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Introduction
The Myers Lecture for 1987 is reported in The Psychologist of Decelnber
1988, by Patrick Rabbitt, in which the conclusion is drawn that a
"gerontology which has nothing to say about what being old feels like,
how elderly people see thell1selves in relation to the world, and how
they attelnpt to understand their lives and to Inanage their interactions
without elnbarrassnlent and pain will be a paltry, pseudo-acadenlic
exercise" (p. 506).

It will, Rabbitt continues, Iniss entirely how elderly people's social
interactions Inaintain the everyday efficiency of their cognitive
processes. Research in social psychology, the neurosciences, and
cognitive psychology had failed to provide such essential knowledge,
and gerontology was in sore need of all three disciplines.

I anl to propose that it needs none of the three, and that already, in
1950, an opportunity was Inissed to develop gerontology on lines so
egregiously lacking in these and other disciplines since then. It was a
proposal originally published in nliIneographed fornl in Harold E. Jones
(Ed.), Research on Aging: Proceedings of a Conference held on August 7
10/ 1950/ at the University of California/ Berkeley (Pacific Coast
Conlnlittee on Old Age Research, Social Science Research Council). It
involved Q-Inethodology, and I was its author (Stephenson 1950).

Background
I had originally studied old age at Littlelnore Hospital, Oxford, in a paper
published in the British Medical Journal (Stephenson, Penton, &
Korenchevsky, 1941), and followed this with another study in 1943,
under the auspices of a London County Council HOlne for the Aged, at
Tooting Beck Hospital. The Council, through its chairlnan, Lord Lathall1,
and Lord Nuffield, were deciding what to do for the study of aging, and a
denl0nstration was arranged at Tooting Beck at which Inany notables of
the Council and Inedical profession attended. Nuffield had to decide
whether to give financial aid to such work, and he indeed gave £25,000
for four years of work, which went to Calnbridge under Professor F. C.
Bartlett's supervision, not to Oxford under lnine. The result, if I 111ay
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deign to say so, is now plain to see, to judge by Rabbitt's article.

About the saine tilne, in the early 1940s, a "Club for the Study of
Aging" was forlued, by Sir Robert Robinson, Dr. Korenchevsky, a
Professor Barker, and Inyself. The idea was to have a few Inelnbers, one
each fronl different scientific, financial, political, etc. fields, to foster
interest in the study of aging. I recall our first Ineeting at Lord Nuffield's
invitation at the Ritz in London, where, in the slllnptuous dining roonl at
the hotel I was faced with the task of eating oysters, utterly repulsive to
a budding vegetarian!

All of this I reported in Iny paper to the conference at Berkeley in
1950; and it is interesting to read after nearly 40 years lapse, the
discussion that occurred after Iny talk. Clearly, no one could believe that
work on a "single case" could be valid. My forthcolning book (it is so
reported) had the title Q-technique: The Correlation of Persons which
Wiley had apparently prolnised to publish. Actually, the book becanle
The Study of Behavior: Q-techniqlle and its Methodo]ogJ' (1953),
published by the Chicago University Press. At the close of the discussion,
a questioner asked: Suppose I alll interested in 1l1easuring the attitude of
a professor toward his work; he could perforlll a Q sort at 60, at the
retireillent age of 65, and again at 70, and frolll these sortings certain
hypotheses or trends could be stated, how they vary, etc. But what about
all the other professors? What is the use of a "single case"?

My reply could only be brief, that no 1l1atter what other professors
ll1ay do this in no way could alter what the one had perforlned. The
probleul in science was to 11lake what was done for the one serve for all
others.

Self in Everyday Life
Ahl10st any psychologist should know by now that Q111ethodology is a
scientific, objective approach to the investigation of self. The purpose is
not to deterlnine general factsl but to use laws that find expression in
subjectivity.

This can best be introduced by luaking brief reference to Irving
Gofflnan's Presentation of Self in Evelyday Life (1959) and his FraIne
Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience (1975). He
111aintained that in social life people are acting parts, as on a stage, and
that this is the case for 1l10st of our behavior. He was one of the Chicago
sociologists of the 19505 who specialized in colorful social behavior, as
titles of their Inany studies indicate-liThe Inerchant sealnan," "The junk
business and the junk peddler," "The police," "Osteopathy," "The
All1erican funeral director," "House detective," "Pharlnacy as a business
in Wisconsin," "The fate of idealislll in luedica) schoo)," etc. Each
ll1erited a PhD dissertation. In all of thenl, 'play' is obvious: everyone



Old Age Research 219

seenls bent on fooling everyone else! Everyone is "putting on an act," like
characters on a stage.

An exanlple given by Gofflnan is of a surgeon and nurse whose
patient, in their hands, falls off an operating table. Soon there is a
hullabaloo-other doctors blalue the surgeon for gallivanting; hospital
authorities blanle it on a shortage of nurses; the public blames
everybody; and the patient of course blanles surgeon and nurse alike
and the hospital in general. Whatever the reality, everyone is bent upon
nloralizing. In a striking conclusion, Goffnlan says "we are Inerchants of
moralities."

Is this characteristic? And is the "acting" always moralistic?
Goffnlan tries to answer these questions. First he asks what are the

itnpressiolls of the individuals in such social encounters? What clairns are
nlade? What are the realities? The Inerchant sailor's vulgarity at sea is a
necessity for nlanliness (whereas anger and inadequacy, rather than
nlacho-Inanhood, is at issue). Finally, GoffInan conceives of the person's
self in this context, and concludes that it is a product of the social
encounters, not a cause of the behavior. The social environluent is the
driving force. True, Gofflnan asks us to distinguish between the person
as a petfortl1er and as an actor: the perforlner is cast into the various
roles he or she has to play: the perforluer Inay have dreanls, wishes,
feelings, etc., but, for Gofflnan, these are "inside," and do not constitute
the overt self presented in social life. He concludes:

The self, then, as a perforIned character is not an organic thing
that has a specific location, whose fundalnental fate is to be born,
to Inature, and to die; it is a dranlatic effect arising diffusely from
the scene that is presented, and the characteristic issue, the
crucial concern, is whether it will be credited or discredited
(Goffnlan, 1959, p. 253).

Goffnlan, in 1959, had presented this fairly convincing account of our
everyday behavior.

At about the saIne tiIne I was developing 'play theory' based on
Huizinga's H01110 Llldells: Man the Player (1950), but also a theory of self
that was operational, and not Iuerely speculative. The latter is
introduced, for present purposes, as Chapter XI in The Study ofBehavior:
Q-technique and its l11ethodology (1953). The 'play theory' appeared as
the "Ludenic Theory of Newsreading" (Stephenson, 1964), and Play
TheolY of Mass C0I111111111icatioll (Stephenson, 1967). Since then, Q
l1lethodology has sharpened its definition, and it is to this, as well as to
Chapter XI that one wishes to draw the attention of any who, like Patrick
Rabbitt, wants to study the feeling of old age.
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Self-Psychology
Chapter XI is still worth any psychologist's reading. It proposed to begin
the study of self "fronl the Inere standpoint of what a person says about
hiInself, what he believes he is like." It was, in fact, an abstraction fronl a
book I had written in 1950-52 with title Intilnation of Self, which
relnains unpublished. It rejected the attelnpts of Inany Alnerican
psychologists at the tiIne (Angell, Lecky, Rogers, Snygg and COlnbs and
others) who separated 'inner' fronl 'outer' by a phenolnenal field that
could never have existence independent of the person experiencing it,
and which is therefore never open to direct observation by "outsiders,"
and yet which is the center and cause of behavior. The causes were
reconstructed by inference: there was linear, one-to-one relationship
between what was inferred, and outward behavior, the latter being
pllblic. All such speculation, I contended (1953, p. 243) is quite
unnecessary. What needed attention was what we reflect about
ourselves:

. . . what we think about ourselves. We wonder about ollr
unworthiness at church, ollr grip of things at business, Ollr hopes
and aspirations. These Inatters can be studied without
phenonlenological speculations (Stephenson, 1953, p. 244).
Traditional Inethodology had ignored everything that happens

"outside," except what happens "on the average." }alnes Ward (1933)
had been crying out for Inany decades that such Ineasurelnent of nlan's
attributes, "on the average," was "psychology without a subject," or,
"nlore exactly a psychology which ignores the subject it everywhere
implies."

The speculators put the self into InindJ usually as sonle kind of
gestalt, or whole, a "oneness" and unity elnbracing the Inany different
roles a person plays. I point out that these are roles assluned by the
psychologistJ not necessarily any in fact existing in the subject. Very
interesting hypotheses can be derived in speculation by the
psychologist-and I Inentioned the case of GrUllllllon (1950) who had
deduced that a client in psychotherapy will utter nlore personal
pronouns early in therapy than toward its cOlnpletion. This call be
tested, and probably supported "on the average."

We proposed a very different approach, to the effect that we would
"plunge" ilnlnediately into the subject's subjectivity, to discover what it
holds. We would aSSlune nothing about classes of behavior nor about
postulates of "inner" phenolnenology.

Instead, we would study a person's notions about hiInself or herself,
beginning with an operational definition by attending to the person's
self-referent statelnents and self-notions (Stephenson, 1953, p. 247).
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There follows, on page 247, a synopsis of what this Ineant
statelllents a person utters about oneself, as in a diary, journal or
autobiography, or in the course of talks, interviews, etc.

On page 248 I gave exalnples of such statenlents, gathered by two of
"illY" Chicago students, Edelson and Jones (1951). Here are a few:

I anl usually a cOlnposed person.

Sonletinles I feel lost and abandoned.
I care about influencing others, so that they'll do what I want
them to do.
Sonle of the things I do aren't exactly ethical.

Thus, the young psychologists, like botanists, could pick statements, all
self-referential, in the wide-world "outside." But then follows the crucial
step: "Our purpose is not to study these self-notions as such, but to use
thenl as raw Inaterial for the developlnent of a self-psychology"
(Stephenson, 1953 p. 248). They would be gathered in natural settings
(p. 247), and 011 this basis Q-technique Illade its beginnings. We could
now experiInent with subjectivity of the self-referential kind, in general
(p.249).

I then provided an exanlple for psychoanalysis, for the case of
Freud's patient Dora long before the current interest in the case
(Stephenson, 1953, pp. 249-254): a critic at the thne called it
irresponsible! The chapter continues with an exalnple for a clinical case
Rogerg (pp. 255-268), and then gives a sUllunary-that in addition to
the overt selfdescriptions of people like Dora, there are now Q factors,
which are self-descriptions they could have given but were apparently
unable to do so, because of a lack of technique to assist thenl. I conclude
(p. 271), with a quotation froln George Eliot, that "The beginning of an
acquaintance with persons or things is to get an outline for our
ignorance."

Chapter XI, I added, nlay be said to be such an outline. What was
advocated was a way to put subjectivity on a scientific footing, with the
advantage that factor-Inethod:

perlnits the investigator to transcend his postulations and to
nlake inductive explorations and higher-order, Inore abstract
explanations of effects. It is along such lines, we suspect, that a
true theoretical psychology Illight be reached. (Stephenson, 1953,
p.271)
This chapter, in Iny view, Inarks the water-shed between speculation,

and the true theoretical psychology now being developed. It marked, in
1953, the beginning of quanttun-theoretical subjective science.
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The Position Now
First there was Q technique, which proposed that for subjectivity we had
to dispense with all norlnative scales and procedures, replacing
theln by olle scale, the forced-choice distribution of integer scores that
gave the saine score to evelyone} for evelY Q sort} for evelY problell1 in
any culture, a score of zero for state-of-feeling.

The sanle step, taken by Max Born in 1928 in physics, led hinl to a
",' Noble Prize in nuclear physics: it led in nlY case to total unacceptance

and obloquy for now nearly 50 years! Even "Iny" nlost able students, e.g.
Jiln Nunnally, couldn't accept the idea that they could perfornl a hundred
experilnents on diverse topics, without using a standardized test of any
kind (with nornlS, reliability and validity coefficients, etc.)-while in
fact, they gained their doctorate degrees by this Q-technique process,
and had conducted a hundred experilnents with the technique. It was
apparently c0111pletely unbelievable! Not a single psycholnetrist allowed
the idea to "sink in," and to see what it Ineant.

Next, there was "consciousness" and the separation of behavior into
"inner" and "outer." This was rejected, too, and replaced by
C011111111nicability} Inainly verbal report, but essentially any nleans
whatever by which people conlnlunicated with one another or within
thelnselves. My 1952 book on Intitnations of Self began, indeed, with
reference to the way society wOlnen C011111Ulnicated with their fans-the
ones they waved to cool their faces. In this Inanner one dealt with the
real world, whether in physics or in psychology-with what one littered.

But this had two profound fornls, evident in Willianl Jalnes's The
Principles of PSJ'choloBJ' (1891): transitive} and substantive. Jalues
believed in consciousness, but distinguished between what was "inner"
as transitive} and "outer" as substantive. What we utter, write down,
print, or photograph, etc. is by that action nlade substantive-it is in the
world "outside," and by that lllode, was necessarily "objective." Also, a
Blatter we believed in as in sonle sense real, true, existing.

This was to forget its beginnings "inside" as transitive thought, a
condition that Jalnes saw as the birthplace of all creative thought. The
blllllde/~ as Jalnes called it, was to forget this, throughout all the
centuries of substantive thought-since Plato, and certainly since the
tinle of Descartes and Newton and "natural science" up to the tilne of
Einstein. What everyone forgot, even Einstein, was that selfreference
was a key abrogatory construct in substantive thought. Science has
succeeded in the past several centuries precisely by elilninating all
reference to self in its operations, as described, for exalnple, in Karl
Popper's The Logic o/Scientific DiscovelY (1959).

Next, in line with nlY openings into induction} I solved a problenl
abandoned by Newton, as Newton's Fifth Rule (Stephenson, 1979). All
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science, up to Einstein's tinIe, was conducted in the deterministic
frall1ework of the four rules of Newton's Regulae Philosophandi, a
deductive systenl with which present-day psychology is still hopelessly
saddled.

Next, there is the principle of conlplenlentarity of Willian1 jan1es,
which enters Q 111ethodology in a series of articles beginning in 1978 and
continuing into 1988 (especially, the five "Willianl janIes, Niels Bohr, and
Con1plenlentarity" parts: Concepts, Pragnlatics of a thought,
Schrodinger's cat, The significance of tiIne, and Phenolnenology of
subjectivity; Stephenson, 1986a, 1986b, 1987, 1988a, 1988b). Then
cOlnes the coup d'etat] an article "Intentionality: How to buy a loaf of
bread" (Stephenson, 1987) in which the basic construct of quantlUl1
theory takes its truly horrendous conclusion, that all our Western
thinking, expressed in the thousands of libraries and n1illions of books
on their shelves, is flawed because it is alllnerely substantive, oblivious
of its origins in its still unexplored transitory thought. In short, even
today, about so sinIple a nlatter as buying a loaf of bread, psychology
concerns itself with substantive thought only-and that covers all
systen1atic psychology fronl Wundt to Freud, fronl Brentano to Watson,
froll1 MacDougall to Pavlov. It is all Inainly categorical. All basically
unsound!

Instead, there is the profundity (not lnerely the profound) of
quantunl-theoretical factors based on Q technique. Quantun1 theory is
always described as "queer," "unbelievable." It took several decades
before even physicists were prepared to accept it. Q-technique is the
sanle "queer," "unbelievable" approach to subjectivity, in rerUnlllatura.

Myself as Old
We can now suggest to Patrick Rabbitt what was in store for the study of
old age in 1943 at Tooting Beck, of the London County Council, and cast
aside, and never looked at by those who profited, at Canlbridge and
elsewhere, by Lord Nuffield's Illunificence and deep interest.

In 1972, upon IllY "retirelnent" at age 70 years fronl n1Y university
professorship, it was natural for Ille to sublnit Gofflnan's thesis to Q
nlethodology. The University of Missouri has a practice of inviting all
retirees to a luncheon, once a year, to keep in touch with then1, and to
allow the retirees opportunity to conle together in a Inildly festive event.
I never attend. It is not because I think badly of the University: to the
contrary. It is because it seenlS belittling, as if retirees needed "looking
after." I resent such a parentalizing as officious. I doubt whether n1any,
besides Ine, feel the sanle way.

Clearly, there is going to be nluch to say about !1le. To begin with, for
Iny study, I asslulled that there is a cultural (societal) position about
retirelllent, like folklore, understood by every retiree. It was evident in



224 Willianl Stephenson

Goffluan's Presentation of Self in Evelyday Life: browsing through its
pages there were hundreds of statelnents, all intrinsically capable of
self-reference, having direct reference to the acadeluic scene, for
example, such as the following:

Only a fool will expect conlnlon honesty in acadeluic Inatters.

Much of what we do is "ll1ake-work," to nlake an ilupression.

My acadelllic life has been orderly, routine, and I like it that way.
Fallliliarity breeds contelupt: it is a good thing to keep social
distances.

I expect people to give lue IUY due respect.
We are all "old boys" when we Ineet socially: horseplay and
dropping of custoluary poses is custonlary.

. . . and so on, for a hundred luore. Here, then, was a ready-collection
of stateluents required for a concourse on IllY retirelnent, the folklore
of acadelne about the nlatter.

A Q salllple of 45 statelnents was chosen, with which I perforlned ten
Q sorts, for the following conditions C1 to C10:

C1 My feelings at IUy official retirelllent.

C2 What I felt was the prevailing feeling aluongst other retirees.

C3 My feelings about the Adluinistration's well-wishing.

C4 What I felt an ideal feeling should be upon retireluent.

C5 What had "social control" done to influence Illy feelings?
C6 What is Gofflnan's "drall1aturgical" standpoint with respect to

me?
C7 My feelings about Goffluan's efficiency of the retireluent

system.

C8 My feelings about IUY future.

C9 The feelings that others attribute to lne.

C10 My seIt as I feel I anl.
This, then, is the situation. I anl reflecting upon IUy retireluent in

ternlS of the prevailing folklore, known to lne and to all retirees. The
only person who could do this is Inel and all the knowledge possible
about it in this context is covered by the Q sorts, each a self-reference, of
which the above ten is a saluple of an unlill1ited nUluber possible for the
situation. The ten represent the total infornlation available to science in
the subjective context. This applies to Q, as luuch as to quantulll
lllechanics in physics.

The conditions have their purposes, as follows: C1 C2 C3 repi~esent the
illllllediate situation upon retireluent. The feelings are well-fixed: I
would provide luuch the salue Q-sorts at any thue-a lllatter than can
easily be tested. C4 is predicated upon Carl Rogers's prenlise, that self
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and ideal-self are congruent in adjusted situations. C5 is based on IllY
principle of social control (as well as Goffnlan's). C6 represents Gofflnan's
thesis of drailla. C7 is for Goffillan's concept of "efficiency." C8 is for
Goffnlan again, who saw a relation between what we do now} and what
we are likely to do in the future. C9 is also fro111 Gofflllan, for his
concept of character. C10 required Ine to describe nlyself as I feel I aill.

Note, then, how I have introduced Goffnlan's thesis in the conditions.
Again, they were failliliar to Ine} but unlikely to be so for anyone else
attending the Adillinistration's yearly luncheons for retirees.

The ten is a sequence of probes into l11Y subjectivity, such as Goffillan
has described for his elicitation of self in everyday life. Academe was
largely IllY everyday life, and the steps so far taken are cOlllpletely in line
with Goffnlan's (and IllY own) thesis.

The Factor Analysis
In 1938 Cyril Burt had pointed out that Spearillan's factor theory in
psychology had the saine Inatheillatical foundations as quantlllll theory
in nuclear physics. He failed to realize, however, that factor theory had
two sides to it, as I had indicated in IllY paper to Psyc!1olnetrika
(Stephenson, 1936). One, R, was concerned to Illeasure an individual
person for his factors, as intelligence, personality, etc., the basis of
individual differences psychology. The other, Q, eschewed all such, and
concerned how feeling states, under different conditions (C) for a
subjective event, gave rise to a totally new kind of factor, intrinsic to the
individual. It becallle apparent that the concern in Qwas with transitive
like thought (all self-referent), in which there were what Willianl Jallles
had called gaps in consciousness, but which really were indications of
the cOlllplelllentarity to which he had drawn attention with respect to
transitory and substantive thought. We found that operant Q-factor
structure was itself subject to Bohr's principle of cOlnplelnentarity
(Stephenson, 1986b). If there were three operant factors A, B, C, then AB,
AC, BC, were in conlplelllentarity relationships, Le. they could contradict
one another, certainly were distinctly different aspects of the event, and
in general could present us with paradoxes.

For nlyself, educated in the classics, and aware that contradictions
and paradoxes had been described throughout history, frolll the titlle of
Honler down to that of Edlllund Husserl in our century, this factor
conclusion was not so llluch a surprise as sOlllething to be expected, if
we were on the way to truth, or to any presunlption or persuasion of it.
The long history of paradox is described in a Illasterly volunle I have had
in IllY library since 1952, The Subtle Knot: Creative Scepticisrn in
Seventeenth-CentlllY England, by Margaret L. Wiley (1952), a work that I
reconllllend to every lover of the search for truth, even though I disagree
with her conclusions.
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Factor analysis of the 10 Q sorts gave the following operant factor
structure:

Table 1: Factor Data

Operant factors
Conditions (C) I II III

C1 My retirenlent x
C2 Others'retirenlent x
C3 Inlpression as welfare
C4 Ideal x
C5 Social control x
C6 Goffnlan's thesis x
C7 Efficiency
C8 My future x x
C9 Character (as given) x
C10 Self x

(x =significant factor loading; all other values are statistically insignificant)

Factors in Q are theoretical Q sorts, for which elnpirical estiInates are
available, Inerely by averaging the Q sorts "on" a factor. Thus the
theoretical Q-sort for Factor I is conlposed of the Q sorts 2,5, and 6.

The factors are uncorrelated, representing distinctly different states
of feeling. They are iInplicit. The Q sorter doesn't know what the factor
will be. Yet they are not "unconscious," "preconscious," or
"subconscious" but fornls enlerging out of the conlplexity of subjectivity.
By this I literally Inean what chaos theory is predicating in Inodern
science as "the butterfly effect," that the flapping of a butterfly's wings in
one place can, in principle, cause a weather stornl sOlnewhere else. In Q,
it is the predolninance ofperhaps one statelnent in a Qsalnple that brings
all of the others into line with it to forlll a Q sort. Otherwise the saIne
torrents of nunlbers are at issue, and factor theory, with Heisenberg's
Uncertainty Principle, is also at work.

Interpretation
I have now to bring all of the above to bear upon old age research. With
nlyself as subject, what is lawful about nlY old age? At the tiIne of the
study I was 70 years old (I anl now 86): had the study anything to say
about now} sixteen years later? Its concern was with Iny feelings; but the
Q factors were intentionalities} pointers to possible courses of action, not
predictive that such-or-such actions would necessarily follow. Of what
use, then, is a science that cannot predict, but only indicate possibilities?

To get to this quickly I propose to take Illuch of the detail for granted
that the factor study involved. It is sufficient to say that I interpreted the
three factors I, II, III, with explanations to the following effects:

I: was pretense, as in Gofflllan's thesis and IllY own play theory
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II: was avowal of truth as such, as a feeling of honest endeavor.

III: was ostraciS111J a feeling of being hurt at neglect of my
achieven1ents.

To understand these factors requires knowledge of their context.
Since the early 1930s, Q, and by association lllyself, had been held to be
controversial. My switch fron1 physics to psychology in 1926 hadn't
helped )lle; it nlade )lle suspect. It happens that I was correct about Q,
and Professor Burt wrong; but IllY logic was far ahead of the times. I
knew what the new science llleant, of indeterlllinisnl, quantulll theory,
relativity, and inductive inference, long before anyone else of Iny peers
and lllentors. The hypothetico-deductive Illethod was everywhere de
rigllell1~ and relllains so in psychology, when I denied it substance as
early as 1930. In all of this I had to begin without the resources to Inatch
those of the establishnlent. I had prospered in England, becolning
Reader in Experin1ental Psychology, and Director of the Institute of
ExperiIllental Psychology at Oxford University. I had taken a leading part
in the developlllent of the Honours School of Psychology, Philosophy and
Physiology at Oxford, which still runs its course. I had been consultant
psychologist to the British Anny, serving in the forces, Air Force and
ArlllY, fron1 1939 to 1947, while lllanaging psychology at Oxford. All of
this had to be abandoned when I resigned (of IllY own will) the bounties
of Oxford. I was not interested in lecturing about psychology-I needed
to work at what I knew was inlportant about it, its subjective basis. For
this I was tenlpted to Aillerica, where for ten years (1948-58) I was
without a fixed appointillent, wandering fron~ one University to another
as Visiting Professor, or directing research in a conlnlercial research
organization. IJp to 1972, and continuing up to now in 1989, I have had
to face denial of a place in the profession I stand for. I have been unable
to publish IllY papers in Britain or in the United States in leading
journals. The article introducing Newton's Fifth Rule was rejected, and
only saw daylight as an open letter, a C0I111nent (Stephenson, 1979). Only
a week ago, in January 1989, I received the first letter of appreciation
about Illy work frolll a fully-fledged Aillerican professor of psychology.
Two Kantor interbehaviorists have begun to give Qsupport; and a few",
political scientists in the United States, notably Professor S. R. Brown,
have aided. The late Professor H. Duijker of An1sterdaln, and his
successor Professor Marten Brouwer, were early advocates of Q. In 1958
I was given haven in the fanlous School of Journalisn1 at the University of
Missouri, and provided it with a genuine theory of C0l11111l111icatiol1J as
distinct fronl the current foundations in in!orlnatioll theory. It was only
in 1972, upon nlY official retirelllent at the School, that I could hope to
be free at last to go ahead with IllY life-tiIlle's involvenlent in quantum
theory.



228 WilliGtl1 Stephenson

Merchandizing Moralities
To continue the analysis: Factors I, II, III nlake good sense when viewed
in the light of the above situation.

With respect to I: it asserted that it was the other retirees who rely
upon appearances, stand out in their dignity, and 'play' their roles as
professors. (The truth was that I nlust have seelned notoriously so,
1l1yself, eillphasizing Iny Britishness at any opportunity.)

Factor II was saying that IllY work should speak for itself, as
scholarly, honest endeavor. (The truth was that I was clying out for it to
be widely acknowledged.)

Factor III was an effort to defend Iny self-identity: it represents hurt;
because of ostraciSlll. (The truth was that I was extraordinarily certain of
myself.)

Note that the initial interpretation had provided explanations the
very reverse of what, upon reflection, was also true! I was ahnost
inllnediately aware of this, that the factors, though representing aspects
of what IllY feelings were, were really also topsy-turvy. To get at the
other aspects one could turn the factors upside-down and reach quite
contrary conclusions! There were, in that case, six distinct aspects about
Illy retirenlent. These were the three as first interpreted, and three
Ill0re, their opposites.

Moreover, by now I was aware of what I should have expected, that
factors point to contradictions, and to paradoxes, in our thought. I
Illentioned this earlier, with regard to Margaret Wiley's The Subtle Knot:
Creative Scepticisl11 in the Seventeenth Centll1Y (1952). This was in 1972
3. We have to expect paradox as surely as we eillploy self-reference to
elicit it, in all transitory (Le., self-referential) thought.

Intentionalities
What, then, had these results to say about Ine and Iny future?

Froln the Q-Inethodological standpoint there were glaring
dynaillisnls in the above interpretations. Not only were the factors
sOlllehow topsy-turvy, but I placed IllY selfon factor III, and IllY ideal on
factor II. This Illeant Illaladjustillent. According to Carl Rogers and the
law we have taken frolll hinl, selfand selfideal are congruent in adjusted
situations. My self should have been on factor II, but was where IllY hurt
was, on factor III.

It Illay seelll a sillall nlatter, like the flap of a butterfly's wings. But it
had quite enornlOUS effects. It Illeant that I reillained the "kicking child"
of London days, wholly dissatisfied with things as they were in the
everyday life of an inquisitive psychologist. Upon IllY retireillent in 1972
I could begin again, to try to conlplete what began in 1935.
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Even so, factors are only intentional} pointing the way to possibilities,
not to deterillinate actualities. Opportunity has to knock, as it has done
in IllY life Illany tiIlles. One grasps what one can of thenl, such as fit
intentionalities, which is what is at issue for everyone. I think with
sadness of two brothers and their sons (IllY playillates) who set out froln
England in 1912 for new lives, one to Canada, the other to New Zealand.
The forlller went down with the ill-fated Titanic. The other prospered in
a new land. So it is. Intentionality, like everyday intentions, aspirations
and wishes, is non-linear.

In IllY case opportunity knocked when I was invited to the School of
Journalisnl, Iowa University, as John F. Murray Distinguished Professor
in 1974. The Dean of the School, Malcoltll MacLean Jr., had died
unexpectedly, leaving behind a very active graduate student body
priIlled in Q I1lethodology. MacLean had fashioned this, initially, froln my
published work, unaware that I was his neighbor in Missouri. That was
in 1965, and in the llleantil1le we had got to know each other, sharing
ideas. The professorship afforded the opportunity for research, by
graduates, that I could never have accolllplished by lllyself, and allowed
Ille to develop the quantunl-theoretical approach upon which I had set
IllY lllind fifty years earlier. My papers fronl 1974 to 1986 bear witness
to this opportunity, chancelike, when IllY first disciple died too soon. No
doubt I would have done sOlllething about quantunl theory, but chance
led nle to accolllplish it at Iowa.

What is left for the study of aging is now Illanifest. For Gofflnan self
was not a calise of behavior, but a facade of acting. It is dralna, like an
actor's part on a stage. The saIne holds for Q in 'play theory.' But the self
is far Illore cOlllplex than facade. There is self-reference in every Qsort,
and this has opened the way, as with a Illicroscope, to see what was
hidden heretofore. Deep-seated intentionalities beconle lllanifest, of
which we have all been unaware, subjects and psychologists alike. These
are not internalizations as such, though their underlying vallies are. They
are involvelllents in ongoing psychological events, whether Ininute and
recent, or lasting a lifetiIne.

Internalization of values is profollndly ill1portant in early childhood.
Intentionalities arise in adolescence and into early l11anhood or
w0l11Qnhood.

The outcries against abortion in the United States forlll as values in
early childhood, but are intentionalities in adolescence and beyond.

Gofflllan would seek to explain l11e} in the above context, as subject to
"barriers to perception." He would call attention to nlY Northern tenlper
and speech (not the gloss of an Oxford accent), and argue that a "social
class" influence had nlade Ine the reactive, aggressive, kicking person I
seellled to be. I spoke a cultured Northern lnanner, neither Scottish nor
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Oxfordish, but sOlnewhat in between. Any barriers seenl to have been of
Illy own Inaking. They were in relation to values, going back into nlY
childhood-there was no alcohol, no galnbling, no swearing, no religion
in our falllily, only an enlightened and caring cOlnpanionship. At age 16,
at the end of World War I, I wrote a prize essay, published in the London
Tirfles LiteralY Supplelnent, in celebration of the war's end. It was in the
literary style of Carlyle, Ruskin, and Edll1und Burke's Essay on the
sublilne and beautiful, a ronlantic, youthful cry for peace in a troubled
world. A neighbor had lost all four sons, all killed in France. The Inorality
has continued with Ine throughout adulthood-sans religion, sans race,
sans social-class-consciousness.

Conclusions
Enough has been introduced to nlake the point that studying the feelings
of a person in the subjective context can be central to old age research.
This does not Inean that neurological, "brain science" theory and
research is to be neglected-to the contrary. Neurology IllUSt go its own
selfless way. Marshall McLuhan becalne entangled in speculation about
the nervous systenl, conceived as a cOlnplex telephonic systenl. Twenty
years later the focus is on the cOlnplexity as such, as in chaos theory
the science of turbulence. Psychology can only wait patiently for the
neurosciences to nlake their discoveries. Meanwhile there is 110

"cognitive psychology" worthy of the nalne, nor a social psychology that
isn't equally categorical.

What Q Inethodology proposes, contrary to nluch in current thought,
is that behavior is influenced by principles which are within the province
of subjective science. One such is intentionality, which leaves all to
possibilities. The world "outside" will do nlost to change possibilities into
concrete actions, that Inay look like predictions, but which are only
fortuitously so. I would beg any "doubting ThoJnas" to read Bertrand
Russell's "My Mental Developlnent" (in The World ofMa thelnatics, 1956,
Vol I, (14), p. 381-394). There Russell found Shelley, long before he went
to Calnbridge. There we find hinl using the word profundity (p. 386), and
deciding to devote his life to philosophy-if Ward and Whitehead had
not been supportive, Russell would have devoted hilnself, instead, to
econolnics (p. 387). His Philosophy of Leibnitz owed its origin to chance
(p. 388). Then, on page 389 the deadening influence ofWittgenstein, that
the theory of description depended upon norlnative attribution of
Ineaning to every word in a sentence. Chance had dealt a fatal blow.
Then a grasp that theory of knowledge (p. 391) has "a certain essential
subjectivity ... it asks 'how do I know what I know?' and starts
inevitably fronl personal experience. Its data are egocentric, and so are
the earlier stages of its arglunentation." But then a Inistake: whatever is
not experienced, Russell argued, if known, nlust be known by inference.
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In Q, what is not experienced is the operant factor structure of any
thought. Is this Inerely inferential? It is clearly not solipsist, a belief that
the self is the only knowable; nor idealistic, a belief that objects of
perception count as ideas only. It is realistic} that when an operant factor
structure is shown to the Q sorter who provided it unknowingly, it is
accepted as his or hers without question-often with astonishlnent. Our
position is that technique has allowed us to extract froln
COnlll1Unicability what was there already, as anloeba are in pond water,
waiting for a Illicroscope to bring thenl into view.

The point I an1 Inaking is twofold: old age research could scarcely do
better than begin with a Bertrand Russell, whose 1959 essay on "My
n1ental developlnent" is chockfull of self-reference, and to show to the
scientific world what he represented as intentionality. And, second, old
age research, fron1 the subjective fralnework, can be testiInony to the
quotation fron1 Harriet Beecher Stowe with which Russell opened his
essay:

I 'spect I grow'd. Don't think nobody ever nlade Ine. (Frolll Uncle
T0111'S Cabin)
We now know that the self is 111ainly iInplicit The self, that everyone

believes but that the 1110den1 psychologist cannot find (Natsoulas, 1978)
is in fact real enough, and can be fOllnd. In Goffll1an'S systeIll, the
perforlner is a COlllll1unicator of clainls} and these are highly predictable.
The Junk Peddler always puts on his front; the Surgeon always attests to
professional standards. In Q, however, the self is unpredictable though
not lawless; and it always involves 1l10ralities. We are indeed "nlerchants
of nloralities" as Gofflnan supposed. Thus, there is lnuch in agreenlent
between Goffll1an and our own thesis. But where Gofflnan speculates, Q
provides operations. These, we have known for half a century, are
quantun1-theoretical. In addition, what I have indicated above is as
"queer" as quantunl theory itself, that in searching for roots of behavior
in early childhood internalizations, and professing that these are the
forces at work in adolescence and adulthood, we lose sight of a certain
alltol101ny in these latter years. SOlne psychologists, for exalnple Gordon
Allport (1937), have already called attention to this. Again, whereas
Allport speculated, we can operate by Q. The discovely is that Q factors
about psychological events involve profundities (a concept for 111atters
deeper than the Inerely profound), which are the intentionalities of Q
factor analysis for all of us. They deal directly with the sheer cOlnplexity
of our subjectivity, in everyday experience. I have written about
profundity elsewhere (Stephenson, 1988), and about the significance of
conscious fantasy, as distinct fron1 so-called unconscious fantasy, also
elsewhere (Stephenson, 1952, 1987). I Blake reference to chaos theory,
the concept of non-linear forlnations froln chaos, legitiInately, and not
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111erely as analogy. I nlake reference to paradox and contradiction,
everywhere 111anifest in Inodern physics and Inodern subjective science
alike. It is in this context, of QInethodology as such, that old age research
can prosper in the Inanner required in the Myers Lecture of Patrick
Rabbitt. Incidentally, I knew Myers well: he didn't really like statistics,
except for averaging.
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