments.

Yet, as was outlined in Polanyi1s arguments above, truly im

personal criteria^for knowledge are impossible. The doubting of any
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explicit statement is therefore not impersonal? it implies an attempt 

to deny the belief in another statement (see Dichotomy Corollary, 

Appendix A). Science is not a random process. Without some kind of 

intellectual passion, scientific inquiry would spread out to trivial
ities (Polanyi, 1958). F o r  instance, Polanyi points out that "facts" 

thought to be crucial at one point in scientific history may simply 
fade away later through a lack of interest. What sorts of visions and 

beliefs, then, guide the discovery of evidence? The superordinate 

hierarchies elicited from these scientists would certainly offer some 

points from which to begin inquiry.

Clinician-Researcher Differences

A second pattern that emerged during the laddering technique 

concerned a difference between the way in which those psychologists who 

view themselves as researchers and those psychologists who view them

selves as clinicians construe the enterprise of psychology. This trend 

in itself is not particularly surprising. This thesis, however, shall 

go on to contend that these differences do not concern construing the 

content of psychology as might be initially hypothesized, but concern 
construing the implications of psychology. It will further be asserted 
that this distinction has an intimate connection with Kelly’s notion of 

"role” (1955), and with the whole edifice that Polanyi raised: personal

knowledge as a passionate, intellectual commitment.

This pattern first emerged as what will be called a "split” 

during the laddering elicitation phase. In attempting to elicit from 

the collaborators why the preferred pole of their construct was



68

inportant to the enterprise of psychology,.those who construed them

selves as clinicians could not respond without making a clear dis
tinction first between why that pole was important to the field of 
psychology and why that pole was important to them as psychologists,

This "split" seemed to imply that the hierarchy elicitation process 

itself was evoking another construct dimension from clinicians? one 

that was superordinate to the procedure. This construct in general 

appeared to have at one pole "psychology as an activity" and at the 

other "my activity as a psychologist." It will be asserted that this 

dichotomy has important implications for how the psychologist enacts 

his role as a psychologist, i.e., how he behaves as a scientist.

The nature of this split gains importance because it would 

appear that in other respects the construct systems of clinicians and 

researchers are essentially similar. It should be recalled that the 

ways in which clinicians and researchers construed the elements were 

basically akin. The laddered superordinate constructs were markedly 

vpWfaTlel;except 'fdf the;addition of Another loop that did not emerge in 

researcher hierarchies. These'loops, based upon the "my activity as a 
psychologist" pole, eventually converged upon the same highly super- 
ordinate constructs as the series generated by "psychology as an 

activity." These very superordinate constructs for clinicians resembled 

strongly, or at times were identical to, the apex constructs for 

researchers. All were personal commitments and beliefs and were 

passionate in nature.
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My..construal of this situation can be clarified by a concrete 

example« Figure 7 illustrates this split in the elicited hierarchy of 

a clinical psychologistf using just a single construct that he 

generated. As beforer the construal of "happiness" would be regnant 

over the pursuit of research into individual differences» In the other 

loop a more obvious relationship is evident: happiness exercises

control over the choice of personal preferences.

The beginnings of this split started to emerge during the 

laddering of the hierarchies of a few researchers also. The distinc

tion was not pursued anywhere nearly as ardently of persistently, how

ever, by researchers as by clinicians. This "splitting" relationship 

held across the sample of those who construe themselves to be clini

cians.

Factor Analyses and the 
Implications of Clinician Construals

It was in the final analysis of this intensive investigation 

of the manner in which psychologists construe the field of psychology 

that a potentially significant trend emerged. This trend concerns the 
implications of the psychologists' construals and forms the basis for a 
possible explanation of the "split" observed during the laddering 

elicitation phase. Before this explanation is entered into, the 

specifics of this trend will be presented as well as the way in which 

the meaning of these specifics was construed*

%In this final stage, a principal components factor analysis, 

with Varimax. rotation, was performed on the constructs of each
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Figure 7. Hierarchies derived from the elicited constructs of a
clinical psychologist. Only preferred poles are shown.
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individual psychologist's rep grid. Table 2 presents some data that 

are of interest.

Table 2.
Average Cumulative Variance Explained and Average Cumulative 

Proportion of the Total Variance for the First Two 
Factors for Clinicians and Researchers

Factor Cumulative 
Variance Explained

Cumulative 
of Total

Proportion
Variance

Clinician Researcher Clinician Researcher

1 4.88 3.33 61.4% . 41.3%

1 + 2 . 6.20 5.20 76.8% 64.9%

The variance explained by each factor is the eigenvalue for that factor. 
Total variance is defined as the sum of the diagonal elements of the 
correlation matrix.

It would appear that there is a tendency for clinicians to have 

a greater proportion of the variance of their rep grid ratings explained 

by the first, or the first two, factors. The range;of eigenvalues for 

factor 1 for clinicians was 3.70 to 5.33, with a mean of 4.88. The 
3.70 value was obtained by the one clinical psychologist in the sample 
who was also ah academician. Without this value, the range for clini

cians was an even more striking 5.02 to 5.33, with a mean of 5.17. 

Researchers, meanwhile, obtained a range of eigenvalues of 2.64 to 

4.38, with a mean of 3.33. In terms of percentages, the first factor 

for clinicians tended to explain about 61.4% of the variance, while for 

researchers this figure was only 41.3%.
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These findings.suggest that on a phenomenological level the 

implications of the clinicians* construals are very sparse. So much of 

the variance is accounted for by the clinicians’ first factors that, 

compared to the pattern of researchers, the smaller factors are rela

tively empty of implications. In other words, researchers display a 

relatively richer pattern or network of implications for their con
struals of the enterprise of mainstream psychology. This relationship 

cannot be accounted for by asserting that the particular elements chosen 

for this project presented different ranges of convenience problems for 

each group (although it is probable that the foci of convenience are 

different for clinicians and researchers). The elements were chosen to 

represent mainstream psychology,, and most triads included a "clinical" 

element. More important, it will be recalled that the content of the 

constructs elicited by the grid method was in a general way the same 

for both groups; i.e., clinicians and researchers construed similar 

dimensions. This relationship is analogous to the distinction of 

capacity versus performance made elsewhere in psychology. Clinicians, 
therefore, appear to be making the same sorts of distinctions among the 
elements, but they do not seem to employ them in the same manner.

These findings emerge from and are best illustrated by the 

individual case. Tables 3 and 4 (Clinical Psychologist and Physio

logical Psychologist, respectively) display the factor loadings greater 

than ± .40 for the first three factors against the constructs elicited 

by the.grid. For the Clinical Psychologist, it can be seen that Factor 

1 loads significantly onto every construct except the relatively simple
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Table 3.

Rotated Factor Loadings for a Clinical Psychologist 
Shown Across All Constructs Elicited by the Rep Grid

Clinical Psychologist 1
Factor

2 . ' 3

Abstract Concepts —  Concrete Concepts . .60 .79 —

Developmental Focus —  Environmental Focus .81 *- -

Motivation —  Mechanistic, Without Awareness .79 - -

Individual Focus —  Nomothetic .57 .72
Environmental'-- Physiological .81 .47

Historical Approach —  Immediate Focus .88 - --

Theoretical Approach —  Specific, Factual ■ ' .58 o 80 —

Animal--  Human — - o 88 —

Only values greater than ± .40 are displayed»
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■ Table 4.

Rotated Factor Loadings for a Physiological Psychologist 
Shown Across All Constructs Elicited by the Rep Grid

Physiological Psychologist 1
Factor

2 3

Human —  Animal -.82 ' —— —

Imprinting —  Long-Term Learning .85 —— —

Basic, Experimental —  Applied, Clinical .81 - o 41

Learning Oriented — Motivational — .52 '- —  ■

Genetic —  Nongenetic -.98 —

Normal Development -- Abnormal Development — — — .85

Emotional —  Nonemotional - — -.83

Environmentally Determined—  Determined by Heredity — .98 —

Only values greater than + .40 are displayed.
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Animal-Human dimension. This factor appears to be a gross, "General" 

factor which is not very discriminating. It may represent a "Concerns 

Clinical Subject" versus "Does Not Concern Clinical Subject" factor. 

Factor 2, which will be labeled a "Theoretical, Clinical Focus" factor, 

loads heavily onto five constructs and appears to account for a good 

deal of the remaining variance. Factor 3 for the Clinical Psychologist 

did not have any large factor loadings at all. This picture can be 

contrasted with the pattern obtained for the Physiological Psychologist. 

In this case, Factor 1 (the largest, accounting for 34 percent of the 

variance) loaded onto only four constructs to any degree, and appeared 

to represent a "Laboratory, Experimental" factor. Factor 2, accounting 

for 25 percent of the variance, loaded very significantly but only onto 

two of the constructs. It represented a "Genetic" factor. For the 

Physiological Psychologist, Factor 3 still accounted for 19 percent of 

the variance, and in general seemed to represent a "Development 

Research" factor.

If this trend is in fact a valid one, what practical meaning 

does this poverty of an implicative network have for construing the 
enterprise of mainstream psychology? In order to propose an answer, it 

may prove useful to return to the data that first aroused our interest, 

the split that was most prominent for clinicians that emerged during the 

laddering technique. This duality in the hierarchical superordinate 

organization, when considered in the light of the overall pattern of 

thesis results, suggests that clinicians do not. project themselves as 

variables or subjects in the research enterprise. Kelly (1955) would
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describe this relationship, or lack of one, in terms of role 
constructs.

Kelly (1955, p. 97) defines a role in terms of PCT as "a 
psychological process based upon the role player's construction of 

aspects of the construction systems of those with whom he attempts to 

join in a social enterprise." In other words, PCT posits that an indi

vidual acts in terms of the construed significance of another's behavior, 

not the actual overt behavior (as behaviorists imply). Role constructs, 

thus, are whatever one does in the light of his understandings of 

others' outlooks. It is asserted that the lack of implications derived 

from the clinicians' grids is due to different role constructions that 

clinicians employ from those who view themselves as researchers.

The split between the roles of scientist and practitioner has 

concerned the field of psychology for quite some time and continues to 

do so. Although the marriage of clinical practice to scientific 

psychology was endorsed.by the APA at the 1949 Boulder Conference, the 

researcher-practitioner model has always generated controversy. The 

recent growth of professional schools is one such controversy. A large 
percentage of practitioners., trained in research as clinical psycho
logists, nonetheless construe scientific investigation as irrelevant 

to their experience. A study of clinical psychologists trained shortly 

after World War II suggests that a very small percentage of psychologists 

produces almost all of the field's publications (Kelly et al., 1978) .

Over 90 percent never even publish their doctoral dissertations.

Further evidence of clinicians' construals concerning research emerge
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in a survey by Bedman. and Shapiro (1970). Out of a sample of 16,000, 

only 85 clinical psychologists were willing to participate in a psycho
therapy research project. Can clinical work and research regarding 

clinical work (often described as messy and not having attained a 

scientific level) be scientific?

Consideration of the issue of a clinical psychologist's con

struction of his relationship to science (and thus to other scientists) 

will bring this thesis full circle to some of the philosophy of science 

issues that we initially confronted. It is posited that the split and 

lack of implications observed in the thesis data are dependent upon an 

impassionate view of science and the contradictions inherent in the 

current empiricist model.

A science that deals with living persons appears to.be logically 

different from a science dealing with inanimate things. The subject of 

clinical psychology is. undeniably people, not analogue animal studies 
or investigations of single dimensions of people. The processes that a 

scientist uses in conducting his research and making sense out of it in 

clinical psychology are identical with the processes he is investiga
ting. In Kelly's man-as-scientist model (1955), both the research and 
research topic would include all phases of the CPC cycle discussed 

above (generating hypotheses, testing them out, generalizing the data). 

Whereas the research psychologist can generally keep his "data" more 

distant (the effect of the current role played by the experimenter- 

subject dichotomy), the clinical psychologist's construction of his 

subject matter must also take into account that the "subject matter"
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has personal constructs of its own concerning the research interaction. 

Mutuality is no longer at a minimum.. The observer is facing an 

observer*

The clinician's role continually involves hypothesis testing 

and generalization from data, constantly overlapping and intertwining 

on many levels. Because the events are so complex (the interaction of 

one construing being with another, or a group of others), the clinician 

cannot afford to slow down> stop the interactions? and engage in an 

extensive testing phase* Yet, Polanyi (1958) asserts that the empiri

cist illusion can only be’ kept up when statements are tested one by one, 

while the entire background network of untested assumptions remains 

unexamined.

If a scientist is confronted with many of his beliefs at once, 

he may be unable to maintain the illusion of the utility of empiricist 

doubt, and be forced to acknowledge the role of personal knowledge in 

seeking to understand his experience and that of others. If he con- 

'tinues to construe "science" in terms of its present almost exclusive 

emphasis upon the testing phase of the CPC, he is likely to find the 
process irrelevant to his experience. Although able to construe 

psychology in its present empiricist terms, clinical psychologists seem 
to find that such a construction of science has little meaning for 

them, i.e,, a lack of implications. This split of clinician versus 

researcher in the manner in which construals of the enterprise of 

psychology are employed would seem to hold true, only if science con

tinues to be viewed as an impersonal process.
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Inappropriately attributing the lack of relevance to "the"

scientific model is an example of preemptive construing: a scientific

psychology is "nothing but" an irrelevant, strictly empiricist model. 
Clinicians could alternatively view their scientific experience in more 

hierarchical dimensions and construe a scientific psychology that 
includes personal knowledge and the entire CPC cycle. This process for 

developing truly scientific psychology is a two-way street, however. 

Researchers, on the other, hand, tend to regard the knowledge derived 

from their research efforts as impersonal. The researchers' presen

tation of their data as "truth," directly revealed through their 

experiments, leads clinicians to construe researchers and their efforts 

as irrelevant. As such, a construction of a role as a researcher (in 

the Kellian sense) would be impossible for a clinician.

If these findings hold up as research progresses to a nomothetic 

phase, it may yield a possibly more complex and more realistic manner 

(a hierarchical one) of construing the scientist-practitioner dis

tinction that has concerned the field for so long.. This approach may 
prove more fruitful than documenting clinician-researcher differences 
along single dimensions that are only relevant to the experimenter who 
devised them.



V. SOME FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

This thesis.has presented some preliminary work aimed at under

standing how psychologists themselves construe the enterprise of 

psychology. Its guiding theme has been reflexlvity, i.e», attempting 

to understand the results of science in terms that apply to the enter

prise of Science itself. This reflexive approach may serve to broaden 
and enrich dur understanding of'psychology* In addition,■it may have 

implications that are not limited to psychology itself.

For example,.the "queen" of the sciences, physics, can re- 

flexively explain the behavior of physicists only in terms of movement, 

energy, etc. Unless one believes the Laplacean notion that knowledge 

of all atomic data could substitute for a.knowledge of experience, one 

would have difficulty explaining how the field of physics progresses, 

considering the model of impersonal knowledge that was constructed in 

this thesis. Epistemological questions are crucial issues for all 

sciences. It is ironic that psychology, a field that has strained 
itself by borrowing so heavily from the constructs of physics in an 
effort to appear scientific, may be able to contribute something vitally 

important to the human process of physics.

Kuhn*3 Historical Analysis of Science 

Thomas Kuhn addressed a similar problem in a somewhat•different 

context by carrying out an historical analysis of science (1962). In

80
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The Structure of Scientific Revolution he examined what he termed the 

science "paradigm." He described the paradigm as a set of generally 

accepted assumptions and rules regarding the nature of problems in a 
given discipline (ontology) and the appropriate means for addressing 
them (epistemology)= The paradigm affects both what the scientist looks 

for and how he sees it. In some aspects, this concept could be analogous 
to the dimensions that the individual scientist uses in conducting 

research.

Kuhn goes on to outline the process of change in paradigms. He 

sets out that the myopic cultivation of the paradigm into its most 

minute technical details sets the stage for its own demise by high

lighting the paradigm's deficiencies or anomalies. The tenacity of 

holding to a paradigm in the face of anomalies is seen by Kuhn as an 

asset because frequent, impulsive shifts in paradigms would not allow 

for the intense research accomplished during the period of "normal" 

science. Kuhn describes the growing insecurity of followers of the 

paradigm as inadequacies of the model become more apparent, and the 

attempt at salvage during the paradigm crisis period as anomalies 
become more apparent and efforts to explain more ad hoc and strained.
Kuhn states, however, that there will not be a paradigm revolution un

less a viable alternative, competing paradigm emerges to declare the 

current scientific theory invalid. He believes that theories are not 

evaluated in isolation against neutral facts but against competing 

theories (1962). This process is analogous to the change in the dimen

sions along which the individual scientist construes his experience 

which this thesis seeks to understand.
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Kuhn (1962) believes that this process is.crucial to the growth 

of knowledge and, similar to PCT, that science does not progress by 

"truth accretion»M He proposes a repetitive cycle of static and dynamic 

phases to scientific growth and progress, consisting of normal science, 
crisis, and paradigm revolution.

The Cycle of Experience ■

Similarly, this project hopes to initiate a further examination 

of the cycle of an individual scientist's experience of construing 

psychology and doing research. PCT postulates that experience consists 

of a cycle of five phases: anticipation of events, investment, en

counter with these events, confirmation or disconfirmation of the 

construals, and constructive revision followed by new anticipations 

(Kelly, 1955) . As contrasted with a behavioral framework, PCT postu

lates that the outcome of a person's experience is not merely a tendency 

to repeat or avoid the experience. The person is likely to be forming 

new questions about his experience rather than to be just concretely 
repeating what has been reinforced.. In PCT jargon, the person is con

struing the replications of his actions (Kelly, 1955)V
All scientists make these kinds of anticipations of events? 

they couldn't survive in their professions unless they were able to 

(Polanyi, 1968)» It is possible, however, to fail to enter the invest

ment phase of the experiential cycle, and there are several ways this 

might occur.. For example, experiential cycles that are based on 

automaton-like construction (where there is an anticipation of events 

but not an investment) are not able to generate a social process (see
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Commonality and Sociality CorollariesAppendix A). An individual 

scientist would then not genuinely encounter the experience of his 
constructs (the third phase), and it would therefore be impossible to 

disconfirm them. He could then only relate to events mechanically. The 

predictive failures of his constructs could only be attributed to 

"something out there," as he did not experience the consequences of his 

predictions by failing to invest in them. The scientist would cease to 

learn through experience and would essentially be experiencing the same 

experience over and over again. This is one example of a PCT view of 

the experience of construing psychology and doing research,,

Another example of failure to "experience" might be seen in the 

notion of hostility (Kelly, 1955). This construct in PCT does not imply 

the current usage as an impulse to destroy, but is viewed as a continued 

effort to extort validational evidence in favor of a type of prediction 

already disconfiritied. This involves the terminal phase of the experi

ential cycle (constructive revision) where the psychologist evaluates 

the initial anticipation of his construct and the resultant behavioral 
commitment. This extortion of evidence (hostility) can happen when 
the revision would involve the psychologist * s core constructs or if his 
superordinate constructs are relatively impermeable. An example of 

hostility might be the scientist construing relevant data as "noise" or 

as a methodological error in his design when such data do not fit into 

the anticipations he made (employing the.dimensions he used to construct 
hypotheses about a question he is interested in).
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A third way to avoid the experience phase of the creativity 

cycle might be exemplified by the psychologist who employs dimensions 

in his research that have a high degree of complexity, but lack a 

hierarchy (similar in process to the schizoid personality) (see Frag

mentation Corollary, Appendix A)• In a sense, the psychologist would 

have no superordinate philosophy to guide his research. This would 

narrow the range of convenience of his constructs so that no other 

constructs could be subsumed. The dimensions that he would employ in 

conducting research, therefore, would consist of constructs that would 

be discontinuous and very concrete, wholly related to specific objects 

and specific people. The psychologist would spend his time searching 

out minute bits of behavior and muscle twitches, unable to-realize these 

observations into an understanding of a "person." This would imply the 

inability to have more than one view or to participate in a truly 

social process with others.
The notion of a construct (as opposed to a "dispassionate," 

empirical concept) introduces the criteria of relevance and responsi

bility into psychology (Holland, 1970). Psychological experiments are 
not "pure," uncontaminated situations but are seen as forms of human 

relationships (Mair, 1970). From this theoretical position, the 

psychologist would examine not only his "results" but his relationship 

with.his "subjects" and his data. In other words, the psychologist 

would establish a personal role in his experiment. A role is a course 

of activity, a meaningful social interaction. Grinding out testable 

hypotheses is not all a psychologist is seen as doing. Are the questions
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he is asking irrelevant? Do they add to the .conceptual framework? Does 

it matter what the outcome of the experiment is? . The dimensions that a 

scientist employs are not random, they are personal constructs. Our 

graduate schools seem to spend much time teaching psychologists experi

mental design yet spend little time on choice of issue and the "moral" 

issues of choosing our facts. What happens before an hypothesis is 

assumed? What happens, after data are collected^ when the generali

zation process begins?

Some future lines of investigation can. be construed from the 

preliminary work of this thesis. Many commentators on psychology have 

suggested, in varying terminology, that the CPC cycle does not work well 

in our field. Bannister (1971) asserts that there has been a split into 

loose and tight psychologies, where participants are frozen into their 

positions. He stated that there seems little regard for the level of 

the psychologistls abstraction, and that there is a lack of a hierar

chical network in lines of research. He believed that this fosters a 

cbnfTlct bf vitality of material versus the precision of the method in 
psychology. Shotter (1970) agreed, stating that it is almost a truism 
today to state that there has been an explosion of "facts" in psychology, 
but not a wealth of thoughts (after Cassirier, 1944).

For example, one might speculate on why a psychologist would 

stop developing as a researcher. One construal might be that his 

experience allowed him to develop a relatively good (predictive) con

struct system, which became his core constructs. Eventually he might 

fear invalidation of these constructs and "stop experimenting with
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life." In addition, colleagues may have come to anticipate his behavior 

in a very stable manner, and are likely to be hostile to any change.



VI o SUMMARY

The gist of the line of argument of this thesis and the issues

it has made an effort to address is expressed eloquently by Brett (1953,

p» 725) in the conclusion of his History of Psychology;

Speculation is the lifeblood of science, too much methodological 
purism may tend to dry it up* The day may soon dawn when 
psychologists will tackle the problems that interest them, 
whether scientific or technological or historical, in their own 

. way, combining imagination in formulating hypotheses with in
genuity and thoroughness in testing them* And they may forebear 
to write those tedious introductory chapters so common in text
books of the first forty years of the twentieth centuryin 
which they maintained that their way of doing psychology was 
the only scientifically respectable one» One bright idea which 

. is testable is worth a whole book of advice on how to make 
psychology scientific.
Some of the major disasters of mankind have been produced by 
the narrowness of men with a good methodology....To set limits 
to. speculation is treason to the future.

A. N. Whitehead (1929)

The proposition that science be construed as essentially a line 

of argument (Polanyi, 1946) has been advanced in this thesis. This 

thesis was therefore not an attempt to conduct an experiment that, would 

stand up in the court of science forever, but a more modest effort to do 
a simple "thesis" (from the Greek for "contemplation").

This does not constitute a.denial that there are alternative 

constructions, such as science as an empirical discipline; rattier, it 

merely states that the presented construction might be a more useful 

one. Science, like any argument, is based on certain premises, or 

givens. This thesis has attempted to investigate those premises. The

87
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method chosen was an examination of the dimensions along which scientists 

construe research, or the ways in which they ask questions about their 

experience. The personal constructs of individual scientists were 

chosen to assess science's premises because science is a human process.

It consists of people, not "fields11 or "branches of knowledge."
Knowledge is a psychosocial phenomenon? therefore, it seemed useful to 

attempt to study the psychological processes of scientists, our present- 

day sanctioned knowledge-seekers *

In the preceding pages, this particular line of argument of 
construing science was outlined. Scientific knowledge was viewed as 

depending'more upon man's means of expression and his modes of existence 

than on laws of nature. The rule systems of science were also seen as 

psychosocial processes and not as existing naturally in nature.

Data were presented which, it is asserted, demonstrate the 

regnancy of the individual scientist's personal construct system over 

his efforts of. seeking scientific knowledge. Other data were also pre
sented suggesting that although clinicians are capable of construing 

mainstream psychology in terms of normal science structures, they do not 
enter into a role relationship with the scientific enterprise because 
the present Zeitgeist of impersonal, empirically derived knowledge is 

contradictory to their experience. This contradictory experience was 

viewed as almost inescapable because of the unique nature of a broadly 

construed "science" of psychotherapy.

It seems appropriate to close with a quote from the man whose 

work was the philosophical inspiration for this effort:
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What I think this view of man as the paradigm of the 
scientist— and vice versa— does mean is that the ultimate 
explanation of human behavior lies in scanning man1s under
takings, the questions he asks, the line of inquiry he 
initiates and the strategies he employs, rather than in 
analysing the logical pattern of the events with which he 
collides. Until one has grasped the nature of man's under
takings, he can scarcely hope to make sense out of the 
muscular movements he observes or the words he hears spoken. 
In dealing with human behavior we inevitably find ourselves 
confronted with the human ingenuity, it expresses. And that 
is the point of confrontation at which most psychology breaks 
down.

(Kelly, 1969, p. 82)
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Fundamental Postulate

A person's processes are psychologically channelized by the ways in 
which he anticipates events.

Corollaries

CONSTRUCTION COROLLARY: A person anticipates events by construing
their replications*

INDIVIDUALITY COROLLARY: Persons differ from each other in their
construction of events.

ORGANIZATION COROLLARY: Each person characteristically evolves, for
.his convenience in ..anticipating events, a construction system 
embracing ordinal relationships between constructs.

DICHOTOMY COROLLARY: A person's construction system is composed of a
finite number of dichotomous constructs.

CHOICE COROLLARY: A person chooses for himself that alternative in a
dichotomized construct through which he anticipates the greater 
possibility for extension and definition of his system.

RANGE COROLLARY: A construct.is convenient for the anticipation of a
finite range of events only.

EXPERIENCE COROLLARY: A person's construction system Varies as he
successively construes the' replications of events.

MODULATION COROLLARY: The variation in a person's construction system
is limited by the permeability of the constructs within whose 
range of convenience the variants lie.

FRAGMENTATION COROLLARY: A person may successively employ a variety of
construction subsystems which are inferentially incompatible 
with each other.

COMMONALITY COROLLARY: To the extent that, one person employs a con
struction of experience which is similar to that employed by 
another, his psychological processes are similar to those of 
the other person.

SOCIALITY COROLLARY: To the extent that one person construes the
construction processes of another, he may play a role in a 
social process involving the other person.
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PREEMPTIVE CONSTRUCT: A construct which preempts its elements for
membership in its own.realm exclusively» This is the "nothing 
but" type of construct— "If this is a.ball, it is nothing but 
a balle"

CONSTELLATORY CONSTRUCT: A construct which fixes the other realm
membership of its elements is called a constellatory construct€ 
This is a typological relationship.

PROPOSITIONAL CONSTRUCT: A construct which carries no implications
regarding the other realm membership of its elements is a 
pr©positional construct. For example, "Although this is a 
ball, there is no reason to believe that it could not be con
strued as something else."

SUPERORDINATE CONSTRUCT: A superordinate construct is one which
includes another construct as one of the elements in its 
context.

SUBORDINATE CONSTRUCT: A subordinate construct is one which is in
cluded as an element in the context of another construct.

REGNANT CONSTRUCT: A regnant construct is part of the superordinate
relationship such that it assigns each of its elements to a 
category on an all-or-none basis, as in classical logic.

/
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