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I see two major pfoblems in the theatre profession, both of which will be
solved (if they are sélved).by theorists:
1) We (thévprofession at large) are willing, nay eager, to trust our
intuitions fully. Not only do most of us deny the need for objective
verification of our perceptions and belief; many among us also deny

the possibility of verification. And I must go still further: many

of us fear the possibilitY §hat we might answer some of our questions
conclusively. After all, one of the major "comforts" of our trade is
the fact that most of us (ouée we have our Pﬁ.D.'s) are never put to
the test, neither in our art nor in our opinions. So long as all
opinions afe of equal value and we decline to go beyond opiniomn, to
search for fact, we are safe. But we pay a dreadful price for this
comfort. The quantitative researcher has a huge sales job to do if
he is t6 arouse concern for his work.

2) Our colleagues also have a great tolerance for the unexplained and
the unsystematized. They are often content Qith an uudefstaudiné
of theatre loaded with black boxes and they too often entertain
contradictory opiuious without noticing it. To put it simply, they
don't really understand what Theory is all.about. They doubt its
importance and its reliability. They have settled for the unexamined
life which Plato assured us was not worth living. The tﬁeofists,
'generally, have a big jot to do, and it won't-be an easy one. But
before we can expect to reformithe profession at large, t; persuade
them to atéeud to us, to care about our work, to trusE us, we must
put our own house in order.

The fegliug of urgency which moves me in these remarks is the result of my

impression that the field of Dramatic Theor -, which seems to me éo be due for =

>'7period of great advancement, has talen a step which could undermine our efforts.
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It is useful, when consideriug.the work of theorizing to conceive it as

involving three kinds of work whicﬁ I call Analysis, Synthesis, and Verification.
fhis set of distinctions, like so many others, is usefuyl only in our minds; it is
dangerous when it gets out into the world of action. Any substantial theoretical
problem ueces;arily requires coordinated functioning in all three modes. Now
here is the problem: Pandora has opened the box and these three useful tools
ﬁave escaped and taken up resiﬁence in individual bodies. We uow,.gg_fégg, have
Analysts, Syntﬁesizers, aﬁd Verifiérs, each trying to carry on iudepéndeutly.a;

if he could do the job alone. It doesn't work. The effect is that Theory, in

the largest éeuse, has fulfilled iittle of its promise and individual workers in

the three areas have been little rewarded for their efforts, either in cashbor
in the knowledge that their work hzs served their profession.

The problem is so pervasive that, veryyofteu, scholars specializing in ope
of these tasks don't.realize that they are, like it or not, theorists (or at least
a part of a theorist), that the quality and usefulness of their work depends on
their understanding of the other two aspects of the task.

To.set things up so that you will be able to understand my argument, I will
briefly explain "Theory" as I understand it.

Theory is the "science" of any discipline (be it Physics or Drama). Science
is, after all, just the systematic effort to explain what is going on. Theorists

aim to describe and _xzplain, or, more accurately, to construct a systematic

rationalization of our expevience. Theory tries to explain:

1) what is going on,
- 2) what has gone on,

3) what might go om.

I divide the complex job of theorizing into three fundamental kinds of work:

analysis, synthesis, and verification. These tasks ( which are only fully success-

ful when carefully integrated) are often the private preserves of different
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individuals:

.

- Analysis is the basic work of the Critic.

= Synthesis is the major work of the person we call (unfortunately)

the Theorist.

- Verification is the most common work of the person we call (again .

unfortunatsly) .the Emgiricis .
Let's consider the task of each of these:

- The Analyst specializes in identifying parts, stages, and phases,

and in Spottiué patterns among them.

- The Synthesizer refines our comceptual tools and ‘sets out the rules

for their use. He 1is the builder of explanations and guardian of our

comprehensiveness and consisten -. His main mode of reasoning is

Deductive.

- The Verifier refines the systems of conﬁrolled observation and the

systematizing of data and sets out rules for their use. His basic tool
is what 13 usually callad Induction but is more accurately known as

Hypothetico-deductive Reasoniug.

All are theorists. A great range of skills iz required to carry these three

tasks out well and to know the place of each in the over-all effort to uvnderstand.
Our major 1imitatiou‘oa.Theorists is Epistemblogical naivetd. We're all

engagéd in the game of describing i:d explaining. Episcemology is the study .of

the rules of that game. It tells us what we can do and how: The sub-divisions

of this fiel& may sound more familiar: Semantics, Logic, the Rules of Evidence,

Cognitive Control 3ystems, Cybernetics, Problem-solving, etcetera. We must

master them all, no mﬁtter which of the theory jobs appeals to us most. Otherwise

we will continue to be limited by Synthesizers whose work is never put to the vast

of experimentalvvefification and méy, therefore, be dismissed as "Just opinion",

and Experimentevrs whose work is wasted because it is never integrated into the
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?. R largef picture or because meticulous control of data is'undermiaed by iuadequafe
conceptual work.
The naivete and lack of technique that I complain of is common to workers in
a11>three categories, but I'll concentrate here on the problem as it relates to those
I'1l call (for lack of an adequate label) "quantitative researchers" or "experi-
menters", thae is, on those whose main efforts are in controlled observation for
the purpose of verificatiou.-
ft's not surprising Ehat experimenters are'often underpreparea for the‘
analytic and synthetie aspects of their work. The aature of qaantitative work
tends to distract us from the larger theo:etical issaes. So much of our'Eige goes
into the gatheriugvand manipulation of data that the basic purpose behind our
efforts (i.e. the integration of hard-fact into our reasoning on the basic issues
of understanding) is often lost. |
In our training of quantitative researchers, we tend to‘focus too exclusively
on expefimental technique and statistical analysis. This isn't hard to under-
stand. It is evident to all of us that, without these skills, the job can't be
done, and our students usually come to us cnmpletely ignorant of these techniques.
What should be equally obvious to us, but usually isn't, is that analytic and |
synthetic skills are equally essential and that we don't come by these skills
spontaneously. Experimeu;a;iou tends to pay off only when it springs from the
perceived needs of those who try to deal with the larger issues of-theory and
when the findings are integrated into the larger picture. The skilis which would
enable us to "finish" our work (that is, to bring our research to full fruitiom
on the stage and in the classroom) arelgenerally neglected and, so, much of our

effort lies wasted. N

’4‘.(

Also, the temperament t which, leads one into a particular area of the work

often mskes one impatient with the others. Synthesizers are most at home when

".dealiug with large scale structures. High-level abstractions are their normal




.Gross ~ 3

‘statistical analysts. The reverse is true for many experimenters: those
abstractions seem too shifty, too uncertain; we want something we cun touch, see,
feel sure of.

But we can't settle for this typical response. Theoretical work does require
both modes of work and the scholar who can work in only one is hamstrung.

The flaws in our experimental work are not usually flaws in those techniques
we think of as peculiafly experimental (e.g. statistical analysis, controls, etc.)
but, rather, in the control of concepts and the drawiné of implications. We too

‘often have trouble knowing:

;) what needs to be said,
b) what we have said,
()] what we have precven,

d) what its consequences are,
and these flaws are Specifically analytic and svnthetic.

Most of us chgcklé at the foolishness of our ancestors when we reczll that
Physics (the hardest of the hard sciences) was once a branch of Philosophy. Was
that so foolish? Physics was necessarily Philosophy before modern techniques éf
experimentation made it possible to add vigorous verification techniques to the
fundaﬁental philosophical techniques. Add, not substitute. Physics is 8till highly
philosophical. ' |

But we tend to forget the necessary philosophical aspect in our infatuation
with the mechanics of experimentation. Philosophy, after all, is really nothing
but our effort to explain what is going on and to develop the cognitive tools of
investigation and explanation. There is no meaningful Science without Philosophy,
or to put it in more immediaté termé, without Theory. Newton and Einstein are
synthesizers before they are iuves;igators and verifiers.

Speaking of Einstein, let me share this with you from The Evolution of

Physics, a book he wrote with Infeld:

"It is really our whole system of guesses which is to b2 either
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proved or disproved by experimernt. No one of the assumptions

can be isolated for separate testing. ...IScieutifi¢] concepts
are free creations of the human mind, and are not, however it

may seem,; uniquely determined by the extermal worli. In our
endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying
to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He.sees the face
and the moving hands, even hears its Eicking, but he has no way
of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture
of a mechanism which could be responsisle for all the things he
obser%éé, but he may never be quite.sure his picture is the-only
one which could explain his observations. He will never be able
to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he cammot even
imagine the possibility or thg meaning of such a comparison.  But
he certainly believes that, as his knowledge increases, his
Picture of reality will become s mpler and simpler and will explain

a wider and wider range of his sensuous impressions." (pp. 30-1)

Let me repeat the first thought for emphasis: "It 1is really our whole system of
guesses which is to be either proved or disproved by experiment." This is the
thought of a fully rvunded theorist and a man of great epistemolbgical sophisti=-
cation. It is also a staple notion in contemporary Philosophy of Science. But
it is not part of the way most of the Experimenters in Dramatic Theory see it.
Too often we are what scientists call Naive Empiritists. This poor creature makes
the mistake of approaching %is scientific work without first casting off the
"common sense" view of the world which scientists disposed of long ago, the view
that things are :s they Seem, which ignores the effect of world-view, the influence
of experience on perception, the distortion of perception and judgement caused-by
our conceptual schemes, expectationms,etcetera.

Tﬁé Naive Empiricist believes in pure Induction and he aims for an explanation

which is fully verified. He believes that if he looks long, hard, and carefully

at the world and then systematizes his perceptions, he will eventually accumulate

‘an explanation of his experience.

The world and theory just don't work this way. For a start, the bulk of any
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comprehensive theory is, in principle, unverifiable. It is composed of convincing .

but untestable hYpotheses about why things behave as the experimentalists verify

they do. ~

\
Most progress in Theory is made in omne of these two ways:

Approach 1: | .

- A Synthesizer formulates a Hypothetical construct, a tentative
explanation of some aspect of exparience.

- This construct is reduced to testable hypotheses.

- The hypotheses are confirmed or disconfirmed by a Verifier,
experimentally.

- Implications of the findings are integrated into the Hypothetical

Construct or the comstruct is abandon- ..
Apr~oach 2:
- A question occurs to a researcher.

- He translates it intc an hypothesis or set of hypotheses.

The hypotheses are tested experimentally.
- The.implications of the findings are pursued and may suggest
new hypotheses.

Eventually the theory to which the findings are related is
either modified, supported or cast off.

In other words, the process may begin at either emd, with the Synthesizers
great hypothetical leap or with the Verifiers nagging question, but in either case,
the process is cyclical. All phases of theory-making are involved. Wherever the
cycle begins, it is not likely to produce much of value unless the fuil sequence
is completed, and this is the problem which too often hamstrings u#. Because so
few of us have a thorough understanding of, and basic skills for, each of these B
functions, most of our wofk ends up as just more academic litte- and the profession
goes its way, still shaped predominantly by uncontrolled impressionism.

Much work can be done at any point in the cycle, but until the full circle is
complete, we haven't finished our work.

Historically, the most valuable experimentation hés been aimed at confirming

or disconfirming extant theory.

For example, Einstein's two great hypothetical

9




' Gross - 8
leaps, his explanations of relativity and of the relation of energy to mass.
These had their birth as full-blown exﬁlanations. Verifiers then set to work to
reduce these explanations to testable hypotheses. The hygotheses were confirmed
and, viola, we have space travel and nuclear power. 3ut the‘Verifiers had to
have a very sophisticated understanding ofISynthetic skills in order to understand
the implicatious of the e"planation and to devise the crucial hypotheses. That
these conclusions would have been inferred from the systematic collection of data
without that great hypothetical leap is very unlikely.

To return to the matter of naivete from another angle: beyond skill in the
design of experiments and in inference-from-data (and before it, preferably) the
researcher needs a fundameutal underetaudiug of the thecretical (philosophical)
underpinnings of his work.

He may not reasonably "leave the theory to the theorists' because everytling
about:his procedure is based on certaia philosophical assumptions. Tor exaﬁple,

a quantifier subsc:ipes (impiicitly, at least) to the Materialist/Empiricist/
Pragmatist philoeophical orientations. He deaies Rationalism and Idealism. But
most experimentalists (in my 1imited'ékperieuce) have not come to grips with these
issues. They ascsume the Materialist/Empiricist/Pragmatist orientation as if it
were an unquestionable fact of 1ife. Most of us reject the Idealist/Rationalist
orientation without ever haviné heard the arguments for either side. This isn't
safe and it leads to such problems as inconsistency (e.g. I've knowa many
experimentalists Qho.Simultaueousiy operate on self-coﬁtradictory bases, being -
rigorously Empiricist and Materialist in their experimentaliwork and Idealist iu
many of their uninvestigated beliefs). For example, I know good quantifiers wﬁo
a2lso hold the Eelief that there is such a thing as Tragedy and our job is learning
what it is. Is it clear that in these two moments they are operating on contradictory7
belief systems (Materialism and Idealism)? It won't wash. The only defense agaiust‘ ”

such errors is conscious awareness of the theoretical underpinnings of our work

and skill in cousciously noting the epistemological status of all statemeuts and ideas
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Both synthesizers and experimenters must avoid the mistake of believing in

absolute and knowable laws of nature. All such laws are presuppositions, the -

assumptions which we infer (consciously or not) from whatever cosmic egg we happea
to ‘be operating in. Scientists used to say that the Principle of inertia, for

example, was a '"fundamental law of nature, the most universally true assertion in

dynamics." Now they reject that way of putting it and say, instead, inertia is

the most generally applicable grincigle of 1uterpretatlou guiding our observatiou

and explanation of dynamics, (cf. my section on "Unity" in Understanding Play-

Scripts). e must not fail to notice such Presuppositions or we are liable to
miss better explanations of our experience than those which our presuppcsitiogs
cause us to see as "evident."

I fear we are also too little aware of the whole iééue of conceptual schemes. °
Conzepts are the primary toois of all thecrists and the Schemes into which we
- organize them (oux models, parodigus, world-views, etc.) ate the most powerful
and insidious of the forces influencing the quality of our wark.

Concepts are the primary tools in all three aspects of theoretical work.

The Experimenter cannot work "uncorrupted'by conceptual schemes. He cannot perceive
and name his experiences withcut having already committed himself theoretically.
‘Whéu the researcher decides to compare the effects of Inclusive and Preclusive
directing styles, he has already committed himself not only by presuming that
controlled observation is the apt way tu answer the question but also, for example,
by assuming that this distinction is meaningful and relevant.‘ These presumptions

are "giveﬁ" by a theoretical orientation, whether we're aware of the orientation

or not. This is only a problem if we don't know about 1t, accept it, and allow

for it. All theoretical workers are concept and world-viaw dependent in this way,
so we had better become fully semsitized to their threat and their amazing potential.
And, one more example of the subtleties of our task which require epistemo-

logical sophistication. We tend to play free and easy with the whole notion of

4 4
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. fact. We are too livtle aware of the relativity of that notion. The current

view of facts (current, that is, in the thought of those whose primary concern is

to deal with such matters, the philosophers of science) is that a fact "is" a

faczt only with reference to a coordinate system, a frame of reference, 2 modei,

a theoretical construct. What we call 5 fact is basicélly determined by the

theoretital structura within which investigation and experiment otcur. And

theoretital Structures are purposive, i.e. a theory can be said to Be an adequate

explanation only relative to some purpose for which the explanation is formulated.

This relativistic ortentation iz behind the explosion of progress in the hard

sciences.

To put it differently, a "statement of fact" (as we call them) is a uini-
theory which claims that it is' gen=rally useful to speak in this way zbout this
aspect of our exgerieuce. No absolute claims ar;,made; thé fact is not only
theory-boupd and purpose-bound but also situation-uLound. The criteria for accept-
ing a statement are always to be found in the specific situa=ion and purposes
which generated the investigation. We understand now that "facts" are statements
about reality and do not necessarily capture that reality. Utility, which we
cnce saw merely as a criterion for actionm,is now seen to be a valuable part of
our criteria for statements of fact.

This is just an example, of course, just one of the hundreds of crucial
matters in theoretical Vork. My point 1is that we dare not be naive on such
matters or our conclusions willrbe kubcked down as fast as:we set them.up.

I complain of limitations common among quantitative researchers not to
cdenigrate the work or the workers but btcause I respect it so highly and because
we all must depend on it so fully. I wyant to see its potential fulfulled.

I'm convinced that theatre is just another humaa activity; that ;t has no
special, iuéffable characteristics which make it forever mysterious, and that it
can be understood in the same ways we understand any other human activity. But

[:R\ﬂ:it is disconcertiugly complex and will be understood only to the dtgree that we




. . Gross - 11
‘are subtle in our épistemological foundations, rigorous and ingenious in our
'investigations, comprehensive and pragmatic in our goals.

The job won't be done without the efforts of an army of skilled quantitative
researchers who have great'theoreticgl sophistication~-far more than we have today.
And only the generally acinowledged "success" of those already in the trade is
likely to draw others to it.

What would cohstitute "success"? I think it will include at least these

factors:

indisputable evidence that

something which concerns the profession is now

reliatly explained in such a way that

— our work is likely to be easier or more productive.
As you see, this required us'to go far beyond the careful gathering and analysis
of data. It requires it to cﬁoose the right questions, to pursué them comprehansively,
to report them clearly and to persuade our readers to note the implications. It
requires, in short, fully-trained and highly strategic theorists. A4nd that is
what we must maké of ourselves or resign ourselves to remain in a pedantic back-
watar of our art. \
My hope is that this job will be doze by theorists who are fully rounded,
fully prepared in analysis, synthesis, and verification. . My pragmatic compromise

(for the short term only) is the appeal for the balanced theoretical team, working

together on every aspect of the job. The interaction among members of this team,
must be constant. Each participates in all of the fundamental desién and inter-
pretation work. Each serves as a safeguard and stimulant to the others. Explana-
tions change as controlled observation provides anomalous data. New hypotheses
require the development of new techniques of observation. New questions suggest

new methods of statistical analysis. New tools of observation suggest new questioné
which provoke new hypotheses. This interaction can produce great excitement and

new insight and it certainly enhances our chances of producing meaningful and

13
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trustworthy work.

We may be on the threshold of the first highly productive era in the history

of dramatic theory. It will be so if all of us are ready to pay the high price

of preparation.

14
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