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“THERE IS A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WHAT WE THINK IS OUT THERE IN THE WORLD AND WHAT WE EXPERIENCE AS BEING OUT THERE. THERE IS A WAY IN WHICH THE ENERGY OF THOUGHT AND THE ENERGY OF MATTER MODICY EACH OTHER AND INTERRELATE. A KIND OF ROUGH MIRRORING TAKES PLACE BETWEEN OUR MIND AND OUR REALITY.

WE CANNOT STAND OUTSIDE THIS MIRRORING PROCESS AND EXAMINE IT, THOUGH, FOR WE ARE THE PROCESS, TO AN UNKNOWABLE EXTENT. ANY TECHNIQUE WE MIGHT USE TO “LOOK OBJECTIVELY” AT OUR REALITY BECOMES A PART OF THE EVENT IN QUESTION. WE ARE AN INDETERMINATELY LARGE PART OF THE FUNCTION THAT SHAPES THE REALITY FROM WHICH WE DO OUR LOOKING. OUR LOOKING ENTERS AS ONE OF THE DETERMINANTS IN THE REALITY EVENT THAT WE SEE.”


Joseph Chilton Pearce, The Crack in the Cosmic Egg
“IF THE DOORS OF PERCEPTION WERE CLEANSED


EVERY THING WOULD APPEAR TO MAN AS IT IS, INFINITE.

FOR MAN HAS CLOSED HIMSELF UP, TILL HE SEES ALL THINGS THRO’ NARROW CHINKS OF HIS CAVERY.”


William Blake, “The Marriage of Heaven and Hell”
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INTRODUCTION


Words are used as tools to communicate more easily and effectively with others. Yet all of us have experienced times when words could not communicate the totality of our experience. At other times we have used words which were misconstrued, so that our efforts to share an experience took us further from the person with whom we were trying to become closer.


As one example, the definitions of the concept “learning” process are so diverse they often cause more confusion than agreement. The dissimilarity can lead to greater misunderstanding because one can never be certain within which conceptual framework one is using the words. A problem of communication between people and within oneself arises.


An underlying contention of this paper will be that a person can never be absolutely certain that chis reality is completely and flawlessly understood by another. Thus, this paper’s objective will not be to study the “objective” reality, the “right” way to communicate, or the “correct” definition of learning. Instead, we will describe through general principles how an individual develops chis subjective reality from which che exercises chis communication to others and initiates chis learning process within chimself. With this emphasis, we will find that there are as many”right” realities as there are people.


Hopefully, this approach will encourage us to speak in the subjective language of person(s) with whom we are talking, and thus to help make our words more useful tools for communication.

MY APPROACH


This paper will stress the importance of viewing learning as a process, inexorably connecting a person’s past and present experiences. We will particularly emphasize the considerable effects one’s past has upon present learning experiences. It would this be neglectful if this writer did not openly express some factors of his past that relate to this paper.


As an infant, I mostly learned to distinguish what is “good” from what is “bad”. I learned to do the “good” for a reward and to avoid the “bad” to escape punishment. As I became a child, what is “right” and what is “wrong” were taught to me. I learned to act in the “proper” way. Growing into my teens, “normalcy” and “abnormalcy” were distinguished from each other. This separated me from different parts of myself, isolated me from some of my friends, and created for me a few enemies. In my early college years I began questioning what is “real” and what is “unreal”. By these latter essential questions, I started to relearn in a new way some basic teachings of my past. The black and white objectivism was colored over by a rainbow of subjectivity and relativity. The facts of the unchanging world gave way to the recognition of a forever changing universe. These realizations carried me out of a pre-determined, limited role in life and into the exciting vast possibilities of everything.


Presently, I believe that subjective experience defines the universe and creates a subjective universe. Thus, I am weary of people or groups of people who claim to have what is “good”, “right”, or “normal” for all. I feel this world is too complex and too diverse to have one answer for all people. As all things change so continually for myself, I must even ask if my own “answer” yesterday is still my “answer” today.


Despite the changing nature of answers, I still try to find my own answers of the present. My efforts can be thought to be a “scientific” pursuit, as defined in a way K. Pearson describes as the goal of science: “the complete interpretation of the universe.”


There are many ways to obtain such comprehensive knowledge. Different academic disciplines attempt to divide knowledge. Physics focuses upon the world outside one’s self; philosophy emphasizes the person’s internal experiences; behavior psychology studies the person’s behavioral responses. In comparison, my approach to knowledge does not separate these interrelated elements. All aspects of the phenomena of being, understandable or not, explainable or not, meaningful or not, are parts of experience. Each has some role within and effect upon the all-inclusive whole experience. When one part is studied to the exclusion of the others, one’s perception of reality becomes limited and occasionally distorted. I do not mean to infer that study of phenomena through a single discipline has no value or can be considered “wrong”. Rather, I mean to emphasize that a single viewpoint receives only knowledge of the part of reality it is viewing. However, it is not representable of the entirety of reality, nor can it or should it claim the non-existence of reality’s other parts. 


I believe that subjective experience defines one’s universe. Interpretation of everything within this subjective universe is my goal to knowledge. With these elements as parts of my approach to learning, I share with you my bias for a holistic perspective to subjective experience within human learning.

APPROACH TO OUR STUDY OF HUMAN LEARNING


Socrates once reflected that it is the state of “wonder” that creates the human desire to learn. He heralded that “wonder is the feeling of a philosopher, and philosophy begins in wonder”.
 Aristotle found similar origins for the human effort to learn. He traced the rise of science to the “mega thaumazein”, the shock of wonderment.


Wonderment is the condition in which reason has difficulty transforming an entire phenomenon into systematic knowledge. Humans want to know who they are and what this universe they inhabit is. This desire exceeds their ability, and they experience the limits of their knowledge and the confines of their power to know. Hence, the shock of wonderment shakes the humans’ experience in the world and often jolts them to close the gap between what isn’t known and what is to be known. They strive to learn.


Science is a method of inquiry that attempts to systematically learn about experience. Herbert Simon, in The Sciences of the Artificial, defines the ideal of science: “to show that the wonderful is not incomprehensible, to show how it can be comprehended.” 
 We should be reminded, however, that this is the ideal and not necessarily the reality. Karl Pearson recognizes this distinction and states, “The goal of science is clear – it is nothing short of the complete interpretation of the universe. But the goal is an ideal one – it marks the direction in which we move and strive, but never a stage we shall actually reach.”


The shock of wonderment will remain despite humankind’s rigidly disciplined or deeply sincere efforts to lessen the gap between what is known and what is unknown. Humankind suffers from this incompleteness. We suffer when we are physically ill and do not know how to become healthy; we suffer when our increased efforts sometimes only prolong pain and increase deaths; we suffer when a person dies and we do not understand why.


Science, as a method of understanding what is not known, strives to master the dangers to humans and assuage the suffering. Yet, science cannot master all the dangers. To accomplish this would require a complete knowledge of the world and an ability to predict its future actions. Still, science persists, seeking to understand ourselves and the world in order to lessen the human suffering and increase human joy.


Basic principles of ecology teach us that every part within a system affects everything else.
 In this context, everything in the world has an effect upon humans and could possibly have a damaging effect upon them. In order for science to limit human suffering and increase human joy, it is the task of science to understand all aspects of our universe. Karl Pearson confirms this infinite area of study; he states, “The field of science is unlimited; its material is endless, every group of natural phenomena, every phase of social life, every stage of past or present development is material for science.”

Many scientists claim that the goal of science is to predict and control events.
 Through prediction and control, it is thought that one can best mitigate the negative and augment the positive effects upon human lives. 

Other scientists have argued that comprehension and understanding are the primary goals of science and prediction and control are secondary.
 They agree that prediction and control are good uses of science, but are not science’s basic endeavor. Stephen Toulmin in Foresight and Understanding says that prediction is “a craft or technology, an application of science rather than the kernel of science itself”. 
 Instead, Toulmin believes the function of science is to seek understanding of phenomena. Understanding is thought to lessen the shock of wonderment, the gap between what is known and what is unknown. One way Toulmin supports this contention is by asking what makes one scientific theory, system or hypothesis better than another. His clear-cut and brief answer is one with which most scientists would also concur: “the better theory, idea, system, or hypothesis is one that explains more.”

Likewise, this paper will attempt to explain some aspects of the human learning phenomena. We maintain that almost all people* do not know and understand all things. Hence, this paper will focus upon some basic factors that affect what an individual learns and some factors that restrain chim from learning.


In order to investigate what a person does and doesn’t learn, it is important to look at learning as a continual process.** As a process it exists in dynamic flux with an infinite number of other sub-processes which directly and indirectly affect it. In the vast complexities of the inter-relationships between these continually changing sub-processes, there are an endless number of approaches we can take to study how humans learn some things and don’t learn others.

Our emphasis will be an investigation of three major sub-processes that influence the learning process. These sub-processes are the person’s Approach to learning about a phenomenon, the Method che chooses to study it, and the Content che finds from the study.

A definition of terms is appropriate. The Approach, Method, and Content are sub-processes on a conscious and/or sub-conscious learning level. Each sub-process is interrelated with the others. Thus, each has some aspects of each other. But more importantly, each has differentiating aspects that separately define them.

A person’s Approach can be defined by dividing it into broad and specific descriptions. Broadly speaking, a person’s Approach is chis complete subjective perceptual experience. It is chis total experience in the past in terms of chis present experiences. The Approach is the underlying order of the person’s existence. It is the basis of all other orders. More specifically, the Approach includes the person and chis process of finding knowledge. Chis goals and needs, chis attitudes (of one’s self and towards the environment), and chis basic conceptions fo the unvierse and human anture become a part of and have an effect upon chis learning process. 

Husserl’s “life world”
 and Lewin’s “life space”
 are similar concepts to Approach. All of these concepts allude to the totality of a person’s subjective experience. They assert that one’s rationality and emotionality are rooted within this totality of being and cannot be understood separately from each other. Nor can any aspect of oneself be disinherited in any way, despite attempts to hide, ignore, or forget it. Each remains. From each aspect --- each goal, need attitude, and belief --- and from their inter-relationship together, the Approach, “life world”, or “life space” is formed. 

In relationship to the learning process, this totality of being generates a question that signifies the person’s subjective choice on how che will encounter the phenomena. The Approach becomes manifested within this question.


The manner in which the person decides to test this question denotes chis Method. The Method can be divided into two parts. The first is the “pre-method” which is the person’s cognitive-emotive process that determines how che will test the question. The second part is the enactment of these decisions. 

The person’s first decision of the pre-method simply is to determine who will test the question. Che must decide if che will test the question, ask another to do it, of decide whether to test the question at all. If che chooses chimself, che then must determine what role che will play in the Method of finding the answer. Also, che must account for the effect chis role will have in the Method.

The next question for the person is how will che study the phenomena. An unlimited number of ways to study a subject exist. The person must decide which procedures are most suitable to the question che poses. Che must also resolve how this testing will be observed. In other words, che must determine how responses are to be considered different from each other and how they can be verified as different. Last in the pre-method, the person must enumerate the values to the differing responses. 

To summarize the pre-method: the person’s role is determined, the manner to investigate the phenomena is chosen, the procedures for verification is decided, and the value of the responses is defined. Only the enactment of these decisions remains to comprise the person’s Method.

It is important to mention that the Method, like the Approach, is in part conscious and sub-conscious to the person. Few people can account for all the factors that affect their Method or their Approach. These sub-conscious elements together add to a growing disparity between what is and what is not known.

Although scientists in their disciplined methodology try to become conscious of their Method, Rosenthal’s work in experimenter bias
 indicates that many sub-conscious elements still exist even within controlled situations.


The Content is discovered by the Method and is an answer to the Approach’s question. The Content could mean nothing to the learner because of an error in the Method, or it could become a startling breakthrough because of the error. It could prove or disprove the validity of the Approach or could have little effect upon it.

The Content is an answer to a question and is another experience of the learner. Thus, it becomes a new part of the Approach. If this Content is thoroughly conclusive or if enough similar Content is introduced in the Approach, it could change some of the person’s basic perceptions of the world and chis behavior within it. On the other hand, the Content could be discounted as an anomaly and have little effect upon chim. Also, the Content could be not understood by the person, and likewise then, have little effect upon chim.

Like the Approach and Method, the Content can be conscious or sub-conscious to the person. The Content can be seen because the person wants to see it, or it can be not seen or “forgotten” because che doesn’t want to recognize it. This has been substantiated by much experimental research in attitudes and beliefs in reference to learning and memory16,17 and in philosophical argumentation on empiricism.18
To summarize, the Content is an “answer”, but its meaning as an answer could be very much, very little, nothing at all, or remain not understood.


Our discussion of human learning is meant to not only give greater understanding to what a person learns, but also to what che doesn’t learn. We surmise that a person learns through chis Approach, Method, and Content – sub-processes of the learning process. The Approach is based on a person’s past and present experiences, and it is the way a person initially encounters and questions the new situations. It is logical, then, that a person learns something about those things che encounters, and che doesn’t learn something that che does not in some way encounter. The Method is the way a person testes what che is encountering. It is similarly logical that a person will only discover the questions che is testing. Even in the many accidental discoveries throughout history, although the person was initially testing the subject in one way, at some time che changed chis Method and thus discovered the different new Content. Finally, following this simple logic, we can easily acknowledge that in reference to Content, those answers that a person finds are those that che finds, and what che doesn’t find …. What we are emphasizing here is that the Approach, Method, and Content are sub-processes of the learning process, and each play a part in what a learner learns, consciously or sub-consciously, and each as well affects what a person doesn’t learn.


We have thus far discussed some of the elements that form the learning process. Yet, we have neglected to define what learning is. This omission might at first seem to be our error, but we have consciously refrained from an objective description of learning because we feel that it has little purpose for our discussion. We are interested in investigating factors that affect how and what a person learns and doesn’t learn. An objective definition of learning does not help our understanding of a person’s subjective experience. Instead, we are introducing the terms Approach, Method, and Content to help us distinguish and understand a person’s utilization of these sub-processes in chis subjective experience in the world. In this way, we are talking about learning and the subjective experience associated with it and have no purpose to define learning or discuss the objective laws related to it.*
The Approach that we are taking in this paper is manifested in the question that we are asking: what are some of the factors that affect how a person learns some things and doesn’t learn others? In efforts to answer this question, we are asking: what is the relationship between a person’s Approach, Method, and Content to the phenomena of learning?


We have defined Approach, Method, and Content as sub-processes of the learning process. But the learning process is a sub-process too. It is a part of the life process, the evolution of all things. As everything is related with everything else, we can obtain the broadest understanding of a particular part or process by also understanding the other parts or processes that interact with it.

There are an endless number of Methods we could take to study the interrelationships between the learning process and the all-inclusive life process. Traditionally, however, learning has been investigated by a single discipline – the science of psychology. Within psychology there have been many different theories of learning. C. Hull, an historically eminent psychologist, stated, “one of the most striking things about the theory of learning and of psychological theory in general is the wide disagreement among individual psychologists.”20 Despite the diversity of learning theories, the science of psychology used only a limited number of Methods for its study. 21,22,23 The Method most commonly used has been lead by Behavior Psychologists. However, the Method that we will use will be significantly different.

METHOD OF OUR STUDY OF HUMAN LEARNING


The Method is the way a person tests chis question. Our Method will use an example to describe a person’s Approach to learn about phenomena, chis Method che chooses for the phenomena, and the Content che discovers in the phenomena. In particular, our example will be an average (nameless) Behavior Psychologist. Although an example of any learner would serve our purposes well to better understand the relationship between Approach, Method, and Content, this example is particularly appropriate because we will also gain insight into the Behaviorist’s deep impact upon the investigation of learning.


We have said that a person’s past experiences play an important part in chis Approach. To begin understanding the Behavior Psychologist’s Approach, it is thus helpful to look briefly at the historical development of psychology.

The science of psychology was thought to be born in 1879 when Wundt opened his laboratory in Leipzig. Although the science of psychology is quite young, science itself is not. Much of psychology sought to identify with the scientific Approach as a way to investigate human learning and behavior. Upon this association, psychology also accepted a multitude of goals, theories, methods, and definitions of science. Entering into the orb of science, the young science of psychology set itself into an established framework of thought and tradition. 24,25,26

The established science to which we are referring is what we today call the physical or natural sciences: physics, chemistry, biology, physiology, astronomy, etc. Identification with these sciences lead psychology’s Approach and Method to human learning and behavior to be similar to natural science’s Approach and Method to natural laws.

By joining the natural sciences, psychology left its previously scholarly investigation which emphasized a philosophical Approach and which utilized subjective reasoning and argumentative processes to speculate and deductively theorize about the human experience. Psychology instead chose a natural scientific Approach and an objective Method to their study of the human. The psychological researcher presumed the role of objective observer, testing elements within what was perceived as an objective reality. Che employed inductive reasoning and based chis proof of fact upon experimentally perceptible and reproducible effects. Chis methods in this study were objective, reductionistic, empirical, and quantitative, all for the primary concern of prediction and control. A cause-effect association, characterized by a finite number of causes and effects, defined explanation for the correlation. 27,28
Besides the historical roots, an Approach is also characterized by the person’s goals and needs. Intrinsic within the Behaviorist’s (as well as with most persons’) goals of studying humans is the desire to uplift the human condition. Despite this initial similarity, the secondary goals that determine how each person will accomplish this betterment of humanity differs. The Behaviorist’s objective is based around prediction and control. Che believes that the human being is continually learning and is always being imprinted form conditioning factors within the environment. Problems arise, che claims, when the conditioning is uncontrolled and chaotic. By studying how to predict and control behavior, the Behaviorist feels che can condition “proper” learning, and hence, uplift the human condition.

Certain attitudes and theories play another part in forming a person’s Approach. The Behaviorist’s conceptions of universal laws serve as a basis for chis Approach to learn how to predict and control behavior. An objective reality is envisioned. Che believes that “things” or “objects” exist and can be isolated and identified from each other. An objective truth or a single correct answer is assumed to exist whether people know of it or not.

The Behaviorist also perceives a mechanistic universe. Che explains that “things” have an effect upon other “things” and are thought to develop a cause-effect relationship. Every cause has a certain number of effects, and every effect has a certain number of causes. 

These principles of objective determinism and finite causality play 
an important role in the Behaviorist’s prediction and control of behavior. Prediction is ascertained by deciphering the known finite effects, and control is employed by manipulating the known finite causes.

The Behaviorist’s theories of human nature are another aspect of chis Approach which influences how che learns to predict and control behavior. Che believes that all actions by a person are mere reactions to environmental stimulus. Imprinting from past experiences also plays an important part on present behavior, as particularly shown by Pavlov’s work in classical conditioning, Freud’s research on early childhood experiences, Skinner’s instrumental conditioning, and the more recent study of secondary reinforcements. Perceived as passive beings, humans are believed to have no ability to determine their destiny. This “environmentalism”29 relates not only to how humans learn, but applies to the way all organisms learn. 

A Behaviorist theory that uses the environmentalism concept is reinforcement theory. Positive and negative reinforcements from the environment are differentiated by different effects upon the individual. Positive reinforcements reward a person’s need to do something. Negative reinforcements reinforce a person’s need not to do something.

The Behaviorist perceives environmental influences and reinforcement factors as the sole determinates of behavior. Che discards concepts like psyche, mind, or consciousness as unworthy of chis scientific study. B.F. Skinner, one of the chief spokespersons for this particular viewpoint, emphatically states this position: “We do not need to try to discover what personalities, states of mind, feelings, traits of character, plans, purposes, intentions, or other prerequisites of autonomous man really are in order to get on with a scientific analysis of behavior.”30 

The Behaviorist’s Approach also includes a theory of human nature which recognizes rest or equilibrium as the natural state of the organism. It is postulated that a person’s balance is distributed when che receives stimulation from the environment. Behavior is the re-balancing action that serves as a tension reducer. 

To summarize, the Behaviorist perceives a single formula for all human behavior: the organism acts upon chis goal to maintain optimum psychological equilibrium; che does this by answering external stimuli that positively or negatively reinforce chis actions; this reinforcement encourages or discourages similar behavior in the future.


The way a person tests chis question or chis theory is chis Method. The Behaviorist tries to learn about the objective reality to enable chim to predict and control behavior. Chis Method to obtain proof of and information about the objective reality is the scientific discipline. As earlier described, the Behaviorist’s scientific method inherited from the natural sciences is characterized by an objective approach, reductionistic methods, empirically obtained data, and quantification of behavior. 

The Behavior Psychologist attempts to study human learning objectively. Objectivity refers to the researcher’s un-biasing effect upon the outcome of the experiment. Che believes che can curtail chis influence by developing the proper experimental design. This design usually involves a laboratory setting where most influences, including chis own, can be manipulated. By controlling chis effect within the experiment, the researcher assumes a non-interfering role. This objective method is thought to be worthwhile for testing phenomena because variables can be tested in isolation from others and cause-effect relationships can be determined.

The amount of data that a Behaviorist receives in an experiment would be too unwieldy and too vague if che did not try to learn about a specific response of chis subject. The Behaviorist uses reductionistic methods to limit the variables che observes in order to better understand cause-effect relationships between the subject and the environment. The Behaviorist does this by studying only the subject’s behavior. For example, studying a person in an enclosed room, the Behaviorist focuses upon the person’s actions. Che might particularly limit chis observations to the person’s efforts to get out of the room. The researcher then watches the behavior after che manipulates some variables within the room. The researcher further specifies the data received by concentrating on the person’s reaction to the new stimulus. 

Often, laws of behavior are generalized from the results obtained from animal or human behavior in the laboratory setting. The Behaviorist perceives this transferal of knowledge as sometimes valid because che recognizes that a part of a system (or a specific behavior of an individual) is generally representative of the whole. With this assumption, the Behaviorist investigates different parts of the person as a way to understand the entire organism. Chis method of reducing a person to parts and then generalizing from the parts is what is called “reductionism”. Reductionistic techniques characterize a second aspect of the Behaviorist’s Method.

From the objectively run experiments, the Behaviorist collects data. Only actions that can be observed are considered valid. This law of empiricism constitutes the Behaviorist’s third methodological technique. Because behavior is an external response that can be witnessed, while thoughts and feelings as internal events cannot be directly observed through present methods, the Behaviorist accounts only for the directly observable data – the person’s behavior.

The last technique of the Behaviorist’s Method is chis quantitative analysis of the empirically obtained data. This technique helps the Behaviorist recognize “normal” and “abnormal” responses. By quantitatively figuring the most common response or how much of a certain stimulus is needed to change a response, the Behaviorist is able to predict and control behavior.

Through the four characteristics of investigation – objectivity, reductionism, empiricism, and quantification – the Behaviorist’s Method is formed. These are the techniques che uses to test chis questions.


The answers che receives from chis Method formulate the third sub-process of the learning process: the Content. 

The Content that is found teaches the Behaviorist ways che can predict and control behavior. From chis Content che is able to better define “normal” and “abnormal” behavior. The Content also indicates that a causal relationships exists between a stimulus and a response. The Behaviorist thus is generally more able to predict certain behavior than che was prior to the study. Greater understanding of causal factors enables the Behaviorist to better control behavior. The Behaviorist’s Content also clarifies elements of reinforcement that teaches chim what and when reinforcement should be provided in order to control behavior. In essence, the Behaviorist’s Content provides answers to the questions raised by chis Approach.

The Behaviorist’s Content also offers support for the validity of the Approach’s theoretical framework. Chis theories of an objective and mechanistic universe are verified as sound by the Content that shows an effect takes place only after a certain objectified and controlled stimulus is introduced. This changed behavior is the effect in the proven cause-effect relationship. Although the Behaviorist cannot always prove what that isolated stimuli (cause) is, che still recognizes that it (the objective truth) exists whether one can ascertain it or not.

The Behaviorist’s Content receives support for chis conceptions of human anture as well. Through controlling behavior by external stimuli, as most simply evidenced by Pavlov’s classical conditioning experiments, the Behaviorist proves the human to be a passive organism that is a product of chis environment.

The Content also provides the Behaviorist with tools by which che can reach chis goal: the betterment of humankind through prediction and control of behavior. The Behaviorist is more able to reinforce what che considers to be productive behavior. The Behaviorist feels that this controlled reinforcement has many benefits compared with the present chaotic and uncontrolled stimuli with which people are constantly barraged and from which they learn much unproductive behavior.

The Behaviorist’s Content is verified by chis Method. The objective and reductive techniques of the Method provide the Content with reproducible evidence, and the empirical and quantitative basis offers observable evidence and statistical support. This verification of the Content by the scientific Method is another factor that reinforces the validity of the Behaviorist’s Approach.

CONTENT IN OUR STUDY OF HUMAN LEARNING


Although we have shown how the Behaviorist’s Content supports chis Approach and how chis scientific Method gives credence to chis Content, we do not mean to imply chis Approach, Method, and Content are thus the correct ones or that they are answers to all questions of human learning. It is logical that when a person asks a question, che, in some way, limits the type and number of answers. In so doing, the person generally finds only those things for which che is looking. For example, when the Behaviorist asks how will a person behave in a particular situation, it is very doubtful that the Behaviorist will learn something other than behavior. Che is not looking at or looking for a person’s thoughts or feelings, and thus will almost definitely not find them. Likewise, when the Behaviorist asks a question relating with causality of behavior, it figures that che will discover that a certain number of causal factors exist, whether che understands what they specifically are or not. Both of these examples verify the Behaviorist’s Approach, but they leave unanswered whether this Approach is the “right” and only Approach for all.

To discover if the Behaviorist’s Approach is the “right” one, it is helpful to understand in greater depth chis Approach, Method, and Content. Realizing the nature of these three sub-processes is also helpful for this understanding.


When we earlier defined the Approach, Method, and Content as sub-processes of the learning process, we also recognized their interrelated nature. This relatedness is evident in the limiting factors the question (Approach) ahs to the possible ways of testing it (Method) and to the possible answers (Content). Also, the answers that are received have an effect upon future questions that a person will ask.

These sub-processes can not only be seen to be interrelated, but they can also be perceived as identical processes. Frederick Leboyer, a French physician, says: “The question and the answer is one.”31 Marshall McLuhan recognized this phenomenon also in his well-known aphorism “the medium is the message”.32
Looking at the Behaviorist’s Approach, Method and Content we can recognize their interrelated and, in a sense, identical nature. An Approach characterized by a belief in an objective universe predisposes chis investigation to objective methods. A belief in a mechanized universe defined by deterministic and finite causality principles predetermines the Behaviorist to use reductionistic methods to help break down whole systems into its mechanized parts. Further, chis goals of prediction and control of behavior places empirical verification and quantitative analysis as helpful techniques. In these ways, the Approach that the Behaviorist takes plays a large part in determining the Method che chooses to test the question.

The interrelatedness and perhaps identicalness can also be perceived between the Method and the Content. The Behaviorist’s Method characterized by objectivity, reductionism, empiricism, and quantification only fittingly discovers Contents that have objectified values, mechanized parts, observable changes, and quantitative aspects of the human being.

Not all of the Behaviorist’s Content falls into these categories, nor does all of their Content prove the validity of their Approach. When this happens, however, the Behaviorist most often cites an error in the Content or in the enactment of the Method as the cause for the incongruity. In this way, the Approach remains unchanged, and though the Method’s execution is corrected, its same basic principles are maintained as the correct ones to use. Evidence that disproves the Approach is very rarely, if ever, considered valid. Instead, the Content is perceived to be wrong. Thus, the Behaviorist (and other people too as we will later discover) is more interested in making the Content fit the Approach, than the Approach fit the Content.33 34 In short, chis is more concerned about theories fitting facts, than facts fitting theories.

The Approach, Method, and Content of the Behaviorist (and of any person) verify each other’s validity to reality. The Approach, Method, and Content provide a “spiraling logic” * to each other. Hence, the Behaviorist’s Approach, Method, and Content does disclose reality, but because it is a near-closed system of reality that is perceived, a subjective interpretation of reality is experienced. We can recognize then that even though the Behaviorist’s Approach, Method, and Content is “right” for chimself, it is not necessarily the perceptible truth for all.

When one first studies the Behaviorist’s Approach, Method, and Content, one might initially perceive the Content to have much substantiation from its scientific Method. However, upon more critical inspection, we can recognize the interrelationship that exists between the three sub-processes taints the “objective” findings and creates a subjective involvement. The Behaviorist’s interpretations become more subjective in their nature than objective in their aim. This discrepancy provokes one to question whether chis subjective Methods substantiate chis findings, and whether chis Methods should be differentiated as “scientific”.

A basic assumption of the Behaviorist’s experiments is objectivity. Objective proof is thought to arise from these experiments, but as we more critically analyze the Behaviorist’s Method, we will more clearly recognize only a subjective verification.

The concept of “objectivity” has not only received much repudiation from Humanistic Psychologists, but it has also been disputed by many natural scientists as well. W. Heisenberg, a physicist, discovered a law of physics that has become a landmark principle accepted by all physicists. It is the Principle of Uncertainty, a law which firmly maintains that on the atomic level, the objective of space and time does not exits; we can only refer to possibilities, not to facts. Speaking for many physicists, Heisenberg has stated that they have given up the hope of finding “a thing in itself” or an “objective reality”.35
Relating this physics principle to the Behaviorist’s “objective” experiments, we can recognize that we have been naïve and disillusioned to believe that an “objective reality” exists and that an “objective observer” has no effect upon the experiment. S. Strasser recognizes this and states, “Knowledge always requires a certain activity of human consciousness, which we may call un-veiling or dis-covering.”36 Braginsky and Braginsky reached similar conclusions:

The laboratory is but another situation, and the experiment but another episode, within which the “scientist” dwells negotiating his own identity and providing his own excuses and justifications. All he gets back in response are the excuses and justification of his subjects.37

Bertrand Russell also recognized this subjective involvement. He pointed out an interesting correlation between the experimenter’s culture and chis assessment of chis subjects’ behavior. He noted that experimental animals studied by American Behaviorists were reported to run about in an almost random fashion – in a way that many Americans behave, - while those of Germans were reported to spend much time sitting and thinking – a stereotypic behavior of Germans.38
The Behaviorist has not been totally blind to the inevitable presence of chis participation in chis experiments. But che rarely accounts fully for this presence in chis Method of in chis interpretations of the results. Some Behaviorists recognize the researcher as an experiencing person, but feel that che doesn’t always influence the research and its interpretations.39 Others agree that there is a problem, but distinguish their method as “objective”.40 Still, there has been mounting evidence led by Rosenthal41 and others42 43 that even an “objective attitude” does not mean the researcher is not influencing the results.

Despite these problems, the Behaviorist can rationalize that the experimental control can at least limit chis biases. This control, however, can equally render the researcher more vulnerable to biases because the experiment itself and the experimenter’s controls of it strongly influences what che will look for. On the other hand, a layperson, who in chis normal life has less control over situational variables, might be less biased because che is more open to unexpected possibilities. 

In sum, we can acknowledge that the Behaviorist’s Method is not objective, but is a type of subjective interpretation. By not recognizing chis complete, inherent subjectivity within experiments, the Behaviorist is ignoring an essential element of what is happening. Hence, we must question how much is the Behaviorist completely explaining. Also, because we earlier affirmed that a better theory and more complete science is one that explains more, we must further ask how scientific the Behaviorist’s Method and Content actually is.

The Behaviorist’s predictions are subjective in nature. This subjectivity is also disclosed by chis reductive methods. The controlled environment, as an important tool for reductionism, plays a major role in the development of the Behaviorist’s science. In this setting, the Behaviorist is able to more efficiently test individual variables. From here, che often generalizes the results obtained. These reductionistic techniques can be criticized for assuming that one can analyze a whole system by looking at its parts. The “synergistic” nature of all things, a law of nature first coined by eco-technician and futurist Buckminster Fuller, refutes this possibility.44 Synergy affirms that a whole is often unpredictable by the sum of its parts. In other words, even if the Behaviorist was able to understand all the workings of a person’s individual actions, che would not necessarily understand the whole person or flawlessly predict the person’s behavior.

The Behaviorist’s reductionistic techniques can also be witnessed as subjective when che generalizes chis findings from the controlled situation to the uncontrolled situations of life outside the laboratory. Many mistakes are made in this transferral of knowledge from one environment to another.

Also, reductionism, as a technique that investigates some parts and not others, adds another subjective element into the Behaviorist’s Method.

After controlling and limiting the amount of stimulus upon the subject, the Behaviorist then qualifies which responses are acceptable as real by empirical observation. The Behaviorist prides chimself on chis adherence to empiricism and proudly illustrates how the “truth” can be proven before anyone’s eyes.

No doubt, when a person sees something, it is real … for that person. And when a group of people see something, it is real … for that group. But empiricism cannot define all of reality. The reason for this is that so much of reality is unobservable; the concepts infinity and continuity and the emotions love and hate are all very real, yet cannot necessarily be observed. Empiricism puts qualifications upon reality and accepts only a portion of it as in existence.

Empiricism can be identified with the euphemism “seeing is believing”. This manner of verification still remains a subjective experience because of the co-existing phenomena that “believing is seeing”. In other words, we see what we want to see.


The Behaviorist’s strong reliance upon empiricism for the development of an objective behavioral science further engulfs chis Method in subjectivity. Chis seeing and believing remains, quite simply and logically, chis subjective seeing and believing. Even if other people or all people observe something similarly, this still does not always prove its existence. A classic example of this error was the pervading pre-15th century belief that the earth was flat. More appropriately, T. Kuhn in his book The Structure of Scientific Revolution cites multiple examples of scientists throughout history who mistakenly assumed that their “observed” “facts” were actually “truth”.

Another aspect of the Behaviorist’s Method that shows the interaction of subjective elements into chis experiments is the Behaviorist’s use of quantification. The basis of quantification is objective; however, it becomes subjective in its usage. The subjective interaction is by intentional and non-intentional erroneous recording of data. The intentional data misrepresentation is generally the result of the experimenter’s effort to convince someone else of chis “significant” findings. The present high competition for jobs and for journalistic recognition foster this fraudulent practice. Non-intentional error recording also takes place and is often the result of the Behaviorist’s conscious or sub-conscious desire to obtain certain responses. Rosenthal, Kennedy and Uphoff found this to be true when they witnessed that an experimenter’s non-intentional errors tend to change the data in favor of chis own hypothesis.45
Even if statistical procedures are properly employed, this does not assure correct answers. D. Bakan in his book On Method: Towards a Reconstruction of Psychological Investigation reminds us of this: “We must overcome the myth that if our treatment of our subject matter is mathematical, it is therefore precise and valid.” 46 Hence, despite the absoluteness of mathematics, it is their usage that introduces subjective factors into the testing of a phenomena.

.


It is also important to recognize that concepts like “normalcy” and “abnormalcy” that often arise from mathematical analysis are subjective in nature. The Behaviorist’s subjective usage of average is harshly criticized by Humanistic philosophers and psychologists who proclaim the need for individualization. This viewpoint has also been supported by many natural scientists as well, from 19th century physician and experimentalist Claude Bernard 47 to present-day micro-biologist Rene Dubos. 48
Subjective perceptions pervade each aspect of the Behaviorist’s Method. Neglect of this inherent subjectivity must make one question the Behaviorist’s findings because che is not recognizing this important element of chis research. The other problems of the Behaviorist’s reductive techniques, empirical observations, and quantitative analysis further question the validity of the Behaviorist’s Content.

Earlier we declared that the goal of science was “the complete interpretation of the universe”. We have shown in many ways how the Behaviorist’s Approach, Method, and Content does not account for and, in fact, consciously ignores many aspects of the human being. The ways in which the Behaviorist does not seek to comprehend the human being and all aspects that interrelate with chim are the ways that the Behaviorist’s Method is not truly scientific. The validity of chis observations are mitigated to this extent. We thus find it difficult to say whether or not the Behaviorist’s findings, with all the disciplined effort, actually offers better insight or useful knowledge of the human being than the ordinary layperson.

Braginsky and Braginsky have also questioned the Behaviorist’s “science”. Discussing the Behaviorist’s Method, they said, “it helps to disguise the ideological stance of behaviorism, while, at the same time, it lends credence to the belief system that created it.” 49 This criticism also substantiates an earlier assertion of this paper that surmised an interrelationship between one’s Approach, Method, and Content.


In this paper we thus far have introduced and criticized the Behaviorist’s system of learning about phenomena. We must remind the reader that the Behaviorist’s system to learning serves only as an example of a generalized pattern. A similar framework of Approach, Method, and Content can be perceived as a basis in which all humans learn. Although each sub-process is not as distinctive as the Behaviorist’s who tries to formalize learning, each sub-process still exists.

To reiterate and simplify, the Approach is the person’s present attitude of life, based upon chis past experiences and chis present goals, needs, and beliefs. The Approach manifests in the question: what does the person want to learn? The Method is the person’s cognitive-emotive process in which the person tests the question. Finally, the Content is the answer to the question. The interrelationship of the three sub-processes and their spiraling logic still exists. Braginsky and Braginsky’s criticism of the Behaviorist’s system is likewise valid to all people. Also similarly, the Method a person chooses to answer a question and the Content che discovers will tend to reinforce the Approach that created it. In essence, the person’s subjective interaction with the phenomena determines the aspects of the phenomena that che learns and that che doesn’t learn.


Once a Behavior Psychologist or any person recognizes the interrelationship between chis Approach, Method, and Content, what can che do with this knowledge? 

Our assertion that there is an interrelationship between Approach, Method, and Content does not mean to suggest that the Content is already defined by the Approach, nor do we mean to imply that it its useless to make a new attempt to understand something. To clarify, we are saying that one’s Approach has a large effect upon the Content and predisposes it within certain limits. We earlier affirmed this when we distinguished that the Approach, Method, and Content created a “spiraling logic”, rather than a “circular logic”. Whereas a circular logic forms a closed system of learning and has an unchanging Approach, a spiraling logic creates a open system where the Content is generally similar to a changing Approach. The increasing degree of openness is the growing extent to which a person’s Approach will widen the Content ‘s possibilities and will allow the person to grow and change appropriately. 

William Blake romantically hoped that people would be more open to experience, but he also recognized the narrow ways people perceive life and live life (or in our jargon, the way they have a narrow spiraling logic): 

“If the doors of perception were cleansed



Everything would appear to man as it is, infinite.



For man has closed himself up, till he sees all things



Thro’ narrow chinks of his cavery.”50
Instead of falling into the abyss of predetermined fate and believing that whatever a person learns is already defined by chis Approach, or instead of blocking one’s vision to “narrow chinks” and thus largely predispose oneself to what will be seen, one can seize the reigns of chis life and determine for chimself a very broad or limitless spiraling logic between chis Approach, Method, and Content.*
Upon recognition of the Approach’s importance in finding Content, the first step in this effort might be to obtain a greater awareness of one’s own Approach. Just as an astronomer must have accurate information on the workings of chis telescope and a pilot must know how to read the many aviational gauges in order to learn from them, a person must begin to know chimself and “the tool that che is for chimself” in order to learn something efficiently and effectively.

Heisenberg’s Principle of Uncertainty has affirmed subjectivity and changeability of all things. It thus asserts that each person is different from everyone else, and each step on the path of self-knowledge introduces something new. The individualization of experience is in accord with what is known as the phenomenological perspective. This point of view is simply the recognition that all knowledge is “in perspective” of the person experiencing.

With this inherent subjective quality, important questions that arise are: How can one obtain a self-knowledge? and If objective answers do not exist, how can one learn what is more confluent with reality? Although these questions might at first seem very different, they essentially can be answered together.


Giorgi asks these questions also. He answers, “if one can never be without presuppositions, the next best thing is to clarify those presuppositions that one has. The constellation of presuppositions then defines the perspective that on is in.” 51 Here Giorgi recognizes the importance of knowing one’s Approach in order to learn about oneself and to put into perspective the outside reality.

One way a person can learn about chis own perspective is to try to be as explicit as possible in clarifying one’s goals, needs, attitudes, and beliefs. Psychoanalytic psychologists and no doubt numerous others believe that knowledge of oneself cannot always be assumed, nor is it always implicit. Explicitness, honest explicitness, will help clarify one’s perspective and help one better understand one’s Approach. Even being explicit in one’s confusion is a first step in self-knowledge. This internal and/or external communication could also help to lessen the ways a person fools chimself and others.

Using the Behavior Psychologist as an example again, w can perceive how explicitness is helpful to all people in learning. Presently, the Behaviorist rarely admits formally chis biases or other aspects of chis Approach. Che fails to realize that openness and honesty could in fact help lead to a more encompassing understanding of reality. First of all, it could help the Behaviorist perceive chimself and chis biases more. Secondly, the person with whom the Behaviorist is communicating could gain a broader perspective of the investigation. Thirdly, the explicitness could help acknowledge rather than avoid possible problems that arise. A better chance of uncovering hidden factors causing perplexing effects might result. Fourthly, explicitness could encourage the Behaviorist to not take chis Approach for granted, but to reaffirm or reestablish chis Approach. Finally, the explicit announcement of chis Approach could help chim discover new ways for looking at and working with phenomena.

It is incongruous that the Behaviorist and most scientists intricately account for their Method and Content, yet pay little or no attention to their Approach; in fact, they often consciously avoid speaking about it. It is equally alarming to recognize that we, the masses, have not questioned this incongruity. Some historical and philosophical writers believe that if scientists openly recognized the interrelationship between (what we are calling) the Approach, Method, and Content, the integrity of their Method and Content would be mitigated. One such writer is Thomas Kuhn who wrote The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Looking historically, Kuhn cites how scientists have neglected to see science in an historical context, nor have they admitted to their own biases as factors that develop their theories. Kuhn eloquently shows how scientists have perceived their present-day theories as “factual” and as “truths”, yet have seemingly forgotten how each are continually changed with the advent of new theories. B. Dixon in What is Science For? also criticizes scientists for consciously avoiding expression of their Approach in order to expound their own unsubstantiated beliefs.

The Approach’s deep effects upon the Method chosen and the Content found warrant a person to give considerable emphasis to learning about chis Approach. Ignoring or neglecting this aspect of the learning process would cause one to lose much understanding of oneself and of worldly phenomena. To make explicit all aspects of one’s Approach is no doubt impractical. However, there is no sense in not trying at all.

To make explicit one’s Approach is but one, though very important, step toward answering the questions: how can one obtain a self-knowledge and how can one learn what is most confluent with reality? Another step is to recognize the innumerable aspects and the complexities of one’s subjective perception, the further complexities of worldly phenomena, and the ultimate supremely complex interactions of these two upon each other. They together form within oneself an intermeshed cognitive-emotive experience. This deep complexity sometimes limits a person’s understanding of all that is happening. Admittance of one’s cognitive-emotive limitations might be the closest reality to what the person is actually experiencing. This confusion is one type of self-knowledge, and it is perhaps a deep revelation of the universe’s mysteries. Bronkowski affirms this too by recognizing that “tolerance” to not knowing is so vital to learning.52 Maslow has gone far enough to term one’s denial of not knowing as a “cognitive pathology.”53 

Earlier in our example, we described the Behaviorist’s Method as concerned with objectivity, reductionism, empiricism, and quantification. We criticized this Method for not accounting for all phenomenal aspects of the experimental situation and for inappropriately transposing knowledge of one experience to another. A more basic criticism of the Behaviorist’s Method is that it does not follow inherent laws of phenomena and thus is not suitable for studying the human being.54(55 Its Content, therefore, does not account for all aspects of phenomena, and some Content that it does offer is misleading.

A third way we can learn how to botain self-knowledge and to learn what is most confluent with reality is to choose a Method of investigation that is congruous with natural law. Earlier we found that objectivity is but another form of subjectivity. Because subjective methods are inherent within any experience, a person would be following the laws of nature more closely if che is aware of and uses chis subjectivity. Rather than trying to remain aloof from the experience, a person might learn much more if che totalle engaged chimself within the experience. Giorgi recognizes the value of this approach:

Instead of trying to have human subjects respond unidimensionally, better procedure might be to let the subject be completely in the situation. The idea here is to catch man more totally “engaged” rather than being present in more limited ways that are not spontaneously constituted to him.56

Reductionism or any method that attempts to understand the parts of a human (or any phenomena) does not recognize the natural interrelationship of parts and the synergistic principles that arise from this complexity. A Method that holistically perceives oneself and worldly phenomena is the second important part of a Method that more adequately follows the laws of nature and therefore, probably not only will obtain more accurate Content, but probably will have more comprehensive Content as well.

The Behaviorist’s empiricism was also criticized. It was shown to account for events observable to the senses, but ignored events that are unobservable but knowingly present. In order to best follow and understand natural laws, a third aspect of our new Method has to be one that recognizes all phenomena, known and unknown to the normal senses. This new form of empiricism also has to be one that acknowledges subjective perception at the basis of all observation. Madsen affirmed this perspective also and termed “integrative rationalism” as a new empirical approach.57 Integrative rationalism includes three levels of empirical experience: the descriptive level, the meta-theoretical level, and the hypothetical level. The descriptive level is the “seeing is believing” Behaviorist empiricism. The meta-theoretical level is empirical experience that is beyond the normal, definitely accountable perceptual level. Finally, the hypothetical level is the person’s subjective perceptual interaction with the phenomena. This gives a dynamic and holistic understanding of empiricism that recognizes “believing is seeing” as much as “seeing is believing”.

Lastly, we found that quantification and the subsequent use of averages and concepts of “normalcy” have little relationship to individual human beings. A Method based on quantitative and qualitative characteristics assigned with recognized subjective judgements would more appropriately and comprehensively describe and individualize phenomena.

In essence, we have found that objective, reductive, empirical, and quantitative techniques of learning are not confluent with the inherent subjective, interrelative processes of nature. Instead, we have proposed a Method characterized by subjectivism, holism, integrative rationalism, and quantitative/qualitative analysis in our efforts to more comprehensively and accurately learn about oneself and worldly phenomena.

Although this Method is quite different from the present scientific Methods, our Method might in fact be perceived as more scientific. We have shown our Method is more closely aligned with the laws of nature. We have also shown that this confluence accounts for a more encompassing and more accurate Content. In these ways, our Method enables us to reach closer towards the goal of science we earlier described as the “complete interpretation of the universe”.

SUMMARY
In the Approach of this paper, this writer introduced his own Approach to the world. His subjective goals, needs, attitudes, and beliefs were presented. The subjective attitude was considered the source of his understanding himself and the universe. Then, the goals of this paper, the definitions of terms (beliefs), and the questions to be answered were discussed. To understand as much of oneself and the universe as possible was our goal, need, and scientific endeavor. Within this infinite realm, we specifically sought to understand the learning process and, in particular, to investigate why a person learns some things and not others. To help put our question into a workable framework, we introduced the concepts Approach, Method, and Content as sub-processes of the learning process.

In our Method we chose the Behavior Psychologist as an example to help understand a person’s use of the Approach, Method, and Content in the learning process and in the way they affect what a person learns and doesn’t learn.

The Approach and Method led us into the Content – the answers to our questions.* Our answers emphasized the subjective nature of all things. We discovered a symbiotic relationship between the three sub-processes. The Approach was recognized as particularly important because it manifested into a question that predisposed limits upon the Method to study it and the Content it could find. From this disposition, we found that a person’s Approach plays a large role in determining what a person learns and doesn’t learn. Finally, we introduced some methods to better understand one’s Approach in order to help a person lead chimself to a deeper awareness of chimself and a greater comprehension of worldly phenomena. In this way, we hope we have helped chim expand the bounds of what che can learn and also helped chim understand why che doesn’t learn.
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