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; The accountab;llty system ‘was de51gned in phrt to’
S Iank practice -and theory more clasely, .but educators in the . SN
. hunaQ;ties point .out. that neither . everyday experienced nor. the
- affective domain can *be acconntgble in such an expllclty system. In.
the humanltles, espec1ally, £hert ‘is another wvay of knowing ~--
dnpredictable, unique,. often cap jcious -- which works creatively

L

through -Juxtaposition and. synthesx< and vhich cannot be mneasured ’

accurately‘by objective tests. I} is-a type of perception:often
tetmed letaphoricr closely allied with-creative insight, and
approaches the abithentic understanding and. commitment desired by
existentialist and humanistic educators. Once a teacher. becomes
accountable to the school,.aédinistration, or.society, the rich/?
. metaphoric perception of the student may be. sacrificed for the.

measurable, -objective behavior required by accountability =- and the

awareness which ar;ses fron netaphoric erceptlons which, while they
aust be expressell through neasurable behavior,; are not identified

. with it. (Author/bE) : % w L . .
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ACCOUNTABELITY AND SERENDIPTTY | . N
"I1f we go on explaxnlng, we shall cease to understand each other." 7 \ )
» . Talleyrand, 1788. = = . : ’
! , IR S . .
"Truth enters in through the window of_ irrelevance." _ T -
’ . - : Denton, 1972 . B
A ' ‘ '
s ‘ | \
. ai‘ ’ a ) .:‘ —— - N

- . .

"When Bloom published his Taxonomy of Educatrdn he reinforced
. AN
a belief that human thlﬂ&ypg cag be concerved of as occurring at . .
1 . .

different levels of drfflculty and knowledge (simple recall through

comprehension, application, analysis and synthesis). yCombined w?

» . ‘e

this came Brumer's conception in Process of Educatienfjhat any idea
) i N . ‘ ‘ . - . - . ) . 4
can be taught in some form at any age, his pervasive stress on the
" ~ - -~ , . -

, - * L . ' . ‘.

articulation _of core-ideas, and his<Suggestion that.curricula be . €
'spiralized’ to assure the constant Teturn in successively more . ‘
. o g : . e . ’

elaborate forms toﬂ}hese core ideas, hnd the COnception'that\éducation .

N .

waslnot only a pr0cess but a 11near process capable of being systematized

.’ .

. began to take c;n a more pervasive and substantxve. form ‘ " |
-7 Add tEen yet another convefgent element, a behavioral fearning {
theoryfas eipiiegred.by Skinner, pluS<erésatisfacrion with teacher college ;
progtams in the 19609, and apply a systéms analysxs from industrial . o ‘ L\;
. . : : ‘
A;anagement which demands rrgxd and tqtalky explrcit\specrﬁicatran of ) . T

product and -of xnputs and outputsrfor each comﬁonent of the totak-
activity. Accordxng tp Zoellner (1972, p 418), Such a recipe, if slight;y ‘

) oyers}mplifiea, produced’Performédbe-Based Teacher'Education, or, at the s
"RV G - ‘ _ , . RS Y

- -

teachihg level itself,

. - R
the notion-6f accountability"
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; Accbrding to accbuntability, the;teacher-is not to be assessed

ely in terms'of theory, but ‘on what thexteacher succeeds in dorngq,a*> "

C . in relation to specrfxc competencies. made public in advance:
Accountability anaiysps'teaching into a set of operatibns or tasks.
The prospective teacher wotuld then be trained ‘to.reach competence"

..~ .and certified in each of the teskﬁ\ The goals offteachrng must now

- ‘ » be shown t0'be,discrete¢ definite, idgntifiabléiand_measurable. )
‘The problen is partly a poLitical one, as Forehand's account -of the _ 7

?;asic brinciple of the accountabtlity system designed for N;ﬁ,York

. ‘ : o, : J
* @ity shows, for it is expresaed in térms that clearly emphasise oy
! " social reSponSibiiity: . ’ o ~ 2 . ' S
. ) " The public through different institutions and o
: 1 systems, licenses educators to provide a service to the . '
o _ public’s chilggen. The educators. assume the respongibility -
. . for delivering this service ... The quality. of this service ~
. ) -i$ measured by its consequences. When these conSequences ) )
" . ~ are undesirable, the persons who are responsrbre for this- - ‘
J . . ‘ " system and its services are accountable for changingffﬁe ' )
e .. system and services so that the undesirable- con'sgquences : -
. . are removed. - SO S
b 4 (Forehand " 1973, p s3) | T
. . . . & '
¢ ﬂowever, the intellectual implications of such a move must Lo T
® ‘,' -
also be, ngted It must be presnpposed that efficient teaching ’ W
& performanLes can -be assessed in relation to the achievement Pf well- i L
: , - -5 . \ B . . ‘
defired anticipated outcomes. v . . _ .
, . i . . . T . - i
\ S ll’ The accountability system was designed in part to link
s ' s o - . _— .
. .practicq and ;heory more closely, but educators in che hUmanigies . AR
Hial were. quick to protest that neither everyday experience hor the v ,1" .a f’
! _ ;~_af£ecti!\ae domaj.r.r with. whic_:'h'they were“mainly .concerned coulq_be L v
aq . ' ) ’ ' '

v - St .

s LaccounJab1e~in such an expiicit'discrete_system. One cén‘sneaE of
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R organization®l structures (curriculum) and of organ%zational processes L

\ >
. : . . , . ‘*:'
’ (method), both of which can be::analysed into highly specific

. Voo . - .

P
Ay ’ . : <

quantitétive.dnits, afid  the referents indicated with relatively high

. £ . -v" ‘ . ¢
degrees of p?ecision, especially in testing reading and spelling
A .hbilities,zbut when one begins to try to measure the vitality, the
‘- ’ \. . l‘ . ) . .. B

) élan, :the quality of the teaching, such a systematized approach quickly
A \ . C : Lo S
) becomes inadequate.

. \ -: . o

In no way is Rh{s more clearly exemplified than. in the absurd

4

. . [ 3 °
. annual-situation in which nine of Western Australia'S’be§t English
- \ N ) ' . , . ’
. -— . < ‘
teachers argue for over six monfhs over items, estions and correct

. »
- . . “

answers for 'a twenty-five minute State-wide Objective Cpmprehension . .

~

R Tpst required for Mgtriédiation by all school-leavers. There has never,

- . -

.. been unanimous agreement as to the nature of the questions, even less .
» - . S . ' L4 N
. - \
as_to the correct.anSwers,,and this is as it should be, for an
Y . : ’ . . ¢ - »
objective test bf a candidate's compretension of language. seems ' }
. - ’ ‘ 4 ’ T
anoma10us tqQ say’the least. The examples chosen for questions are
N » L] but : -
not necessarlly the best 11terature/(mere1y chosen on the ground of’
‘e b} .~ “ .

. L c@mplexity Sufficient ‘to be able to give pldusible dlstractors and . '
! r . . i
- tempting wrong. c‘hoic,es.f Strangely enough there is a reasonably high
corielétibn.betyéen these objective test reshlp? and the grades of a . \

S . ; : N
.- N v AN -
.. . v . ) . A )

"+ one-hour essay-type answer requiréd at the same pime; though.accountability-

directed .teachers, will be hofrified to learﬁ_ﬁhat both writing apd grading

-
. -

. -+ ' of essays in.this examination is non-directed, purely subjective, an ot

- L) . N o . -
.
- . . . . .‘ [ .

T, indivicual affair. . - ., Lo 2




! - " . In the humanitles especially, there seems another way oq knowing,~

unpredictable, unique, often eaprxcxous» whlch works creatlvely through

,juxtaposition‘and synth@sis and which cannot be measured accurétely by i
) N / . ': X . 2
. ObJective Tests. It occurs often in, the teachxng qf lxterature and e

.* ,°
.

begsns when one puts down the d}ctionary and ceaSes to look for the’ .'ﬂ .
- v . »

meaning of this or that 51gn thhxn an "tntgrlocklng sterllized s -

P ' _ system (Buber, 1953, p.13). }t is a type_of pcrcgption'which 1 shall-'”
: L K
- ’call metapﬁoric, closely allied with creative insight, a type of hOliSth

creative, personally-lnvoeved knowing, which épproaches- he authedtic

understanding and commitment gegLred by';\xgtentxallst and humanlstic

)

. a9

ST ‘ .;; educators Buch s Buber, Nash, Broudy or‘Denton. It\would em that . ' L
. PR Y ) — "‘ . . '-
such teachi géals as appreciation of Shakespeareset <h joyment of . ’ .
¢ 4 . . o :
poetry rely maxnly on thlS "metaphorlc perceptxonﬂ irreducible to - . -

any systematxzed Rnowledge and‘what Broudy (1972, p. 6) calls ehe’ : o

& %

phxletxc domain wh1ch ‘like metaphor and unlike d;dactf. , does not’ T T

e
.

\ lend itself to precxse analysxs specification and evaluatxon.
i ' vc ' . Thxs is to shift etnphas:.§ from the specified behavtour to the

. jindividual, to .pee” education as a process and‘a becoming rather than -
a state of beihg, a-bpdy;of fadts; or a corfeet resﬁoﬁse: Individual ' . &

N -

- thiﬁking begins nd ends with subjectivity, sense awareness, and, as Kant v e

N 1nsisted alw7ys partihlly consxsc;of interpreta\ions. The problem g

for the accountabilist 2% whether -or not to altow all intﬁfpretations ;oo .
- as °°tr°°t’ 9‘ one only, kr which ones,  to rank‘iﬂ ayproximate order if,{ T

v of success. knd in poetry especialld( the difficulty of breaking up‘ i
- - o 3

SR x'total experience, a holistic tesponse, ‘into discrete, identifiable ol i}_f'

!
I .

U BN
I

I s L.
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and measurable items pfeéents almost insuperable problents.

‘Take, for instange, the accountable aim to try to get tHirty-six ~ =

[y

2y
chrldren to analyze meanrngfully the poem Noehrng is _so ‘beautiful as Sprrng..

- .

K

imited, to try to.assess the

by Gerard Manly Hopkrns Or, since space
response of three childrén'asked to'an lyze mea ihgfullyva phrdse from

the _poem - "the glassy pear tree leaves and blooms". Which of the following

.

-

replies would one rank highest? Are they adequate or not? -

-

A; The pear tgee is thrustlng ixs leaves and blo oms out so.rapidly
and with such vitality that it is nonsense "to\ speak of leaves as
objects - so Hopkins had made ‘the more usual nodn into a vérb. .
The glassines} stresses the’ fraglllty of the process. ( : :
¢ “«

. B: But 'leqyes can't be a ndun-made-verbf“ Thatbwould be to,diétert ‘
traditional grammar. A more acceptable interpretation would be # . ' 7;
the more common one in which the tree is going away. The pedr

- tree leaves its meddow to ‘bloom because it wants to make another place

- . -more beautful. And the ritPthm of the phrase negates the mood of

fragr}rty that you want to aseribe to”'glassy’. The ﬁlgor and

. tensive force of the tree arérmore lmportant ‘hére than the tree ]

fragilicy. It is the - vrsual qualrtv of glass-that is important here.
+ '"'"Glagsy' stresses the shrnrng, translucent” freshness of the
leaves. . : : -

\\__/"

o

C (Eyes shrnrng) Ocooh ... I d§n'trknow what it means’, but, it's so-o-o
beautiful! It reminds me of a neyborn foal I saw trying to stanﬁ
for the first trme ... all unfolding and new! : : toe
‘ - — - . . .
These replies are vaﬁfous, yet A and B achieve about the same level of

. eritical insight; The difficu1t§ in aSsessrng each bf'the'first two is

. D R ) . .
theoretically ng_greater,than that of the math student who solves a
1) R . . * ’

‘; mathematical problem neatly but arrives at -the wrong amswer through
cérelessness. The absurdity of B's mobéle pear tree is p&&tly mitigeted

' 'by his impeccable line of reasonipg and, his percephion of the® inappropriate-

ness of 'fragilrty for the tree Yet how is one to assess the fesponse of

C, strange child “her eyes glowrng wgth new personal discoveries’ She has \\\

v ' ‘ - ‘ T N
T .. failed to an;p!‘ythe question, for she-{s not. analys%ng the poem, yet in ~ =
‘ another sense, she has understood it’more completely than the other two. . N \'

" * .- . . : .

\
Do we want to penalise the teacher £or accepting-such a response"




. \ ., . 4 ‘ )
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- { Indeed the type of teaching which aims at metaphoric perception

) seems incompatible with accountabiliﬁy. It-is an example of ﬁhé'
AW : . . Coe ’ . ' "o
paradigm clash in education which traditionally opposes ‘humanists and ‘

. behaVioriféi, wﬁole and part, individual and soéiety; thé inner man and
'thf éxternaIl& ob;ervable man, freedom a;d Aeterﬁinisﬁ; éﬂucation aﬁd - E
sch&%ling.\ The %ormer values afe.those'of unidueqéss, Qnﬁyédictébility; ;1:'“m;
cre;tivity, personaf and cohﬁeitfbound Telegénce, whilettheliaﬁter . o
are those of syst;matizérion,'regqlarity‘an me&éurabiiity: - Without - A
1 thé forme;, conceptual chané{';eeﬁs~jmpossible, for hiihdug';t,
ﬁuftiple cho?cé aniyers;,ﬁith their.rﬁgia n;Eign'of soﬁfect’aéd apéfopriate-'

resporses, seem-to.lock offe into the knowledge systems of the past. ) RN

Astaul Nash says (1973, p.5) , the meéaphoric\componeﬂt'consists largely

A

of its irreducibility te any 'system, and its confrontation with ' - ;
. s v S E

accountability is part of the persisfengfension betWween unique * .
v « . ) 1 ]

. personal meanings that the individual give5 to events and;the;generél
: 14

¥ B
standards of behaviour that society demandﬁ,of him. B ¢
’ ' ) ~ ’ ’ )
In trying to defend accountability against humanistic critics .

and Nash, some bropcnents have admitted that their , B
. _ : ' S .

~i§ - "goals cannot encompass the whole teaching experience - forirstance,
f . . \l -

such as Broudy

Haioney-(l972, p.32) says, "Aq éduca;or ié upder no qpnstraint.to ) N\

admit.tﬁat'é‘giveﬁ ;;raytof behavioral objectives éxhgu;;s his goalg., . | ;:
. N

He m;y have a more elabordte, ;ubjéctive set of‘goa}s wh%ch;motivatés SR .

'his,york and s;i}l,acéépt ; set of béhaviorp} objecti¥e§$as a

teasonable%/fffnot perfect, bpe:atioqgf éefinicipn of:certain'of his goals."‘,/’/?fi

R . N / . “'.
- . .This soendsﬁfine,ofor it evades the problem of reductionism; hbJEvé?‘it . T

- . . ‘.//, .

o

b ’

'alsg/éonsidetébly negates the avowed aim of accountability as ekpressed

. . - . 3
Y . . . .
. .. . ¢ . v
} St L . .




. K4 by “Forehand on page two of this paper} nameLx\that the quality of the
E“ . ‘." ] . \\ . . N
e ‘services'gf the teacher is measured by its consequences,. and what the, »

‘teacher faces dismissal if the measuraHLeﬂieSUI{s do not meet required
Standagds. I 4 ' *

s : e .
: S
o Even 1f we do not admit’the first part of Morreau's claim -

- L \_
that "Nowhere 18 the‘need for- speciflﬁfy greater nor thg problem

~'more1comp1ex than in the qffeétive domain', we' could agtee with the

need to make our expectations of the internalization processes more

g'explicit. In my first year of.teaching, accountable to'no ore but
R . B v " . Ny . ) .
~myself, and enthueiastically prescrib;;§ the texts I knew and liked

best, my goals were non-explicit, if dot non-ex%steht. In the
. ‘ w ‘ z o

:J;u following year, I defined some goals more clearly. I expected my.
class of trainee,teachers,Aafter reading Camus'\L'Etranger with me,
. . »

.'

r 3 - - ' .
toshave a deeper awareness of the amorality of the preschooler, or
. L3 : . S . )
. . - : : . <
- ~ td understand more fully with Meursault the difference between
. P ' . ! . . . ..
4 . Al ' o - :

?ind&lging in"a swim" and "gaing for a swim". Such explicitness
. om my part may have resultedgh{g)re structured lessons,:ahd made -
it easier for students to-follow me.  But I do,not know how I

. . . . - . . e . .
. R \

could have measured the success or otherwise of éqch goais. “And

hd -

a

1 would still hope_that they got more than that frdﬁathé novel,

-t

so much that was not made explicit’ - an awareness of the consequences
- . - - e ot 0 ..v ) . .
of their individual actions, of the ultimate absurdity of Meursault's
. . ot

TR
- - . «

‘ life, if not-cheir own, a feeling of at-One-ness with the_ﬁlgerlan‘
’,"v- . . . ‘.‘ ' -

landscapes - so much more that could not" have been made’ explicit

.- without destroying the feeLing of- discovery when each individual?

« e uperceives these thing§ at his own pace.~Even if 1 wanted to make these
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latter goals explicit, even if I could, it would seem impossible to evaluate

'

or measure in any~objective fashion the individual achievement of such:
. N cn '

goals. They may not occur for years after ‘the student has left college. . -
v ] . Q ) , . \ . )
* Notions of correctness, grades or standardization seem totally = - .

¢ fhapaiqpp}dte hecre, either’ to the worth oﬁ the teacher or the. o

intelligence of the student, partlcularly,as these classes were

I

v mixtures of married women ;’ naxve school - kafvers bright academlcs _ e
LY ) , e . . :
-, menqally unstable adoléscents. Thelr perceptions of Meursault's

. world were as different as.the inteqpretations of'any complex metaphor,

. : : 4 - ' : .

-~ qul appropfiate in a peculiar seﬁse, each accountable to -the.’
- X}ndividual only. My more explicit Aefinigion of minor goals made

. ‘
' . . . L3 ?
&ittle difference to their total response to the novel. - .

K The qﬁestion mustfbé raised of course in any account »f ’ ol
. . .
“ i N N : /
. accountability - accountgbility to whom? To whom {s the teacher n -
; . .

u?timétely,accountable-£o£ her results? If to the individual pubil, ' B

- - [ * . .
. flne, if to herseIf not™ too bad; but the minute she becomes o R
Ty c, adcountable, in competitipn for her JOb ulth other tfaghers, to the
Soee .
. 7 o school, to the administration, to society,‘I begin to fear a- _. - [( ':

-~

standardization which will coggf ‘"Blue umbrella' as a categoty-miStake
when/applied by a young child to a peacock rather than the absurdly ‘,""
‘ ‘ creatiye‘ﬁns;ght-it‘preiqnteo in its oyﬁ context. 1s gﬁgre a"cogrect-: ,:7'   ‘ i
{’ résﬁdn;e" in -answer to a=Query :ofdescfibe a peacock? Ygs;‘if'ihe .
SR 'questidn hés been'so rigtdly'definéd\as to exclude ;uch a rich ré;iqnse

s T L YN . ,

as the .above. If that's the case, give me serenQipidi;y over .
# : : ' ' - °

3 : : . e

accountability any day! R I N ) I o e
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® v o 4
L _ L
"Accountabilists' may retort that theré are occasions in which . “
. ’- . . . ) . “ .
+ it would be more appropriate 50 demand the ''corrett' response to
"What is a peacock?", for instance, in a zoology class, and that the
_I. : . . B . - /. ) . ) )
’ more creative response would be allowed if the question were framed
to include that aimrswer - hence their plea to make the questions fore
- precises °I agree that accountability is a means of measuring competerce,

-. : . e ) L 4 . ’
which is partdécularly appropriate in certain didactic areas of educatiom.
\ ' - * . - \‘- ! N - ‘
.’ , ' . » : . o .
<5 . But, as Rubinoff (1969, p.91) says: : 8 .

. T . ' . S
The achievement ethic, with its emphasis on the importdnce of
. - phenomena. which can be measured and ‘manipulated is therefore . _
' arf "ethic ®of technology and progress eather than.an Lethic of ..
: . humanlzatlon. The ethic of humanization;... stressgs the ’
’ p * importance of phenomena which cannot be measufed and manipulated,

but which can only be "1{ved through", experipnced and shared

<. much as one experiences, enjoys and shares -sunset. But
o, of course, such experiences do not lead to prpgress social
) “ , change and economic advhncement . Y T

. o » R 7 ‘
L . T P -
: Are the notions of accountability and metaphoric perception as

~ . . . - . -‘ B .

incompatible as the endless thetorical debates in Englién';éacbers'A .

journals and PBTE pubiigations would indlcate? I think not. 1t.is A |
' N . -

saée:\end more Deweyan to argue that nexther is Suffxcient in itself

v tQ encompass ;he c0mp1ex ature of the educational process, and that

. - RN . )

» . B .
- each dwpends to a certainm extent upon the other, though the nature .
, . ] e : . - v .

- ’ - N L : . . . . ’
(:, - of this interactive relationship is just beginning go‘be explored‘\
- - - . . .\A

ﬁ} people such as Polanyi, rnheim and Aldrich. It was hinted at

: . '-.rby Wittgenstéin wheh-he said (1953; (Ziéaé): el T -

—c

. 531. We speak of understanding a serntence in the same sense -

: : in wh¢ch it can be replaced by another which says the same -
o ' but°also in the sense in which it cannot be replaced by any othey .-
’ (Any more than - one mus1ca1 theme carinot be replaced bz any other,

)
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l, ) 2 J 10. '. . S Vo
.1’ - - . ; oo _ P S .
i . - ’ il . t h ‘ ‘e
' In the one case the thoubht in the sentence is somethlng
common to different 'sentences; in the .other, something
) . . that is expresded only by these werds' in’ the%e posxtrons ‘ Lo
‘ ‘ (understandrng a poem). A : Geoe
: v \ ' IR - , '. .. )

532. THen has "understanding" two-different meaﬁings here? . T

I would rather. say that: ‘thedd kinds of use of-' understandlng"f'

make-sup its meaning, make up my goncept of understandxng
‘ For I want.to apply the word ”ﬁhderstanding to all “%of this. . * S

.
» . : .

534. But in the second case how can one explaxn—the expreSsxenb )
' - transmit one's comprehenq10n’ Ask yourself; how does
anyone lead anyone o’ cmnprqﬁenclon of a poem qr of a - - .
theme? The answer "to this tells us how meanlng is b ' o

. explained here. | o : .
. - . . .o V . v ,
s - . NG . * .
. Here Wittgenstein seems to be.hinting that the_ first sense-of | M
- : S . : . _ - ..
. : » 3 * L, . . T . -
undenstanding is ameﬁable to accoﬁntabithy in that the replacement’ ST

Rsblows cortain publié conventions. Bdt?ﬁ%§§§?ansmission of the'Eecond type '

’

type of understandlng relles o thosﬁ?onvenqbqps at &ne'remOVe only,, ¢

. Just as metaphor relies on the u‘es. of llter‘l.language bqt at one réove. ‘
‘. ) Comﬁrehension of .a poem or_tﬂeme ay be trapsmitted y some formulation whicw' .
* ' *, - N . - . - i [ )
. . which is objectively 'grounded in, and develops frém, experience of !. e
. . : o o L ' . | SRS
oo things, and such comprehension §o.transmitted mayPLe as measurable as , ., i
‘f L R AN S Q ’ ) 'r ‘- .I ’ ’! ".
e, +the accountab111sts desiré, but the trhnsmlssxon which has emerged is A
ARk e . L
the nearest possible representation within.a §ystem og‘a berception . | B
. “, L N , ) ‘ . R . . . .0 C - € . . - .: B \'.,
I - .which is irreducible to any system, and cannot be said fo fit that . 2’T}
Q '- . “ . . ‘ ' ; . 5 . - - s} - i
i system ptecisely. : - ¥ . °g: . i ,
. . . / NE S i ¢
| . , . o o
b e ¢ In the same way, education nlust be allowed towfmbracx\both Ao j b
. R . ‘.A . “':
the observable goal-specxfied behazéors required by accountab‘l t¥(~ v .5
. £ r . . .."
‘\J“ 1 ,and the, aw; penesses thdﬁ arise from metaghorlc perceptxons; whicq, . L e
o : _ . _ £ > < S ‘ i
;J}’ ' while they n\st be expressed through observable, measurable behaviour, o _-i :
. g ; : g . . . . . . . . »
. : are not identifiable’with it. - - S . ~
. H . . s .. to. C R ) °. - .' R A SRS
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