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PA ill); .. I 

.lNTRODUQTI ON 

l'.n this wox-k I Shall introduce Stra.waon•s conc$pt ot e. person and. 

el-ueida:te its ontol.<>gical and epistemological aspects, I shall then 

eltalnine ori tioisms ot Strawsan·• s work, and deal with st:r.awson • s general 

approach, the origins and de-velopment of hi·s work• and., tinallJt the 

implications of hie concept of~ person torpsycholoB1• 

.Strawson •.ti essEcy- on ••Persons" titst appeared in the Minnesota. 

.Stu.die-a i~. the PhilosoplJ¥ of Soienoe; volume 1t, 1 
Ii This ess~ wa.s then 

re:vi·sed and became a chapter (oh11 .3; pg. 87·116) in S'tJ'awson•s book 

"lndi:viduals". 
2

• I shall ~ referring to this seoond work. lt is· 

important to .see this chapter on parsons ·a.a pa.rt of the book as a. whole, 

therefore i shall deal with Stra.wson •s ovex-all aims, pat-tioularlN in 

Chapter 4.t though we will be limi tea to a olose atJ.~ysia .of this cha.ptet 

StraWt30n Calls his WOrk in Hindividnalstl "desOriptiVe m.eta.ph;ysios"1 

which he s~s "·•·•'• is content to describe 1;he actu.a.l stl'\ioture of our 

thought about the world.''• 3• Thus, it is our conceptual struoture (or' 

,conceptual scheme) tha.t he is a;ttempting to d.escr~be ... no small taskl 

1. Ed. :a. Feigl; M. Scriven, and G. Maxwell• University .of Minnesota. 
Press, Minneapolis, 19580 pg. 330-353. 

2• Lowe & Bryd.one, London• 1959; reprinted in. paperback edi tJ.on, 
Methuen, LQndon, 1964, hereafter referred to a.a t. 

3. 1. pg. 9. 



"Individuals" is divided into two parts. "The first part alms 

at establishing the central position which material bodies and pe~one 

ocoup~ among pa.rticul.a.rs in general. It shows thatt in our conceptual 

scheme as it is, particulars of these two categories are the basic or 

fundamental particulars• that the concepts of other types of particular 

m11st be seen as secondary in relation to the ooneepts of these." 1• 

The second pa.rt ot the book aims to ''establish and e:xpla.in the oonneotion 

between the idea of a particular in general and. that of en object of 

reference or logical subject". 2• 

The .acceptance of the ba.sicness ot material bodies shall not be 

argU.ed for here. Wha.t I am concerned with is the second basic pa.rtiou.la.r 

- viz. persons. Persons• then, for Straweon, although having milch in 

common with material bodies, constitute a type, or ca.tegocy, quite 

distinct from them. So we turn now to an e:xamination ot this concept. 

1. I. pg. 11. 
2. I. pg. 11-12. 
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.CHAPTER II 

. PERSOOS 

Stra.wson begins With the point that "••• one's states of 

ooneoiOU:snesst one's thoughts and sensations a.re a.aci'ibed.tc:> the var;v 

same thing to whieh these physioal chara..cteristios• this physical 

si tua.tion:, is ·a.scribed"• 1 • This gives rise to tw<> . qu.estions: 

"Why are one's states of consciousness ascribed to anything a.t a.11?0 and 

"why are.they ascribed to the very same thing a.s certain corporeal 
. . ~. 

oha.raoteristics• a. certain physical si tua.tion, etc.?" 

In attempting to answer these two questions Strawson begins by 

eXamining the unique role which each person's body plays in experience. 

He shows us wny everyone should have a veey special. regard tor just one 

body; why it is unique and privileged. Bit the complexu.niqu.eness of 

a. person's bo(br does not explain tt;, • • why I should have the concept of 

!'Yself at all, why I should a.aoribe nw thoughts and experience to 

· anythip.gn. 3. Tha.t is, states of consciousness (thoughts etc.) a.re 

dependent on the bo~ (necessaey cansality) but do not belong to the 

bod¥• so, having the concept of the bod3r does not explain the concept 

of the su.bjeot, and. the concept of the person, a.t all. 

Stra.wson then proceeds to assess two opposing theories that try to 

take account of the f aots. What these two theories ha.ve .in common is a. 

belief that the concept of a subject (or person) is wrong or confused. 

Stra.wson•s question: "why do we a.scribe states of consciousness to the 

ver.ysame thing to which we e.soribe physical cha.raoteristics, etc.?", 

1. I. pg. 8~h 
2• I. pg. 90. 
3. I. pg. 93. 
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is a question that does not a.rise in the first theory, for there is no 

OOD1II1on owner of both t;ypes of predicates. This is the Cartesian theory 

and it leaves us with Strawson·•s first question, viz., "wcy are one•s 

states of consei01;1sness ascribed to anything at all?" 

The .second theory holds that: n.,.. it is only a linguistic illusion 

that one a.scribes one's states or consciousness at all, that there is 
. . 

any proper subject of these ascriptions, that states of consciousness 

belong to, or are states of, anything"• 1• This theory Strawson calls 

the No-ownership theory.. It holds that the uniqu.eness of the body gi'lfes 

rise in us to the idea. that one's experience can be ascribed to -
(possessed. by) a particular thing; though in "reality" it is mistaken 

to a.scribe states of consciousness to sotne thing. 

Strawson criticizes these two theories (see Ch. 3 pa.rt 3) and 

concludes that they both fail to take account of all the facts. The 

no-ownership theory• although rightly showing that the role of the boey 

is only a neoessa.ry and not sufficient explanation that one•s states of 

consciousness a.re ascribed to something, still wrongly'~ •• involves the 

denial that states of consciou.sness are anyone's"• 2• 

The crucial :fa.et that both theories do not recognize, according to 

Strawson, is this: "••• that it is a neoessa.ry condition of ascribing 

states of consoiousness, experiences, to oneself, in the W8'Y one does, 
I tha.t one should also a.scribe them, or be prepared to ascribe them, to 

others who are not oneself"• 3• It is important to emphasize here that 

one need not, bu.t mu.st be prepared to (i.e. it mu.st be possible to) 

a.scribe to others what one ascribes to oneself. Thus Strawson•e point 

here is a logical point. 

1. I. pg. 94• 
2. I. pg .• 98. 
3o r. pg. 99. 

(See his footnote on page 99.) 
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The meaning ot this is that• no matter whether the au.bject is 

oneself or another, the ascription (of states ot consciousness) is used 

in ju1:rt the same sense, i.e. the meaning is the same in both oases .. 

Stra.wson s~s: 

"o.f' course the thought that this is so gives no trouble 

to the non-philosopher: the thought, for example• that 

•in pa.in' means the same whether one Sa\YB 'I am in pa.in• 

or 'He is .in pain'. The dictionaries do not give two sets 

of meanings for eve~ expression which describes a state 

of consciousness: a. f'irat-person meaning and a. second-and.­

third person meaning. lht to the philosopher this thought 

has given trouble. How could the sense be the same when 

the method ot verification was so different in the two cases .. "" h 

(Strawson remarks that self-ascription might seem strange ... for there is 

no method of verification in the case of oneself; there is no identifying. 

Dlt this strangeness disappears when we remember that, primarily, we 

.speak to others.) A point that is not stressed in Stra.wson's work is 

the reversibility of his axiom. Thus it is also a necessary condition 

of one's ascribing state.s of oonsci~aness to others that one be prepared 

to a.scribe them to oneself,. SO self- end othe~a.seriptions of 

P-predicates are inte~dependent. 

Thus Strawson•s 'cru.cial fa.et• perhaps explains how one a.scribes 

states of consciousness to oneself, given that one can ascribe them to 

others. We must now inqu.ire just how it is that we oan ascribe states 

of consciousness to others. And it is here tha.t we see the ina.de~a.cy 0£ 

the Cartesian theory and the No-ownel"ahip theocy. As Strawson briefly 

puts it: "One can ascribe states of oonseiousness to oneself only if one 

can a.scribe them to others. One can ascribe them to others onlyif one 
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can identity other subjects of experience. And one cannot identify 

others if one can identify them only as subjeote of eXperience, 

. possessors of states ot consciousness". 1 • And thus Strawson' s initial 

questions are answered., since it is a necessary condition.of ascribing 

states of consciousness at .all that they be ascribed :to the vety same 

thins to which oerta.in corpo.real cl'l~aoteristioa, etc. a.re ·~Oribed, 

irrespective of whether they are selt- or otherr:-a.seriptive • 

.And with these £acts we are led to acknowledge the primitiveness 

and the primacy of the concept ot a person. A person is a type of 

entity ., • ._ such that both predicates ascribing states of consciousness 

.and predicates ascribing col,"potea.1 characteristics; a physioel.situation, 

2• etc., are eq11~ly applicable to a. single individual of that single type". 

, So we see that state.s of consciousness cannot be a.so:ribed at all unless 

they a:r-e ascrtbea to persons. One can a.scribe states of ~onsoiousness to 

animals and. material objeotsii bu.t then clearly this is a metaphorical, 

anthropomorphic or animistic usage. With regard to animals Strawson s~s: 

"Any description we can give .... of their experience must be in terms of 

concepts.derived from ours"• 3. strawson talks of "a.ttenua.tedu 

asoriptions for the ascription of states of consciousness to .anything 

that is not a person. 

'.' 

Stra.wson•s concept ot a. person, then; has implications for the 

concept of a pure individual consciousness (the pure ego). Straweon s~s 

that this cannot exist, in the primary sense of existence, or, rather, it 

1,s not a primacy concept, but is rather a secondary, non-primitive, 

derived concept .... to be explained in terms o~ • or derived :r~m. the 

@ concept of a person. Strawson shows the relevance of his analysis to 

1. 1. pg .. 100. 
2. :r. pg. 102. 
3• P.F. Stra.wson: "The Bounds of Sense"• pg .• 273• 
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the work of both Hume and Kant. Hume was seeking after this pure 

individual consciousness tor the pr1noiple of unity, bu.this search wa.s 

in vain for there is no principle of unity without a principle of 

differentiation. · Kant aecord.ed this pUre oonsoiousness a f'oma.l. unity. 
' ' 

Bat this unity accompanied all thought and therefore ma_v a.a well have 

accompanied none, tor it was empty. Kant simply neglected the empirical 
, 

1. concept ot a subject of experience. 

Stimma.t'izing Strawson•s view thens 

"••• the word 'I' never refers to this, the pure subject. 

Bu.t this does not mean, as the no-ownership theorist 
I 

mnst think, that 'I' in some oases does not refer at all. 

It refers; because I am a persom among others; and the 

predicates which would, per impossible, belong to the pure 

subject if .it could be r&ferred to, belong properly to the 

person to which •1·t. does refer.. The concept of a person 

is logically prior to that .of an individual consciousness. 

The ooncept of a person is not to be anal;yzed as that of 

an animated bo<%Y' or of an embodied anima • • • A person is 

not an embodied ego; but an ego might be a disembodied 

person, retaining the logical benefit of individuality from 

having been a. person". 2• 

Stra.wson's definition of' a. person as a 'both-and' entity gives rise 

to a. "rough dirtsion" in the types of predicates than oan be a.scribed to 

persons. The first type of predicate than can be a.scribed to persons can 

also be ascribed to material bodies (whioh are also basic, primary 

pe.rticulare), .. these are M-predieates. E:itamples are: •weighs 10 stone•, 

1. see "The Bounds of sense", Pa.rt III, (ii) Soul. pg. 163-174• 
2. I. pg. 103• 
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•is in the room•, etc. The second. kind of' predicates are the predioa.tes 

tha.t we a.scribe to persons; tor example, 'is smiling', 'is going for a 

walk•, •believes in God'', 'is .in pa.in', ete .... these a.re P•predica.tes. 

However, not every P-predicate oan strictly be said to ascribe a. sta.te 

of consciouane.ss. :Bi.tt what P•pred.iea.tes ~ be .said to have in eommon 

is 'that the;y always impl;y the po&ses~ion of iconso·iou.sness in that thing 

to whioh they a.re a.scribed (though metaphorical use is possible). 

Now theA is no sense tn talking ot identifiable individuals of a 

special type that possesses both M- an<t P-predioe.te·e (1,e. persons) 

"H • unles.a there is in princ.:i.ple some wq ot telling, with regard to 

~ individual ot that tne• and en'lf P-pred.iea.te, whethex- that individual 

po$sesses that P ... prediea.te• Andt in the oaee ot a.t lea.st some 

?-predicates, the wa\YS of teiling mu.et constitute in some sense logically 
. 1. adeqt.iate kinds of criteria. tor the ascription of the P-pNd,iOate0 • 

So 1one a.Geri bee P-predioa.tes to others, then, <;>n the basis of 

o bserva.tion of beha.viotrr; and. these behavioural criteria. a.re not merely 

signs of the presence of wha.t is meant by a P•predica.te, but constitute 

ori teria. of a logically a.d.equ.a.te kind. Bllt this is only halt the 

· picture• since when one ascribes P•pre~cates to oneself one does not 

gGne~ally a.scribe them on the basis of' behaviour (though in some oases 

one might). M-predioa.ti.on, in cont:ra.st, is epistemologically stmpler, 

s.i.noe both self and other a.scribing M-pre«Uoa.tes rely on observation; 

i.e .. there ia only one general ,criterion for their a.pplioa.tion 

irreapecti ve ot person (first or third) or thing. 
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So generally we use different criteria for ascribing P~predioates 

to oneself anc1 to others (first and second-and-third person usage). And 

here we need. to recognize the veey speeia.1 character of P-pred.icates; in 

the lea.ming process neither is selt-P-predica.te asc.ription primary, nor 

is othe~P-predicate ascription primar.,y, - "Both these pictures are 

refusals to acknowledge the unique logical character of the predicates 

oonoerned"• 1• As strawson puts it: 

"••• it is essential to the oha.~a.eter of these predieatea 

(i.e, P-p~dioates) that they have both first and third• 

person a.scripti ve uses•· that they a.re both self-asori bable 

otherwise tha:n. on the basis of observation of the 'behaviour 

of the subject of them, end other-a.seriba.ble on the basis of 

behaviour ori teria.. To leam their use is to learn both 

aspects of their use. In order to have this type of concept, 

one must be both a self-aseriber and. an othe?'-ascriber of 

suoh predicates., end mu.st see every other as a eelt-asoribe:r. 

In order to understand this type of oonoept; one mu.st 

acknowledge that there is a kind of predicate Which is 

unambiguously and a.d.eqo.ately ascribable .~ on the basis of 

observation of the subject of the predicate !:!!!! not on this 

basis, i.e. independently of the observa;tion o:f the subject: 

the second oa.se is the case where the a.scriber is also the 

subject"• 2• 

Now to refuse to accept this is to refuse to accept the eti"Uctura of the 

language in which we talk abQut P-prediea:tes. That is all right, stra.wson 

remarks, for one can give up talking, but what is not a.oceptable " •• • is 

simu.ltaneously to pretend to a.ocept that strocture and to refuse to accept 

it; i.e. to couch one•s :rejection in the language or that ,stru.oture")· 

1. I. pg. 108. 
2. I• pg. 108. 
3. I. pg. 109. 
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This implicit· acceptance bu.t e:xplici 't refusal to accept the stru.otu.re 

of our language is characterized by the sceptic and the beha.Viourist• · 

Both' these philosophies a.re blind to either one aspect of P....:predicatiori -· 

the s~lf•aseriptive use,:orthe non ... self-ascriptive ·or other--.aiseriptive 

use.· What happens: in either case iEf that one a.speot is ta.ken ·a.a sett.,;; 

sut:ficient~ ·which we have seen to ·be t$.lse, ·and. a.s a. result· th~ other: 

a.speot becomes highly' probl.ema:tioal. · Th't1s when the sel:t ... a.scripti ve a.speot 

of P-predica,tes is ta.Icen ,as primacy (or self .;;.su.fti6tent} we e.i-ri ve at · 

seepticism; ·and when the othe;r..;.a.scriptive aspect ot P-pr-edioat&sli.s taken 
. ' 

as primary (or self''!'"su:fficient) we a,rr.ive a.t beha.'ViouriEn!l• ·· Either wq a. 

gap opens between the behaVioural criteria and the actual state ot 

ooneoiousnelils (experience) and we a.re forced into two different meanings· 

for.ea.oh P•predicate - which is obviously talae: "Rather, it is.essential 

to the single kind of meaning that the1 (P•predioates)·4.0 ha.ve, ·that both 

ways ot a.scribing them should be perfectlr in order". 19 Thus in 

investigating the nature of P-predicatea it ie essential to keep in mind 

·the struoture of the langUage to which they belong. And the concept of a. 

person is thus intimately connected w1 th the structure of our language. 

so Stra.wson' s two ini Ual questions a.re answered 1n a.dmi tting the 

primitiveness of the concept of a person - and with it, the unique 
. . ' 

ehars.cter of P-predica.tes• Btlt we can still ask what natural facts make 

it intelligible that we should have this concept of a. pers~n (besides the 

trivial answer that there .simply .e.ra people in the world) • Strawson . trie.s 

to answer this by '' •.. moving a. certain class of P-predioa.tes to a central 

positi,on in. the picture", 2• viz. predicates involving a,('rtion, predea.tes 

which involve intentionality; for example, 'going tor a w~lk', 'writing a. 

letter'• etc •. The point is tha.t we see such movements (behaviour) in 

1. I. pg. 110. 
2. ·r. pg. 111. 
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others as actions and interpret them .in terms of intentions. Thus 

· n.,.. we see others as self•asoribers, not on the basis of observation• 

ot what we a.scribe to them on this basis". 1• So the concept of agency 

is central, then, to the definition of the person and the a.se:ription of 

P-predicates. 

strawson says that he is not attempting to solve the problem of other 

minds or justify our beliefs about other minds. A solution or justification 

he has arg1.1ed is impossible. {Though he has shown, in a sense, that the 

problem ot other minds and the mind-body problem a.re both pseudo-problems 

as traditionally stated.) What he suggests is ''••• that it is easier to 

understand how we-can see ea.ch other• and ourselves, a.s persona• if we 

think first of the taot tha.t we act, and act on ea.oh other; and act in 

accordance with a. common human na.ture0 • 
2• This suggestion brings 

Stra.wson close to the phenomenologioa.l a.pproa.oh in philosopcy. 

The la.st pa.rt of the chapter on "Parsons" 1s concerned more with the 

philosophical implioa.tions of Stra.wson's theory. Briefly, having touched 

on the notion of a. common human nature, strawson goes on to deal with the 

concept of a. comrmmi ty nature, the concept of a. group mind.. We do some-

times talk of groups ot human beings in te:nns of their members thinking, 

feeling or acting •as one•. Dlt Stra.wson suggests that "•o it is a. 

condition for the existence of the concept of an individual person, that 

thie should happen only sometimes". 3.. Thus in our world the concept or 

an individual,person is taken a.s a starting point - and a natural starting 

point. 

111 I. pg. 111. 
2. 1. pg. 112 • 
. 3• r. pg. 114. 
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In the v-ery last section of the chapter on "Persons" Stra.weon d.eals 

with the concept of a pure individual consciousness and its 'survival' 

after the death of a person. He has already shown that pure individual 

consciousness has no primary existence, being derived from the concept 

ot a person (hence there being no traditional mind-body problem), but 

could have a "logically secondary existence". Thus el though we oan 

conceive of ourselves surviving atter death, this disembodied existence 

has certain consequences, namely, that strict disembodied survival is 

strictly solitary and one could never know if' there were other members of 

its class (solipsistic survival), and secondly, that "••• in order to 

retain his idea of himself' as an individual, he must alwqs think of 

himself as disembodied, as a former person"• 1• Strawson says that such -
a view of disembodied survival "••• mq well seem unattractive" and quips 

that it is for this reason, most probably, that the orthodox have 

insisted on the resurrection of the bocb°• 

1. r. pg. 116. 

----------------------------------
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C H A P T E R~ III 

CRITlClSM OF STRAWSOO' S COOCEPT .. OF A P~RSON 

Stra.wson • s work, "Ind.i vidualstt, he.s been e:x:pounded and o~ ti~ize4 by 

maJl1 philosophers. In this ohapt&r I shall deal with just some of the 

specific criticisms of the chapter on Persons. 

or the cri tioisms of "Persons'' many mq seem at first to show funds. .... 

mental diff'erenoes, bu.t this is by and la.rge not so.- A large proportion of 

the reviews of "Persons" grant much of what Stmwson s~l;l to be txue. Mu.oh 

disagreement, we shall see, tu.ms out to be simply restatement. 

Stra.wson•e concept of a. person has been challenged on many grounds, 

bu.t the bulk of criticism has been concerned with his •everyday• epistemology 

- viz. our knowledge of ourselves and other people. We have already seen 

how Strawson•s oonoept of a. Person steers a. middle J>ath )letween solipsism 

and behaviourism• Be thua faces attack from defenders of both these poles. 

However the atta.ok from the sceptioal side has been the strongest, so I 

sha.11 begin with it. These philosophers that attaok from the sceptical 

point of view· are not neoessa.rily isoepties themselV0$ ... (we ooulcl call some 

of these people phenomenologists rather than sceptics) • :tor their emphasis 

is on the experiential {1st person) approach (or a total e:xperiential 

approach) a.s opposed to the 'beha:viourist' (third. person) a.pproa.oh. 

The sceptical disagreement (or rather, as we shall see, restatement) 

with Strawaon ooncems his use of behavioural criteria. as being "logically 

adequ.a.te" for the ascription of P-predica.tes. Straw-son himself' admits tha.t 

beha.viour oan be faked, bu.t still main ta.ins that ith:is i.s r()Oonoilable with 
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•x .... beha.viou.r provides logically a.dequ.a.te evidence for x-feeling'. 

Mundlet in. "A Critiq11e ot Linguistic Philosophy", by ove~emphasizing the 

possibility of f',Qking; di·sagrees with strawson, and on thef;ie grounds 

maintains that your evidence ot my feeling x (e•g• .Pain) falls short of' 

11\Y" certainty that l am x (in pain). Mu.ndle, of course, is right in 

certain eases (the tri via.l oases of bluffing one.• s feelings, deliberately 

keeping ba.ok one'•s thoughts and. feelings• etc~) bU.t strawscm'•s point is 

that in our ordinary every d.atY' ex:pertenoe, observed evidence general.17 d.oes 

give u.s certainty, in many cases, of thE;t observed's .feelings, etc.; we 

don't j11st believe that A .is feeling ltit we often really know it (an 

intui t:i. ve knowledge)• And thus, obseJ"Ved evidence is a logically all.equate 

criterion. It ie logioally .adequate for it is in aeoordanoe with ·tne 

structure of our language. This structure Stra.wson calls 'logioo-<­

U.ngu.istio • • 1 • The po.int is that it is not logical in the strict formal 

sense. Also it is a criterion (logiea.ll.y adequate no doubt) rather than 

an all-weath~r proof. 

v 

Ayer, I think, is more subtle and. I'Elalistio; he s~st "Cari we 

signitioantl;y divorce our thoughts and our emotions ft-om their characteristic 

expressions in action or in speech? ... Buman beha.'Viour "'-• is itself 

expressive of t:tiese thoughts and. t·eelings and purposes; and. this is how we 

.actually see it. F.rom the outset we observe it .!! human behaviour with all 

that this implies". 2• This clearly has strong simil~ltties with 

phenomenolo~ (especially that of Merleau-Ponty). .But Ayer neve~theless 

maintains that .however natural this process m~ seem it remains a.t bottom a 

process ·of interRretation. This emphasis on interpreta.tion• however 

inex.piieit• forces a. distinction between the sign and. what it signifies; 

1• see P.F. Stra.waon, "Logioo-Linguistio Pa.persn and "Introdu.ot.ion to 
Logical Theoey",. 

2. A.J. Ayer, "The Concept .of a. Person and Other Essays''• pg. 97. 
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between the ·•outer' and the 1 innex-'. In this light Ayer inte:l'prets wha.t 

St:ra.wson could mean by logioa.lly a.dequ.a.te criteria.; he sqsi "So the 

reason why beha;Vioural ,ori teria. can be said to be logically adequate is 

that even though they a.re not infallible (e.g. Faking - where 'inner' and 

•outer' are clearly distinguishable) their ove;rall success is logically 

guaranteed"• 1 • So, Ayer continues i "... there is a. difference between 

~ believing that I am justified in accepting a given proposition and my 

really being so; and not only that, but e. belief in a. proposition 11193 be 

justifi.ed without the proposition's being truen. 2• 

It is the ju.stitioa.tion ot this belief, tor Ayer, that bat's the 

sceptical approach to the problem qf one's knowledge of other minds (for 

Strawson, othel' people). So 4er fundamentally a.ooepts Strawson•s middle 

wqt haVing only quibbled about Strawson•s 'logically adequate criteria•• 

.A3'er. however. ignores stra.wson's •ontological' ideas and hie appeal to the 

'l!rtructu.re ot our language, both which a:tf'ect his epistemological position. 

Locket in ''MJrself and Others" also fundamentally .agrees with stra.wson. 

He shows, rightly I think, tha.t Stra.waon is concerned with identitioa.ti.on 

(of particu.la~s) and not vet-ification, though Strawson himself does use 

the latter term which leads to some confusion. Locke s~s: 

"••. and. a.11 that the point about id.entifica;Uon a.mounts to 1 
ia that we 1I111St be able to identify which conscious state ) 

and Which person we are talkingabout. To move from these 

to the stronger claim that if we are to talk about conscious 

states at all we must be able to tell whether otheta do 

possess various conscious states, is to opt for a grossly 

3. impla.usible verifioationism"• 

.1. A.J. A;yer, op. cit •. , pg. 100. Brackets and emphasis a.re mine. 
2. ibid •• pg. 105. 
3. D. Locke, ''Myself end Othe:rs", pg. 147 • 
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Locke thus maintains tha.t if we are going to ascribe states of conscious- J 
ness to others or out-selves it is oerta.inly necessary to know what we a.re 

saying. Bu.tit is not necessary to know whether'wha.t we a.re seytng is -
true or not, In this light Locke prefers to use the term "wa.rranting­

oondi tions'' rather than Strawson•s ''logically a.deqUa.te criteria"·• h 

Again• is this not restatement? Many philosophers are worried about this 

term - especially the adverb "logically" - Cl'opping up in an essentially 

linguistic and behavioural setting. Again l must refer you. to Stra.wsori•s 

"Introduction to Logical Theocy" which we shall discus.s in Chapter 5• 

Locke sees that the truth underlying Stra.wson's argument from 

Persons (as well as from the a.rgu.ment from criteria. and the e.rgwnent 

against a private language} is tha.t: "••• if there is to be any wq a.t 

all of teaching and explaining •feels a pain• then there must be some 

publicly observable phenomena. which provide some justification for sa;ying 

that somecme feels a. pain". 2• so we have knowledge of other people's 

minds only insofar a.s our 'belief' in other minds is correct. It is 

possible to be mistaken in this beliet. Locke's point is that we must 

accept what people say an4 do as evidence (criteria) for what goes on 

•inside' if we are going to talk ·Of an inside ol' a mind in the first place. 

This of course implicitly points to Strawson's appeal to the structure of 

OUl' language. 

Aune too 3• attacks Strawson•s behavioural oriteria - he claims that 

they are not of a. logically adeqUate {sufficient) kind, l:ut r~ther they 

are oonceptually adequate (btlt that this does not 'su.ppo~t the meta.physics 

1. D. Looke9 op. cit., see pg. 152-153• 
2. ibid., pg. 158. 
3. B. Aune: "Feelings Moods and Introspection", Mind, vol. LXXII, 1963. 
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ot private access); again a wariness about "logical" being applied. to 

language and behaviour. Aune, too, seems to ba.ek up Strawson•a point 

about the structure of our language, tor he sqs that we have linguistic 

conventions su.oh that if verbal responses do not agree with the rest of 

the obs~rved behaViour then we are generally enjoined to SEl3' that the 

person is making a verbal slip, or is pretending (dissembling) etc. 

"Pretending", Wittgenstein has remarked.: "is, of course, only a .special 

oa.se of someone's producing (sas) expressions of pain when .he is not in 

pa.in • • • A child has mu.oh to learn before it can pretend. (A dog eannot 

be a. hypocrite, btlt neither can it be .sincere)''• 1. 

Hamlyn, in "The Theory of Knowledge", also a.tt'3,eks Stt-a.weon•s claim 

that one need only be prepared to ascribe P-predioates to others • bll.t 

actually need not - for a person ma3 '\>e perf~ctly prepared to do so but 

~ claim that there are no others to whom this P~predioate oa.n be ascribed. 

This sceptic, Haml;vn SS3St must be distinguished from Stravson•s "true 

solipsist0 t ..... who says that it is meaningless to talk of sta.tes of mind 

other than his oWll; tor the logical principle invoked entails that it must 

make sense to aeoribe them to other subjects than oneself, whether there 

actually are ~"· 2• 

Bamlyn too ori ticizes Stra.wson • .s concept of "logically adequ.a.te 

criteria." and calls 1t an. 0 obsoure notion". However, I think Hamlyn takes 

this concept out of Stra.wson9 s context; he sqs: 

ttTbe truth is that we ascribe states of mind to others neither 

on the direct, noninduotive basis implied by talk of logically 

adequate ori teria. nor on the basis of an analogy from our own case. 

1. L. Wittgenstein: ''Philoeophioal In"V"estigations", pg. 228-229 e. 
2. D.W. Hamlyn: "The Theoey of Knovledge0 , pg .• 238. 
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The former implies that the meaning of a given mental 

. concept is to be given entirely in terms of certain fonns 

of beha.Viour; the latter implies that it is g.iven in terms 

of our own private ex:perienoes (in terms 'of our own ease, 

.. as Wittgenstein puts it). The meaning of concepts of this 

kind eel'ta.inly ·depends on irite~pe:rsonal and public behavioural 

criteria; it pr-e6upposes cha.ra.cteristie and normal w~s in 

wb.ioh .states of mind. a.re expressed, and for this 'rea.aon it is 

not open to any of us to doubt the possibility of other minds 

existing at all; such a doubt would be ~intelligible"., h 

And thus we see that Ha.mlyn as well a.s qer, Locke and Aune, although 

purporting to criticize, tu.nda.mentaliy agree with Stra.wson•s epistemological 

position which shows the middle Wa3 between scepticism and behaviourism and 
. ' 

shows the dependence (though often kept tacit) ·of the one on the othe:r. 
. . 

$o although we oan replace the notion ••logically adequate ori teria" with 
. ' 

some othet' notion, the point is that· it will not atteot Strawson·•.s ba.eie 

epistemological position. 

Much less 'Criticism of Strawson•s work has been attempted f'rom the 

behaviourist side. Coval, in "Scepticism and tha First Person"; tries to 

push Strawson to the limits of sammetr.y between first and third-person 

ascriptions. He sqs: •••o self-ascriptive P-utteranoes a.re not a better 

ground for scepticism, nor more problematic• than are fi.rst-person 

M-utterances"• 2• Ha attempts to elose the gap entirely between self and 

other ascriptions ot P-pred.ica.tes= "The a.va.ilabilitY, of' sufficiently 

1. D.w. Hamlyn, op. cit., pg. 239• 
2. s.c. Coval: "Scepticism and the First Person"• pg., 101. 
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similar circumstances leaves P•diseourse in as unproblematic e. state as 

Strawson I think 

ha.a euceess:fully tried to break the basic asymmetry between f'i:rst $.Tld 

third person (p .... .) a.soriptions ... (which has been the history of the 
I 

philosopb_.y of Mind, Sa3S Coval) bu.t still maintains an •a.s;eet;cy•. in the 

a.EJ>lication of criteria. for the ascription.of P-Rredica.tes, which Coval, 

:r think, overlooks.. For we simply !2, ascribe pain, for example, to others 

end ourselves on different ori teria, 

Thus, ha.ving reviewed eritioisn trom both aides, in the 'epistemo­

logiea.l' doma.Ui Strawson has ha.d veey little ground to shift. 

Another of the ma.in criticisms of Strawson•s work centres around the 

ontological domain of the concept of a p('!rson. As Williams, in his r~view 

ot "Individuals.,, says.: "It:.is very ha.rd, taking the book as a whole to . 

resist the impression that this empha.sis is i,n some wq connaoteti with.the 

question of the reality or ontological status that is to be ascribed to 

various types of thing •••" 2• Thia view is actually supported by 

Straw.son• s own conclusion to his book "Individuals''; he sa.ys: " •• • so 

perhaps •• • persons and material bodies a.re what prima.rilai- exist". 3. 

Williams questions the validity of Stra.wson's claim. Willia.ms SS3's: 

0 Stra.weon never really produces an argument to show tha.t basicness in 

identif'ica.iion is the only, or the chief, such criterion (of reality, 

primacy) ••• This seems to be M incompleteness within the range of 
4, 'descriptive meta.peysics'"• 

1. s.c. Coval, op. oit. pg. 113. 
2. B .. A.O. Williams: "Mr Stra.wson on Individuals", Philosop~, vol. 36, 

1961, pg. 321. 
3. r •. pg. 247. 
4• B,A.o • .Williams, op. oit •• pg. 322· Brackets mine. 
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Mund.le questions the whole ontological project: "Strawson's key 

principles for identifying particula:rs have implications concerning the 

temporal order in which we acquire concepts; but, I want to say, they have 

no ontol()gica.l implications u. A Cartesian could conoede that .!!! cannot 

acquire the concept of an innna.terial soul unless we have first acquired the 

concept of a person ••• Do any ontological conclusions :follow?" 1• Urmson 

strangely prefers to admit the incoherence involved in maintaining that 

observation does not '·equal• experience., and. yet both observation and 

experience separately provide su.ffioient conditions for the ascription of 

P-predicates, rather than claim primitiveness for the concept of a person. 

In defense Danto compares persons to •wa.Vicles• (as in physics); he 

s~s: "It is instructive to note how close Strawson's concept is to the 

whole oonoept of' a. person in ordinary usage •• Polanyit for instance .. 

2. 

wouid emphasize that this ordinary concept cannot, e.t present• be rendered 

comprehensible in scientific tems". 3• 1F.nis la.st aspect we shall deal with 

in relation to Psychology• bu.t it is interesting here to compare Danto•s view 

(and Polanyi's) to Harr4 and Secord., who although also generally agreeing 

with Stra.wson's and Hampshire's 4• anthropomorphic concept of a. person, see 

much value in its being formalized to some extent, and therefore of more use 

in a scientific concern (e.g. social psychology). We mu.at keep in .mind the 

point of' fomalization; as Ziff points out: 

"In oonsequ.ence, in contra.st with any natural language, a. 

formal logic and formal languages .in general appear to have 

the undeniable virtues of precision and clarity. lht these 

virtues a.re purchased at a cost: the cost is the utter 

1. C.W.K. Mundle: "A Critique of Linguistic Philosophy0 • pg. 147• 
2. See J.O. Urmson: Note on "Individuals"• Mind, vol. LXX, No. 278., 

pg. 258-264. 
3. A.C. Danto: "Persons", in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy", vol. 6, 

pg. 113. 
4• See s. Hampshire: ''Thought and. Action"• 

. I 
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inut1lity of the formal language a.s a. langUage with which to 

communicate in the world in which we find ourselves". 1• 

Bllt with regard to tonnalization for example, in social psychology, the 

"Virtuesn ot precision and elari:ty are not as great a.s in, Sa\Yt physiology 

(compare for examplet the concept of action and the concept of response in 

tenns of formalizability) i.e. formalization isa matter of d.egree. The. 

concept of a person I shall show, has certain limitations in regard to 

formalization, for it is inextricably tied to ordinary (natural) language 

usage; and being a. 'holistic' concept it naturally defies precision. · fut 

this d.oes not prevent the possibility ot some degree of formalization where 

"person" is ta.ken a.s a. psychological or 'theoretical• term. 

OU.r "ontio col!lmitment" 2• to persons is I think, quite clear, bu.t to 

show ontological priority is much more .difficult. Although basically 

agreeing with Stravtson about the ontological •secondariness• of states of 

eonsciousnes.s (mind), there are interesting defenses for the (primary) 

existence of disembodied individuals. One defense is given by Lewis in 

"The Elusive Mind"• Lewis denies Strawson•s initial starting point l)y Sfl3ing 

that we do not a.scribe states of oonsoiousness and physical characteristics 

to the very same thing. He Sa\Y'Si "I should ••• wish to add that my real 

self is my mind, and that it is onl37 in a derivative and secondary sense 

that my body is said to be 11\YSelt at all ••• my bo<tr is not something that 

I .!!• but something that I have, and here linguistic usage, if that were 

. what we should appeal to, is on our side". 3• Lewis talks of' an "elliptical" 

sense of ascription to the boc\v• This appeal to linguistic usage is not, 

however, suocessful. We talk of havin4 a mind also. We talk of having and 

1. P. Ziff: "Understanding Understandingtt.. pg. 57 • 
2. see w.v.o. Qu.inet "Word and Object", Ch. 7, "Ontic Commitment". 

pg. 233•276. 
3. H.D. Lewis: "The Elusive Mind.-, pg. 151. 
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being both a body and a mind; "being", when we associate the body or mind 

with the person ~ which we can only be, not have. In defense of Strawson, 

I think one phenomenological lesson must be learnt - viz., tha.t we don't 

have bodies a.s we have tables - we mu.st dist1ngtlish between a body (e.g. a. 

corpse) and a li,.ved body - which is in many oases, the body of a person. 

(This is related to Merlea.u-Ponty•s idea of the ''ambigu.i ty" of the body. 1 •) 

Other .attempts ma.de to defend *immaterial individuals' usually a.ppea.l 

to previous philosophers. .For ·example, J. Moulder 2• tries to defend 

•Pia.tonic Person.s•. Zeno Vendlert in "Ees Cogi tans", tries to defend the 

Cartesian view. These philosophers• however, do not .wholeheartedly accept 

Plato's or Descartes• ·view. Vendler.,, tor example, puts forward an interesting 

theory that "Minds are indi v:i.dUated by the subjeoti ve perspective that marks 

a significant portion of one's thoughts ... 0 3. but oontinuest "••• which 

perspective is a function of the spa.cio-temporal continuity of one•s 

sentient bod;y"• 4. One can oerta.inly talk ot person•s'ha.ving subjective 

perspectives - whioh bypasses discussion C>f minds being functions of bodies, 

etc. :&.tt disembodied existence (:f'omer subjective perspectives) tor Vendler, 

seems about as unattractive as Strawson•s view. 

Another criticism. of Strawson•s work centres around his concept of a 

P-predioate. Williams shows tha.t Strawson•s discussion features •states 

of consciousness'; and ascriptions of states of consciousness are only a. 

sub-class of P-predicates. What is .not made olear is the extent of 

P-predication. Har~ end Secord interpret Strawson as sqing that 

P•predioa.tes can be applied only to entities that are conscious; this vi~w 

they reject and pref er: . 

1. See M. Merleau-Ponty: "Phenomenology of Peroeption"• 
2. J. Mould.er: "In Defence of Immaterial Persons"• Philosophical Papers; 

vol. 1, No. 1t 1972, pg. 38-55· 
3• z. Vendler: "Res Cogi tans", pg. 195• 
4. ibid. •. , pg. 195. 
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"••• to think of a series of gradually stronger necessary 

oonditions culminating in full self-oonsoiousness and 

self-awareness, .for calling a thing a. person, rather than 

a. total discontinuity between persons and non-persons. In 
I ' , • 

this view, suffioientiy advanced robots might be considered' 
' . ' . 

people for some purposes; even a. talking chimpanzee might 

be similarly regarded"• 1• 

They oall this the •weaker• thesis. 'l'hey see person predication as :forming 

a.bodily-mental spectrum. 

We have seen however that Strawson does admit of an attenuated usage 

ot P-predicates (to animals, robots). Thus Williams' belief, also, that 

"A vast range of words which to persons a.eori be actions can without any 
' . . 

hesitation be applied to ma.chines •••'' 2• can, I think, be incorporated in 

stra.wson•s theory. Even .Ayer's argwnent (with .a hypothetioal example to 

show that a child who ~ever encountered ezcy- other persons would not 

necessarily be prevented from ascribing P-predioa.tes to himself if taught 

by a ma.chine to describe his 'inner• states, eto •• ) would break down since 

.. the machine must be programmed (and manufactured) by a person - and thus 

the child could a.scribe •a.ttentua.ted* P-predicates to the machine (who 

represents, as it were, oth:er 2eople). 

No doubt the concept of attenuation is .still rather unclear, bu.t I 

would like to suggest that we could talk of degrees of attenuation; i.e. 

from more to less attenuation in going from rooks to chimps, or from simple 

to complex robots. 

1. R. Harr~ end P.F. Secord: "The Explanation of Social Behaviour"• pg. 7-8. 
2. B.A.O. Williams, op. cit., pg. 330. 
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Strawson has already shown how central and important the concept of 

action is to the concept of a person •. This is Bampsh1re•s point too in 

"Thought and Aetion1'; ha sas-s: "The deepest mistake in enipiricist theories 

of perception, deaeending from Berkeley and Hume, has been the representation 

of human. beings as passive observers receiving impressions from 'outside' of 

the mind, where the 'outside' includes their own bodies. In fact I find 

~ th . ·1 . .ll 1. myseli. from . ·. e beginning ab. e to act upon objects a,rounu. me ••• tt 

Hampshire maintains that we exist not only a.a passive observers but also as 

active experimenters, and in full aooordanoe with the St~awsonian pGsition, 

shows that we could never be pass~ve observers unless we were soI11etimes 

active experimenters; and vioe versa - we could not be experimenter~ unless 

we were sometimes observers. HaJl'\pshire, perhaps better than Strawson1. ) 

grasps the:social,impo:tt of being a. person. 

Langford, in "Human Action" s~s: "relations between persons ... a.re 

social relations that differ logiea.lly from relations between materiel 

things." 2• Haro.1~ also believes that there is a radical disparity between. 

the types of relationship the.t a person can h~ve - with other persons and 

with material objects. He ma.inta.ins that with the latter the relationship 

is rather contingent. However: "This is far from t:rue of the concept of a. 

person, and a. oa.se ea.n be made f.or the thesis that no proper understanding 

of the concept of a person ean be had in indE:)pendence of an understanding 

·of the concept of a. human relationship. If this ia so, it is not surprising 

that a philosophical elucidation of knowledge of persons ••• ts a complex 

matter" .. 3. The above is not so much a criticism ot Strawson• as a point 

of elucidation and broadening of his work. 

1. s. Hampshire: "Though,t and. Action"; pg. 41• 
2. a. Langford: 11Human Actiontt, pg. 67. 
3. D.w. Hamlyn, op. eit., pg. 248. 



Pethapa the most important elucidation here ww.1,4 be the etbi~al 

implioo.tion~ .of the concept or a person; the ethical ptio'rt lf;N ot persons 

ove.r things - i.e. 'tNat p&ople a.a P69Pl&.t ·not thil'lgS'', Vereteld, fo.r 

,example s~s: '''I atn t17tng to .make the •lf1Pfrrtoot ~gestio~ tba.t ~owl·ettg0 
'. . 

. . 

ot persons and not vice 'versa, 'ana th.at .~· meaning·· which w ·find. in nature 

ls ·d.eriva.tive tram the meaning Gf persons". h A Mani~t $tu:il.a-sis of ·th(: 

4oneept of a pe!>$on {enl the concept o.r a. ma:terial objeQt). ~14 be 

tntel'l&sting bere, w.·t. ·untort\'l.natelj .• ta beyond. ·tht scape ot tllie wot-lt. 

The ethical. (and. sooi.ol~i·cal and :political.) damn.in ·.in IJ:en-eral is .also too . 

l.a.t"ge to enter into he~. 

In· ecmc1usion I ·thir:d.c .Stmwsc;in tnanag-ee ~ withstand. hi.s numel'Ons 

ori tiee. Ms conQept of a person remains aubatantial even though some of 

its tenets are we~ned, while tJOme ~ me~l.¥ 11"$phraseiil.~ 
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C H A P T E R IV 

'!'HE NATURE OF . STRAWSON' S INQUIRY 

Stra.wson's work "Individuals" is an attempt to desotibe the structure 

of our thought - thus the tenn "descriptive meta.physicsn. tt is important 

to note that Stra.wson wishes to describe and. not to expla.in our conceptual 

scheme. This brings out the ties of his approach with the later Wittgenstein 

and the ordina.:cy langu.age analysts. and. also with phenomenology. 

Strawson, if classified at all, would be called a linguistic analyst, 

for he certainly approaches the •problem' of' the person tht'Ough language. 

Some people would be surprised• however, at his being called a phenomenologist. 

Nevertheless, in "Individuals" I think he is very close to the phenomeno-

logical approach. Natanson describes the philosophical approach at Strawson 

(and Hampshire) a.s 0 
.. , egologioal, desoriptive, and.. in a. sense .. ,. 

phenomenological." 1• Ayer seys of phenomenology: ''Whatever phenomena-

logists ma;y think they ought to be doing, what the best ,of them .in fact do 

is to study concepts at work"• 2• 

'l.'ugendha.t, in "LingU.istic Analysis and Phenomenology", tries to define 

the subject matter ot philosophy: 0 ••• its subject-matter seems to be our 

knowledge of the structure of' all conscious eXperience., of the structure of 

understanding in general, no~ merely of linguistic understanding." 3. He . 

maintains that some of the recent work like that of Strawson and Hampshire 

seems to lead in that very direction. Manser see:s a. danger in all this: 

\ 
1 • M. Natanson 1 "Literature Philosophy and the Social Soiences0 , pg. 41. 
2. A.J. Ayer: "Phenomenology and Lir,.guistio Analysis", Proceedings of the 

Aristotelian Society, Su.pp. Vol. X.XXIII• 1959, pg. 121. 
3. E. Tu.gendhat: "Description as a.Method of Philosophy0 in: "Linguistic 

~alysis and Phenomenology". Ed. w. lJ!qe and s.c. Brown, pg. 261. 
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0 If one starts an investigation with a belief in some 

underlying scheme, then one is liable to distort the 

faots to make them fit, and it seems that this is what 

Stra.wson in fact does in "Individuals0 • I cannot· here 

demonstrate thi.s in detail, though in fairness to Stra.wson 

I mu.st add tha.t I do not think he intends 'descriptive 

meta.physics• to replace philosophy, bu.t rather to constitute 

one section of it"• 1• 

Descriptive meta.physics, though not trying to replace all philosophy, 

certainly does make a good starting point • what other starting points 

can Manser offer? Strawaon, himself t shows concern for what meta.peysics 

is: "So if meta.physics is the finding of reasons, good, bad or indifferent, 

for what we believe on instinct, then this has been metaphysics". 2• ey-er 

in his Aristotelian Societ;y Pa.per 3• bolieves that a:ny purely descriptive 

philosoph¥ is unlikely to be of much interest unless i.t is in the service 

of some theoey and ha.s as its aim the elucidation of' some philosophical 

problem. Strawson's work certainl;y ha.s a. t;b.eory behind it, and is in. the 

service of matJ.Y puzzles, thg• the mind-body problem, the problem of other 

minds, ete. If one wanted to classify Strawson•s theoey it could be called 

a version of the Double-Aspect Theoz;y. 4 • 

. Of the phenomenologi.sts, I think Stra.wson is closes·t to Merlea.u-Ponty. 

Merleau-Pont~' s "embodied subjeot" • and the "ambig11i ty'1 of the boey ,. find 

their parallel in Strawson•s "person"• and the 'ambiguity• of the ascription 

of predicates of the body ... f.or both M· and P-predica.tes a.re ascribable. 

1. A. Manser: '1Phenomenology as the Method. of' Philosophy" in: "Linguistic 
Analysis and Phenomenology". Ed. Mays and Brown, pg. 2.77• 

2. I. pg .. 247• 
3• See A.J. Ayer, op. cit., pg. 123-124· 
4• See K. Campbell: 0 Boq and Mind", pg. 114-115· 
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Merlean-Ponty also makes an interesting distinction between the phenomenal 

and the reflexive (or transcendental) field of our consciousness. This 

relates to Strawson•s argument for the primacy of the person. Strawson 

tries to give a "rational account" for "••• beliefs; and etu.bbornly held 

ones, of many people at a primitive level of reflection ••• "; and later 

he saysi "u• for what we believe on instinct." 1• These beliefs (or 

instinct) a.re part and parcel of Merlea.u.-Ponty's phenomenal field, or pre­

reflexive field (rather than primitive reflection). Merleau-Ponty•s main 

thesis 2• is to show the dependence of' the reflexive, transcendental field 

on the phenomenal field• 

Thus justifying our beliefs a.bout other people is only necessary in 

the toma.l mode; in Merleau-Ponty•s terms, in the reflexive .field; for 

inter-subjectivity is given in the phenomenal fil9ld. Objective thought 

(i.e. reflexive consciousness) gives rise to soiipsism, and to solve this 

problem we must "shed doubt upon objective thought" 3• by returning to the 

phenomenal field. The backbone of this theory is found in Merleau-Ponty•s 

earlier book "The struotu.re ot Behaviour". 4• Ishiguro, I think rightly 

believes: 

"••• that the primacy of the concept of the person, to 

which bodily and mental predicates are ascribable, is 

needed not merely to solve the •otller minds' problem, 

bu.t in order to state it. However, it might be argued 

that the problem only arises when one doubts one's 

immediate intuitive awareness of other persons, and 

proceeds to look for a justifioation of how we come to 

1. I. pg. 247• 
2. In "Phenomenology of Perception"• 
.3• M. Merlea.u.-Ponty: "Phenomenology of Perception'', pg. 350. 
4• Where Merleau-Ponty shows, via the inadequacy of the classical 

behaviourist and the Gestalt school, that in psychology a dialectical 
approach rather than a mechanical or causal one must be ta.ken. 
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know their existence. The question is then shifted from 

the pl.ane of immediate intuitive awareness (i.e. from an 

ontological level) on to tha.t of :fo:rmal knowledge (i.e. a. 

logioeJ. one). It is only on the latter level tha.t a. 

logical justit'ioation for the existence of others becomes 

necessary"• 1• 

Pet-haps the only real, valid. criticism of St:rawson•s work concerns 

the limitation of the application of his theory in "Individua.lst'• Stra.wson 

. talks of ·~· conceptual scheme as if it had universal application, and 

seems to treat ~our• concepts of subjeet and predicate, person, and ma.teria.l 

object as belonging to the changeless central core of human thinking~ 

Mund.le, in liis "Cri tiqU.e of Linguistic Philosophy';, quotes Tsu-Lin Mei who 

shows that Stra.wson •s scheme does not hold for Mandarin• Tsu-Lin Mei 

aoousea Strawson of' ''linguistic imperialism." and s03s: "di'soredited is the 

school of ordinary usage; sinee one of its prominent representatives, 

himself a logician of note, is shown to be unaware of wha.t his statements 

are about". 2• This is one. variation of the Whorfian lzypothesis. 3. The 

criticism is quite powertul; for it seems tha.t, .if Tsu ... Lin Mei is right, we 

must just resign ourselves to accepting the limitations (relatiVity) of· 

Strawson• s •descriptive meta.physics• ... viz. that it applies to the ordinary 

world (and perhaps also the scientific world) of English ... epeaking and 
\ ' 

strncturally similar language-speaking people. Here two points are 

important, firstly the fact that all human languages are •translatable• 

defends Stra.wson • s thesis; and secOhdly, Strawson • s ttmodestyt' l Toulmin; 

1n "Human Underste.:nding", shows that: 

1. w. ?vta_ys: "Introduction" in "Linguistic Analysis and Phenomenology"• 
Ed. w. ~s and s.c. Brown, pg. 16. See also: H. Isbiguro: "A Person's 
Future and the Mind-13ody Problem" in Mays and. Brown (Ed.), pg. 16.3-178• 

2. Tsu-Lin Mei: "Sllbject and Predicate, a grammatical prelimina:cy"• 
Philosophical Review; 1961; pg. 175• Quoted in C.W.K. Mundle: 
"A Critique of Linguistic Philos'ophy''• pg. 126. 

3. See B.L. Whorf': ".Language .Thought and Reality". 
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"Stra.wson'a final conclusions are ••• much more mod.est than 

those of Kant's positio.n. The bounds of sense t-efleot the 

conditions of linguistic intelligibility, given human life 

and language a.a we know them. Conversel;r, given a. non-human 

life and comrmmication-system (or 'language•) sufficiently 

unlike those we know, it becomes quite conceivable • even if 

only hypothetically, as a matter of science fiction • that 

there might be other• independent and non-overlapping 'realms 

of sense'• Within such an alternative realm, thinkers might 

understand ea.eh other perfectly well, even though our own 

attempts to make contact with them were all doomed to frns-

tra.tion. There would, accordingly, be nothing intrinsically 

•non-rational• a.bout their thought and language; tneir modes 

of talking. ·Bnd thinking, reasoning and acting would merely be 

•rational• in wqs different from, and incommensurable w.i th, 

. 1. 
our own"• 

This second type of lingu.istio 'relativity• does not weaken Strawson's 

view tha.t at least some of our every~ conc~pts: "••• are the coping stones 
' 

of our thinking; 2• try to remove them, and our thought wholly oolla.pses". 

This second type of lingu.istio 'rela.tivi ty• seems super.f'.icially to give 

rise to •comparative metaphysics• ... 'bllt this of course becomes qu.ite 

impossible if the "realms of sense" ai'e non-.overlapping at all• It is, 

rather, within our human la.ngu.age group, tha.t we ought '_l;o look for 

alternatives to descriptive metaphysics; Toulmin, I think, points to one, 

vi~., that of •evolutionary metaphysics•; he sqs that a priori forms of 

rational thinking, universal deep strl.lctures, etc., a.re "•o exoeptions to 

·Our evolutionary account of the development 0£ collective concept-uset(and), 

1. s. Toulmin: ttHuman Understanding•', vol,. 1, pg. 427• 
2. J. Passmore: "A Hundred Years of Philosophy", pg. 529• 
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we oa.n bring these too within our scope ... (they) then repx-esent -

quite a.s muoh as those of (s93) physics - the provisional end-products 

of cul tura.l evolution". 1• In this light descriptive metaph;ysios is not 

incompatible with evolutionary metaphysics. Descriptive metaphysics mas-

be quite valid for- •pla:tea.u' periods in our evolution. 

Here we tl133' pa.use to think a.bout descriptive metaphysics and the 

Qonoept of a thing or mat&rial object. Natural science in our century has 

certainly produced a tremendous revolution in our Wa3s ·of thinking about 

matter. This science can be seen a.s the a.rch-enem.y of descriptive meta-

physics, being continuously revisiona.ey. And yet the stability of certain 

natural language concepts (person, thing) en~res their unavoidability. 

I agree with Heisenberg who SS\YS: "We know that any understanding must he 

based finally upon the natural language because it is only there that we 

can be certain to touch reality, and henoe we must be sceptical a.bout any 

scepticism with regard to this natural language and its essential .oonceptstt,. 2• 

Before moVing on to origins and development• and, later to the 

implications f'·c>r Psyoholog;y of Stra.wson 1 s concept of a person, ha.ving 

reviewed some of the criticisms, I maintain that Stra.wson fundamentally 

survives hie critics. Two relevant criticisms, hoW&ver, ought to be kept in 

mind; firstly; the possible need for fluidity .in Stra.wson • s concept ·of 

P-predioa.tion• i.e. degrees of P-prediea.tion (even degrees of attentua:tion)., 

and, seoondly1 a. possible relativity within descriptive meta.physics; within 

'our• conceptual sch~e. i.e. a challenge to some universalt changeless, 

human conceptual structure. 

1. s. Toulmin, OP• cit,, pg. 477• First two brackets mine. 
2. w. Heisenberg: "Philosoph,y and Physios••. pg. 172. 
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CHAPTER .V 

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT OW. STRAWSOO' S . ttPERSONS" 

In this chapter I would like to show, briefly, the line of thinking 

from which Stra.wson's work has developed, and show developments in the 

field of philosophical psychology alter 0 Personsn. 

Sea.t'le, in his essq on stra.wson in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy!', 1 • 

says that "Individuals" employs Kantian methods to arrive a.t Aristotelian 

conclusions. so, to deal thoroughly with strawson's tounda.tions we ought 

to go right baok to Aristotle. The trouble beginning with Aristotle is 

,simply that the notion ot behavioural science (or sooia.1 or human science), 

as opposed to natural science; was not yet clearly f ormule.ted, and this 

distinction is, of course, c:rueial in respect to "persons". However 

Aristotle's notion of a person as a unity of mind and body, the former 

intrinsically independent of btlt extrinsically dependent upon the latter, 

is at the heart ot what I ea.11 the philosophical paradigm of the person to 

which strawson clearly belongs. Opposed to this philosophical view is the 

psychological paradigm where the mind is not intrinsically independent of 

the bo(\y. I shall show·that it is this fundamental difference of paradigms 

that makes it difficult to relate Strawson's "person" to some ot the 

psychological concepts of the person. 

Stra.wson•s debt to Kant is well recognized. This is clearly seen in 

Stra.wson•s "The Bounds of Sensett; an essay on Kant's "Critique of Pu.re Reason". 

Toulmin 2• has a.l:ready shown us developments of a. Kantian theme in stra.wson.•s 

1. Vol. 8, pg. 28 • 
. 2. s. Toulmin: "Buman Understanding", vol. 1, pg. 425-428. 
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work {see previous chapter). However Kant, like Aristotle, wrote well 

before what is called the natural/social science 'split'. 

Thus having eliminated a glorious two thousand years of philosophy ( l) 

we arrive at Wittgenstein, who, I think, is the most important influence on 

Stra:wson' s philosophy of the person. Wittgenstein, like Strawson1 can best 

be viewed. in relation to Cartesianism (a. ver,y influential philosophy) and 

Eeba.viou:rism (the dominant school of psychology in many places a.t the time 

of Wittgenstein's writing). Descartes' philosophy is a dualistic philosophy 

with a. •dual' ontology - "res oogi tans" and ••res e.xtensa.'*. Behaviourism, 

finding "~s cogi tans•• rather troublesome, confined its •working ontology' 

to "res ertensa"t incorporating as meh as it could of "res oogitane" into 

"res extensa"• However, neither of these pictures is correct, a.s 

Wittgenstein pointed. out. Cook expresses the point lucidly: 

•• •• • the special status of human beings in the one case 

and their non-special status in the othert a.s marking 

out two different sorts of things composing a. human being. 

Thist of course, is the Cartesian account. :Behaviourism, 

then, starting from this account• rejects the- language 

games in which human beings have a special status. Unlike 

either of these. Wittgenstein rejects the first step, 

which escaped unnoticed: the redescription of a human 

being. We can now express this result as follows: 

these two types of language-games taken together mark 

oft human beings f'rom stioke and stones"• 1• 

This clearly resembles Strawson•s analysis of the person in tenns of both -
P- and. M-predica.tion. 

1. J.w. Cook: "Human Beings", Ch. 4 in "Studies in the Philosophy of 
Wittgenstein"• Ed. p. Winch, pg. 150. 
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Reinhardt has placed Wittgenstein and Strawson close together as 

regards their views on 'Other Minda'. He quotes Stra.wson: 

"If one is pl~ing a game of cards, the distinctive 

markings of a certain card constitute a logically 

adequate criterion for calling i t.1 Sa3t the Qµ.een 

of Hearts; but, in calling it this, tn the context of 

the game, one is a.scribing to it properties over and 

above the possession of these markings. The predicate 

gets its meaning from the whole structure of the gam.Eh 

So does the language in which we ascribe P-predicates. 

To sa:g that the criteria on the strength of which we 

ascribe P-pz-eclioates to others a.re of' a. logically 

adequate kind for this ascription, is not to Sa\Y" that 

all there is to the ascriptive meaning of these 

predicates is these criteria.. To sa;r this is to forget 

that they a.re .P-predioa.tes, to forget the rest of the 

1. langu.a.ge-structure to which they belong"• 

To this Reinha.rdtstcy"s: "The suggestion here is tha.t it is the entire system 

·of P-predioates of whioh we gain a. m.astecy in understanding what persons 

are<"• 2• This concept of the context of an entire 19Ystem in language brings 

strawson close to Wittgenstein's insightful notion of a language-game and of 

a torm of life. Reinhardt shows that the prima.oy of our vocabulacy of 

action suggests tha.t it is not chosen but rather constitutes our human 

na.ture. He says: "The responses we have and the related attitudes oan 

only be understood by considering the language in which they express them-

selves, along with the Wa\Y'S of acting which, with the vocabulary, constitute 

1. 1,. pg. 110. 
2. t.R. Reinhardt: 0 wittgenstein and Stra.wson on Other Minds", 

Ch. 5 in "Studies in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein"• Ed. P. Winoh, 
pg. 157. 
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a form .of. life". 1. From the above I think it is safe to :s~ tha.t: Strawson 

. is a. direct descendent ,of Wittgenstein• s Philosoplcy- of Mind. 

Ryle, .the man in between (chronologically speaking) Wittgenstein 

.and Stra.wson, moved a.w~ from Wittgenstein's insights back towards ·the 

behaviourist po~e and it is, . I think, Sirawson who, again rights this 

.influential view (thus bringing Wittgenstein baolcinto the picture). Byle 

is described a.s a 'logical beha:viourl$t9 • having a.band.o.ned the Cartesian 

'myth' of' the ghost in the ma.chine for a. behaviourist ("open access"} 

2. account of other minds. 

Stra.wson does not refer to R3le in his writings rut, I think, by 

presenting a. 'phenomenologioa.it critique of Ryle's work, we will in .fact 

be close to giving a Strawsonian critique. The critique I have in mind 

is that of' Cowley's which ~s indebted to the Me~leau-Pontian standpoint. 

Cowley s~s ot 1';yle ! "Nor did he intend in his account of dispositions and 

propensities to give a causal account of human behaviour. :Bu.t it seems to 
• I 

me that he ha.s0 • 
3• . Cowley shows that Ryle's psychology. in fa.et reduces 

ail 1 selves• to others 'ctirst persons t~ third persons), and reduces all 

others to objects: fiyle does not realize that objectivity is the correlate 

of .Su.bjeetivi ty,'and that the attempt to reduce the' one· to the other lea.ds 

to ~rintusion. 4• Using Merlea.u-Pont7 to do the ori tica.l work for Stra.wson 

is, I thtnk; ciui te significant; both these philosopher.a have clearly seen, 
' I ' I 

and a.voided, the trap of reducing subjeotivi ty to objecti.vi ty (and Vioe 

versa.)'. We have already shown in the previous chapter the connections 

between these two philosophers • 

. 1.. t_.R •. Reinhardt• op. cit., pg. 165. 
2. See G. Rylet ••The Concept of Mind"• 
3·. F •. Cowley: "A Critique of' British Empiricism", pg. 1.75• 
4. Se~ a.lsp Cowley• s exposure of the Behaviourist falla.qyt ibid. pg. 

and the inadequacy of RJrle•s account of consciousness, pg. 183. 

I 

133, 
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The essence, then; of stra.wson's position is his 'middle way•. It 

is interesting to compare hie middle was to MoMullin's "middle approach" 

which proposes middle views between Cartesi,an dualism and rad.Uotionism. 

MoMullin S03's: "The advantage of these ttintermediate" views is that they 

l~ave all the options open; as strategies of research, they suggest .that 

eveey possibility ha.s to be e.xplored. '!1hey also imply the ultimate 

ontological unity ot the universe"• 1• Thus Strawson's work (whioh is 

"intermediate'') can be useful for strategies of research .. and especially 

in pi:zychology, as I shall show •. Fu:rthennore, McMullin•a implication, of 

"the ultimate ontological unity 0£ the universe", I think well describes 
\ 

one t;>f the points for 1;:1.ccepting Stra.wson' s concept ot a per.son. 

What I Wish to do now is, brietly, review some work by philosophers 

in the philosophy of psyehology that ha.s appeared contemporaneous with; 

and after, Strawson' s 0 Individ.ua.ls" • This will serve as a. contra.st to 

.modem ,Psychology from the .. esychologist•s perspective, in the following 

chapter. In the distinction petween philosophy (philosophical psychology) 

and psychology, I ha.ve in mind the distinction between logical an.d 

empirioal issu.es,. lht even "logical" needs to be further su.bdi Vided into 

•formal-logical' and 'logico-lingu.istio• (to use Strawson•s own tenn). For 

philosophical psychology is not fonnal•logioal but rather logieo-linguistic 

in character. This latter term broadens the concept of logic by including 

in it statements which are not necessarily deductive, but concerned with 

the st!'!loture (or 'logic') of language. Th.us it is still conceptual rather 

than empirical. So, then, we can make sense of the term 'logioo-lingu.istio' 

(or informal logic) if we regard it as referring to ordina.l'.Y (natural) 

language. 2• Though not necessarily connected to "Persons", I think the 

works to be discussed are relevant to the philosophical foundations of 

1. E. McMullin: "What Dif.f erenoe Does Mind Make", in: "Brain and Human 
Behaviour", Ed. A.G. Karczma.r and J.C. Eccles, pg. 446• 

2. See P.F. Strawson: "Introduction to Logical Theory", Ch. 8, 
pg. 211-232. 
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pqohology in general.. In using the term "philosophical psychologyn I 

am referring to the 'English' variety• as opposed, for example, to the 

'Frenoh• variety. 
1.; . 

For a picture ot the latter, see Piaget even though 

his oritioisms of thls school can be strongly challenged-

We have alread;y' seen that, closest to Strawson is the work of 

Hampshire. 2• He too• like Wittgenstein and strawson, talks of the 

contextual (as opposed to class) na.ture of a term such as "Other" (as in 

"Other Minds"); :h and also talks of the middle wq between logioal 

4• behaviourism and Cartesian dualism. 

I think it is realistic to point to the end of the "Philosophical 

Inv:estigations1' to show the starting point of the philosophical psychology 

~hat has emerged in the last twonty years. Wittgenstein Sa3s: "The 

confusion and_ barrenness of Psychology is not to be eXplained by calling 

it a "young science"; its state is not comparable with that of physies1 

for instance, in its beginnings • • • For in Psychology there are eXperimental 

methods and conce;etual contusion"• 5. -

Follow-ups on Wittgen~tein's judgement are witnessed, for e.:x;ample, 

in G.E.r~. Anscombe•s "lntention'1 1 Hamlyn•s "Beha.viour0 ; and. in a. series of 

books called: 0 Studies in Philosophical Psyehology"t edited by R.F. Holland. 

(including Neldon, Peters, etc.). ''Ansoombe ••• takes it to be the 

distinguishing feature of an intentional act that the question ·~?', 

a.sked in relation to it, can be a request for a. reason, not for a ea:use"• 6 • 

1. J. Piaget: "Insights and Illusions of Philosopey"• Ch. 4. pg. 122-164• 
2. See .s. Hampshire: "Thought and Action", and his collection of essqs: 

"Freed.om of Mind*'. 
3. s. Hampshire: "The Analogy of Feelingrt • in: ''Freedom of Mind". 
4• s. Hampshire: "Feeling and Expression", in: ''Freedom of Mind". 
5. L. Wittgenstein: "Philosophical Investigations", Part II, XIV, pg. 232e. 
6. J. ·Passmore: "A Hund.red Years of Philosoph;y"., pg. 514. 
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Hamlyn's argument in "Behaviour" 1• is similar; he shows that physiology 

can eltplain the motions of the bo~, using a. eausal model• bu.t, cannot 

explain human beha.viour or action. HI take it, then, that the point of 

Aristotle's .distinction, or one of them, is to show that an a.oti_vity, is 

intelligible in .itself - tha.t is, does not neoessa.rily require an 
explanation in terms .of anYthing else - whilst ~ movement is not." 2• This 

reference to, Ar~stotle is very mu.oh in keeping with Strawson • s a.ppro:a.oh. 

Behaviour brings into being reasons, and so we have a distinction between 

causality and rationality; cause and reason. Hamlyn shows that words such 

.as •behaviour", "activity" and "action", alth~ugh having differences of 

.usage between them, a.re basically of one pa:rticula.r type. However words 
' ' 

suoh as "movement"• "r~~otion", "refle~''• and so on, constitute a. very 

ditterent type. Reasons, then, t;ypify the first group, ca.uses, the second 

group. "Beh~viour (a.a opposed to "a~tiori") is otten (especially in 

psychology) :gtouped with the second type; Hamlyn, however, has defined it 

with the first group. 

Meldon continues on the same lines; he attempts to, show that eveeyd.a\r 

e:icplanations of actions which ~re given in terms of intentions, desires, 

interests, and so on; a.re incompatible with the causal .model which we find 

in the natural sciences. He Sa\YS: "this radical diapa.ri ty (between these 

two modes of explanation ••• accounts for the cha.ra.oteristic ambivalences 

and contradictions in current psychological diaoussions0 .3• 

The distinction between oa.1iJ,se·and reason clearly finds its pla.ee in 

Stra.wson''s concept of a. person. The person, we ha.v~ seen, can have both 

x.;. and P•predica.tes ascribed to it.• Now if an explanation in terms of a. 

M-predice.te ascription is given of a person we oan alway!! expect a causal 

1. D.W. HamlNttt "Behaviour"• Philosophy, 28, 1953, pg. 132-145• 
reprinted in «Tl'le Philosophy of Mind", Ed. v.c. Chappell, pg. 60-73. 

2. D. w. Bamlyn, .in Chappell, pg. 62. 
). A.I. Meldon: "Free Action••, pg. 200. 
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explanation. Whereas with a. P-pred.iaa.te ascription often a. reason will 

suffice, though ea.uses a.re also possible. Thus our ordina.ey language 

reveals a. realm or "langu.age-game'; confined. to persons (and meta.phorioal 

persons, i.e. a:ttentua.tions) which .is oha.ra.cterized uniq11ely by the 
' ' 

a.Scription .of \t"fla.sons (P-predioa.tes) • tho-ugh ea.uses a.re not barred from 

it (M•predioa.tion as well .} . 

Meldon epitomizes this approach and virtually arrives a.t Strawson•s 

picture in his analysis: he says: 

"One m~ gran·tt in ta.ot• that the development of the central 

nervous system goes hend-in•hand with the maturation of 

human beings a.e they aoqui~e the va.J'.'ied skills which they 

exhibit in their seasoned. and responsible thoughts and 

actions, that the la.ttet" is in some WEcy" dependent on the 

former. Btlt non4'3 of this implies the forbidding ptoture 

painted ~ the epiphenomenalists in which the status of a 

person reduces to the vaporous aftez-ef'f ects of' physiological 

processes. For even if we could d.o the d.ecoding, we should 

still have the central nervous system of a person who rea.~ons, 

justifies; decides, ,ohooses ••• Indeed, what our .speculation 

implies is the requirement, for the thoughts and actions of 

such persons, of reqUisite states of the nervous system and 

this, :far from reducing persons to hapless mechanisms, is only 

a more radical representation of the familiar View that persons 

are not disembodied spirits but persons who can be seen and 

touched and hurt, who use their arms, legs, etc. ••. Indeed, 

the alleged conclusion that ea.ch of us is a helpless Victim of 

the events transpiring in the central nervous system is simply 

a logical howler. 'Could have done' t and. •could not hav~ d.or.te•; 
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'helpless•, etct1t - these a.re expressions employed not with 

'respect to events occurr~g in the mechanism ot the boey, nor 

to mental events ,, •• but to persons. We do not Sl\V that an 

itch'or twitch, a. feeling, thought or desire, how~ver we 

understand these, is helpless. Neither do we sa;y that the 

body is helpless in any sense in which we e93 this a.bout a 

person. !t is I!ersons who a.re able or unable to do or refrain 

from doingJ to think or refrain from thinking; etc. We need,' 

in short, to recognize the necessary starting point for any 

elucidation of eXpressions of these sorts - persons who act, 

think; feelt in their commerce with the things about them and 

with each other. This is the language-game in which expressions 

like •could have done', 'could not ha.ve done•, 'helpless' t etc., 

are employed"· 1• 

Neldon, then• eJt:plicitly acaepts Strawson's concept of a. person a.s being 

basic, primary, and prind.tive; i.e • .as ontologi~all;y *prior' and 

indispensable• 

A further extension ot all this is found in Peters• book which shows 

·the limi ta.tions ·Of pa3chological theories of motivation• Peters believes 

that toleration will follow from the the.sis that: "• •. the role of the 

Galileo of Psychology m11st be forever unoccupied ••• It (psychology) has 

remained earthbound in mazes and Skinner-boxes because the highly general 

theories; which, it was hoped, would emerge, are lggically impossible •••" 2• 

Peters claims that psychology needs an Aristotle rather than a Galileo 

(and Stra:wson is Aristotelian!). 

1. A.I. Meld.on: •'Free Action", pg. 212-213. 
2. R.s. Peters: "The Conoept ot Motiva.tion"t pg. 156. 
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Other books in Philosophical psychology with similar approaches are 

.Hamlyn's "The Psychology of Peroeptiontt, Winch's "The ldea. of a; Socia.1 

Science", c. Tatflor•~ "The Explanation of Behaviour", which shows that 

psychology has failed 'to develop a non•teleologic~l 'theory (Tqlor also 

refers to Merleau-Ponty)', and others.· 

Of all these books I think we oan take Peters• book 11The Concept ·of 

Motivation'' $9 a paradigmatic case with special regard to psychology• 

1 Batson, • in reterenee to Peters, shows that the •wq• question asks for 

a sufficient rather than an exhaustive explanation. Petere notes a 

legitimate use .for ¢au.Sal explanation bllt shows that this is quite 

restricted,. · ln fa.ct the whole point of "The Concept of' Motivation" is to 

show .how misguided psychological theories of motivation are which attempt 

to pUt f'orwa.rd one type of explanation only as suff'ieient to answer all 

t311es ot 'why' qu.estions• Batson then quotes a crucial passage from Peters: 

"The· point of l,ooking closely at ordinary usage, if one is a, psychologist, 

is that it often provides a clue to distinctions which it is theoretically 

important to take a.coount of. We know .$0 .mu.ch about human beings, and our 

knowledge is incorporated implioi tly in our language." 2• Btlilding on 

this id.ea, which clearly shows the im:portanoe of linguistic philosophy, 

Batson attempts to provide a. conceptual framework. He shows that there are 

at lea.st three levels of explanation which are used. in psychology, as well 

as mixture~ of these three. These levels are the phy'sical descriptive, the 

behavioural, and the theoretical. Batson enlarges rather elearly on this: · 

1. See c.n. Batson: ttLinguistic .Analysis and Psychological Explanations 
of the Mental", Journal for: the Theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 2, 
?fo. 1, 1972. 

2. R.s. Peters, op. cit., pg. 50; reproduced in .Batson, op. cit., pg. 53. 
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The philosophical foundations of the above passage should be perf eotly 

clear. This integrated approach of Batson's is, I think, very close to 

Harre and Seeord's approach in "The Explanation of Social :Behaviour" -

bu.t this we shall deal with later. 

so f a.r I have looked at some of the developments of linguistic 

analysis in philosophical psychology, keeping in mind Strawson's concept 

ot a Person. Although the connections between Strawson•s work and other 

theorists are not alwa,ys clear, I hope that they will come out in the 

following section. So now we turn to Psychology. 
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PART II 

CHAPTER I 

.INTRODUCTION 

Stra.wson ha.s not written ex:plioitly a.bout the field of ps)'"ohology; 

I hope to give a. •strawsonia.n critique• of the philosophical foundations 

of .modern psychology. Thus w:hat follows are only possible implications 

of Stra.wson's theory• ra.th.er than val.id d.edueti,ons from his theory. 

·The major pa.rt of this section will be essentially a. philosophical 

appraisal of psychology (using Stra.wson•s workt wherever possible, as a. 

tool for criticism and measurement). In the la.at chapter I shall try to 

present Strawson's work in a. more positive light - by trying to show the 

use his concept ot a. person oan have for psychology. 

Looking at modern psychology ts more than just looking; it is 

straining, foousing, :refocusing, putting on one pair of speotac-lee, then 

another. I shall review the main a.pproaohes, schools or subsets of 

psychology .. behaviourism (a.nd the neo-va.rieties), phenomenology, some 

cognitive theory, the ~xistentialist a.nd humanistic approaches, the 

developmental approach; and the psyehoanal;ytie approach. I shall leave 

out some approaches, for example, systems theory and ma.thema.tica.l 

psychology, as they are too c;listant from .straweon•s theory. 
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Blt before entering into the different approac;:hes let me say 

something a.bout psychology a.s a whole. At one end ·Of the spectrum 

psychology has been oa.lled an •incoherent'' science 1 • revealing 

methodologically "processed" knowledge, ra:th~r than real discoveries, 

which results from 0 ameaningtul thinking". .Another view is that· 

psychology,· on the whole, is not a science• fut I think it is realistic 

to aeoept that psychology, in parts a.t least (e.g. sensor.y psychology) 

is scientific. Rather than call psychology incoherent I prefer to call 

it pluralistic or heterogenous. '.Deese Sa\fs: "Psychology is a. patchwork 

alliance ot veey different intellectual enterprises. Indeedt psychological 

problems a.re so varied that it is a qu.estion as to whether there!! such 

a thing as a. single discipline of psychology0 • 
2• Bu.t this va.~iety does 

not necessarily negate the a.d;jeotives "soientitio" and "coherent"• One 

further characteristic of psychology is that it is a. parasitic discipline 

which no doubt is partly a. function of j,.ts variety of subject matter; 

historically psychology ha.a alwqs been parasitic and perhaps ma;Y alwqs 

remain that way,. l• Thus having referred to the uncertainty and crisis 

over the nature of psychology as a. whole, let us enter. into the pa.rti01J,lar 

approaches. 

t. See s. Koch: "Psychology cannot be a Coherent Science". 
Psychology Tod.a39 Sept., 1969. 

2. J. Deese: "Psychology as Science and Art", pg. 74• 
3. See R.s. Peters and C.A. Ma.ce:· "Psychology" in "The Encyclopaedia. 

of Philosopey", Ed. P. Edwards, vol. 71. pg. 26. 
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.9HAPTER II 

BEHAVIOUR! S!!! 

In the light of the first pa.rt of this thesis I shall begin with 

the a.pproao~ of beha.viourif3m ... behaviourism being the dominant school.of 

psychology tod.a;y (in the E'nglish-apeaking world). Stra.wson has alreiady 
' . 

shown us the middle w93 (epistemologically) between scepticism end. 

behaviourism. To begin; let us.look at a. book e~ted b;y T.w. Wann 

entitled: 0Beh~viorism and Phenomenology : Contrasti~ Ba.sea tor Modern 
' ' 

. Payohology" • Koch,. in his paper 0 Psychology and Emerging Conoeptions of 

Knowledge a.s Uni ta.ry0 refers to the histori.ea.l development of behaViou:rism 

which involved classical behaviourism, neo•beha.viourism and even neo-neo-

behaviourism. The main f'igure of classical beha.vtourism was Watson who 

advocated objectivism ... "bury subjeotive $Ubjeet matter"• Here .al;E'ea.dy 

a. distincti~n between ~eta.pl'cy:sioal behaviourism and methodological 

behaViouristn 1 • is crucial. Watson adopted the f'ormer which does not 

have much philosophical .support ... Stra.weon has a.lreadN shown us. the 

oontra.dictipn$ in this view. Its weakness is a.kin to tha.t of extrema 

reductionism which is problematical in the face of the •givenness• of 

consciousness and a.wa.reness which I will not argue for now.. Reductionism, 

itself• can be divided into methodological and meta.peyaioal extreme 

reductionism. 2• 

Method.ologioal behaviourism, a.s opposed to meta.pby'sical behaviourism 

was adopted by the neo-beha.viouri!sts. This asserts that behaviour, rather 

than mental states, is the primaey datum of psychology. As Kendler and 

1 • Se'El G. Bergmann. "The Contribtltion of John B. 'Watson"• 
· Psychological Review, 1956, 6Jj pg. 265-276. 

2. See M.B. Tu.mer: "Philosophy and the Seienoe ot· Beha.viorn, pg. 309 .... 310. 
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Spence put it: "The methodological disagreement between the phenomenologist 

and the neobehaviaurist, then, is that while the fomer tends to regard 

self-report a.a having a high degree of correspondence with private 

experience and thu.s a.ct.a as though these eXperienoes wez-e raw da.ta, the 

neobehaviourist makes no further assumptions and gives verbal reports no 

special status" .. 1" The *liberalism' of the neobeha.viourists is seen in 

regard to the incorporation of phenomenological data • for while some 

ignore such data, others use phenomenal reports as a source of theoretical 

hypotheses; anoth$r alternative is to develop a theoretical structure to 

represent conscious experience. 2• 

Koch sees a pattern in the development of the behaviourist school -

a. pattern that lea.de him to reject it strongly, perhaps a bit too strongly; 

ttTo me it suggests the stox-y of the gradual attenuation of 

a. position that wa.s never seriously tenable, never 

consistent, based on thin and shifting rationales, and 

a&>pted more to serve needs for eomf ort and security 

than a. passion for knowledge. Does this story of 

attenuation, attrition, and compromise "refute" beha'Viourist 

epi.stemology? Here I can only revert to my earlier 

observation tha.t in certain connections t•refutation" is en 

(unsystematioally) ambigu.ous notion. I think that our 

story begins to suggest the unfl'llitfulnesa of the position, 

its restriotive effeota on problematic curiosity, its 

scholastic character; perhaps most of all its basic 

ludicrousness ••• 0 3. 

1. H.H. Kencller and J.T. Spence: "Tenets of Neobehaviorism" in 
11Essatrs in Neobehaviorism", pg. 35• 

2. ibid., see pg. 35-36. 
3. s. Koch: ''Ps;rohology and Emerging Conceptions of' Knowledge as Uni taey", 

in ''Behaviorism and Phenomenology". Ed. Wann, pg. 20. 
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Koch also provides reasons for behaviourism's 0 eva.porating methodological 

support" - these involve general changes in the philosopey of soienoe and 

newer conca.ptions of definition and meaning. 1 • 

Methodological. beha:viourismt however, if seen as a. development a.way 

from its 'meta.physical' ancestry rather than as a weakening ot en earlier 

position, has strong defences. Kendler and Spence ola.im that: "••• the 

~pistemologioal decisions of the n-eobeha.viorists cannot be undex-stood. if 

limited to their philosophical implications. In fa.ct one can a.rgo.e• a.s 

I shall, that their epistemological decisions have been more an outgrowth 

ot pragmatic than of philosophical considerations"• 2• They thus maintain 

that: 

"••• the 111ethod.ologioal assumptions of neobehaviorism 

acknowledge personal observations as the foundation 

ot scientific knowledge. The nature ot man ancl the 

world make it ea.sie.r to achieve intersubjeotive agree-

ment With a physioalietio langn.~ with public 

,definitions than through a. phenomena.listic language 

with private criteria; for these reasons,physioalistie 

terms a.re to be preferred, bu.t phenomenalistic ones need 

not be barred assuming that satisfactory intersubjecti'Ve 

reliability oen be reached. The choice of a. pbysioaU.stic 

language, then, neither denies the existence of conscious 

experience nor ba.rs it from scientific investigation*'. 3• 

This qU.otation certainly marks an increase in tolerance from the earl1' 

d.a\Ya Within the behaViourist camp. 

1. s. Koch, op. ott., see pg. 21-30. 
2. B.H. Kendler and J.T. Spence, op. cit., pg. 12. 
3. ibid., pg .• 15-16. 
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1 think the work of J.G. T93lor beet exemplifies Kendler and Spenee•s 

last point. Ta_ylor works within a neobehaviourist para.di.gm, but attempts 

nevertheless to tackle the problems of consoioueness, his thesis being 

that consciousness (perception in particular} is a function of behaviour. 

Rather than deey the phenomenal order he clearly states: ••There is thus 

no ground whatsoever for the notion that the senso:cy order or phenomenal 

world is an entirely t'allaoious and un:relia.ble guide to knowledge of the 

physical order. It is, on the contra.t-S"t the final court of appeal, and 

without it scientific knowledge of any- kind would be absolutely impossible"• 1• 

Ta;ylor accepts the <U.stinction between public and private events, and 

concludes trom this that even though the act of knowing is a. private event 

and only the pereon within which it takes pla.oe can .report this event, 

what is kn.own is :eublie. Taylor•s point• then is that there is no 

essential difference between the two types of knowledge - that embodied 

in sense data and that derived trom scientific investigation; and furthel'­

.mo.re, that these private events d.o th11s present a legi tima,te subject for 

.scientific inqui.q" 2• 

Tqlor' s work in "The Behavioural Basis of Perception" does counter 

the countless or:i,tioisms of the limitations of behaviourism. lli.s work is 

still in its infancy• tor there a.re great differences between simple 

perceptions and the ''higher• types of' consoiousness, but the direction 

that he ha.s taken offers muoh promise. It is important to notice here a. 

•softening• to phenomenology in the behaviourist camp. Tai;ylor'e 

theoretical writings, do, I believe, have points in co1111non with Stra.wson. 

'I'qlor, in analyzing psychology before the advent of behaviourism, shows 

that it rested on two incorrect axiomst 

h J.C. TB3'lor: "The Behavioural Basis of Peroeption••, pg. 344• 
2. see .t .a. 1J:laJF'lor, op. cit., pg. 352-353• 
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"The first of theee propositions, which dates back a.t 

least as ta.r.a.s Plato, is tha.t the actione of a. conscious 

organism are governed by mind. We may ea.ll it the mind­

overo-body (or m-o-b) axiom. The second ptoposition is of 

more recent origin, and it ie concerned.with the sou.roe 

of' eonseious·experienoe. In tha middle of the 'f7th oentucy 

Descartes had formulated. his famous theory ef two su.betanoes, 

res extensa. and res eogitans, or matter and mind., whioh had 

no properties in common end yet could. interact with one 

en.other"~ 1. 

Strawson; I thinkt would egree with TrJ3lor•s point that these two axioms 
' . I 

e.I'Ei incorreot, for his .concept ·Of a. person contradicts both, It is 

interesting to note~ however~' that TrJ3lor makes no use of the oonoept of 
' . 

I . 

a person - ·a holistic ooncept - he stops short at oonQoiou.sness1 ,which 
! .. . 

f 

is a coneequ.enoe of behaviour; 

i!e~ a tbehavirig orgabism~~ 
he thus deals with a •tonnalized' pel-soh~ 

!n appraising behaviourism we ha.ve seen how important it is to 

distinguish the methodological from the metaphysical. Strawson's work is 

undoubtedly matapcysioal iri. nature and ea.n therefore carry very little 

weight on method.Qlogioal matters. I can accept the legi tima.oy of behaviourism 

on the methodological level i.e. neobehaviourism, and tend to agree with ·Price: 

''First let me s~ that I have no objections at all to the 

behaviourist method. There is no rea.a,on w~ there should 

not be a. branch of soienti:f'ic inqu.iry whioh conf in~s 

itself strictly to investigating the publicly observable 

behaviour of human beings and animals. And it has 

turned out in practice that there is a .surprisingly 1.a.rge 

1. J .G. Taylor: ••The Role of Axioms in Psyohologioa.l Theory"• Bull. 
British Psyohologioal Society, 21, 1968, pg. 222. 
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field of empirioal facts which oan be profitably studied 

in this way; especially faots about the behaviour of 

animals. There .!! a science which might be oalled 

'beha.viouristio.s, or the· acienc::e of behaviour• though one 

ID83 well doubt whether this science should be called 

psychology. It seems rather to be only one pa.rt of 

peycholog;, namely that part which oa.n be studied by 

methods approximating to those used in the peysioal 

i - - .. t. so enoes"• 

Thi.s quotation raises the rnueh debated question of the a.otu.al tield of 

psychology; i.e. its def.irtition1 end furthermore, it lfaises the thorny 

question -of the status of psychology, o~ subsets of ps~hology, as a 

soienoe - which in tum, of eou.rse, br-inge up the even thomie.r question 

a.bout the definition of "soienoe". These problems we $hall return to 

I doubt whether any behaviourists would equate behaviourism with 

__ ,psyohologyt bUt the tendency is to ai-gu.e that behaviourism is the only 

scientitiQ approa.oh to ps_yoholcgy - other al ternativea bel,ng soi,entifically 

inadequate. Skinner, for exa.mplet maintains that it pEzychology is the 

so:l.enoe of the mind. or mental life; then it must defend a special 

methodology which it ha.s so far :tailed to do. Whereas if psychology is 

the .science ot the behaviour ot organisms then it becomes pa.rt ot the 

natural sciences which has tested a.:nd highly euocesstul methods. Thus for 

Skinner the basic issue is not whether the world is make up of one or two 

stuffs, "but rather the dimensions of' the things studied by psychology and 

the methods relevant to them"• 2• 

1. H.H. Price: "SOme Objections to Behaviorism"; in: "Dimensions of Mind"• 
Ed. s. Hook• pg. 79• 

2. B.F. Skinner: ":Behaviorism at Fiftyn, in: "Behaviorism and Phenomenology"• 
Ed. Wann, pg. 79• 
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Skinner, then, does not d.eny the experiential realm but simply main-

tains that: "The problem of priva.oy ma_y be approached in a. fresh direction 

by starting <with behaviour rather than with immediate experienoe"• 1• 

However, Skinner calls himself a. "radical" behaviourist .fo.z: he finds no 

use in calling anything "mental"• Ris position is one of cert'a.inty that 

reports about 'internal ,states• are not at all adequate; (though 

•certainty• ls surely an internal ate.tel?). What is at stake here 1e the 

vocabu.l~ that we employ; in psychology, a.e opposed. to •eveey~ life1.* 

Skinner a.rgaes dogmatically for a. pllysicalist vocabu.lary. In Strawson's 

terms* this a.ttempt is quite untenable for., in effect, it reduces all 

P-pred.ioa.tes to y ... p.redioa.tea• and thus, in the process, we lose the concept 

of a. person. All behaviourism seems to exhibit this lack of' a concept of 

a person• Skinner, · and othe.r behaViourists, have to defend themselves 

with the objection that psychology is • radioallY' different from eveey&13 

lite (the Strawsonian world) and thus like physics (or tne natural sciences) 

is entitled. to its own terminology and ontology (viz+ a physicalist one}. 

This e~ibits the belief in a unity ot the ,sciences (both natural and 

social) ·I> This unity found in .man3 of the behaviourists, is that of 

reduotionism (ps70hOl()gy reduoed to n~tura.l science).. Another type of 

unity ot science that ,is witnessed is the unity ot method; an example is 

Popper's lcypothetioo-deductive methodology, which oha.ra.oterizes any science. 

This View is held by some behaviourists, but certainly not by all ... Skinner, 

for example, .might opt for a. unity of method in the seienoes - but this 

would certainlN not be along the lines of hypothetioo-deduction.. 

Unity in method seems all well in principle• bllt takes muoh strain in 

practice. The .social sciences (and psychology included) face problems 

wb,ich a.re unique and not encountered in the natural 'Soienoes. This does 

1. B.F. Skinner: ''Behaviorism a.t Fifty", in: "BehaViorism and Phenomenology"• 
Ed. Wann, pg. 84. . 



- 53 ... 

not ensure, but certainly points to, the possibility of new methodologies. 

The other type .of unity, viz. tha.t in terms of reductionism, is perhaps 

the most ambitious. In principle, at lea.st, it seems quite in order for 

the social acienoee to be reduced to the most elementary saienoe. Ou.r 

ordinary *lived' world presents us With a. •unity• - where people form pa.rt 

of the natural order; but, as yet in the history of science, it seems 

ludiorou.a to align the social sciences with the natural sc1ences, for our 
. ' 

eXplanation of people's actions cannot totally undergo a. reduotion. 

Psychology, we must remember-, is still at a. 'pre-Galilean• stage, arguing 

about the ohoiee ot concepts it makes. And arguments that it must 

1. necessarily :remain at a. 'pre .... Ga.lilean• stage have also been put forward. 

Bu.t baek to Skinner; an anti•reduetionist case has been put :forward 

by w.F. D~· Dag attempts to show similarities (and d.iffe~nces) between 

Skinner and Wittgenstein. One point o:f similarity among others 2• is th.a.t 

both are against redu.ot.ionism; Day e~s 1 ''For Skinner, facts are little 

more than wha.t we observe to be the oa.se, and they a.re generally to be 

explained by relating them to other fa.Ots, not by reeonstru.eting them out 

of more primacy sense-data, a.s in phenomena.lism"• l• \t'hiEI type of 

red.uot:i.on is different however from the above type (viz. that of a 

reductive vocabu.lar.v)• D~ shows that Skinner's position With respeot to 

reductionism is, like Wittgenstein• s position, ve·ey different from 

conventional. ones. His position is only properly understood" ... with the 

context of his system as a whole. As with Wittgenstein, the treatment 

turns a.bout the a:nalyeis of verbal behaViour, or ot the functions of words, 

and pe.rticula.rly about issues involved when we talk a.bout our own private 

experienoe0 • 
4• 

1. See R.s. Peters above l?a:rt 1, Ch. 5t pg. 40. 
2. Others being: Antipathy to logioa.l positivism, anti ... dlJ.alism., the 

impossibility ot a. purely private language• nature of meaning, anti­
mentalism end the behavioural nature of language. 

3. w.F. D~: "On certain similarities between the Philosophical Investi­
gations of Ludwig Wittgenstein and the operationistn of B.F. Skinner"• 
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 1969, 121 pg. 489-506. 

4. ibid., pg. 492. 
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Having compared Skinner to Wittgenstein, I shall quite expectedly 

oompa.re Skinner to stra.wson - .Skinner• s analysis of verbal behaviour "is 

properly understood only within the context ot his system as a whole" -

this involves the verbal ooJ!llTillnity: Strawson a.sks us to keep the.whole 

sttuotu.re of ou.r language in mind when analysing P•preclica.tion. Stra.wson's 

essential .axiom i• ... v'iz, that it is a. necessa.ey con<Ution of one•s 

ascribing states of consciousness, experiences, to oneself', in the wr:zy one 

does1 that one should also a.scribe them, or be prepared to a.scribe them, 

to others who .are not oneself", 1 • certainly presupposes Skinner's nverbal 

community" ... and Skinner's verbal community, in tum, ought to be 

cha.ra.oterized by this Stra.wsonia.n principle. 

Thus, focusing on behaviouri.sm with strawsonian spectacles there is 

no argttment w1th method.ologioal behaviourism a.s a. scientific inquiry, i.e. 

as a pragmatic strategy. lht there is a case with meta~h;rsical behaviourism, 

however, as I have already referred to in "Persons';; thls behaviourism is 

epistemologii::ally inoompl~te (the interdependence of' first and third 

person P·predication), end ,ontologioall; unsound,. as it reduces persons to 

things, or ra.thel', does not accept the category of a. person as distinct 

.from a thing. 

Strawsont we mu.st remember; is concerned with the structures that 

make our ordina.ey language possible; i.e. what conceptual scheme our language 

is bu.ilt on. Strawson•s work shows that our conceptual scheme is not 

emanated by a. behavioural account, and, furthermore, as innumerable oritics 

ha.ve pointed out, the behavioural account neoessa:rily involves the non­

behavioural, or •experiential' account. 

1. r .. pg. 99· 



- 55 -

Other philosophers (of Psychology) look at ordinary language to 

see what markings, distinctions, etc. it holds, and have analysed the 

•mental' language of intentions, motives, eto. This approach tiee up 

with Stra.wson• s approach• since analyaing ordinaey language usage does 

lead. in many cases to oonceptual structure. stra.wson thus gives us a 

groundwork for philosophioa.l psychology; he gives us an epistemological · 

stru.oture within whioh philosophical psychologists have developed. An 

example is the analysis (linguistic, if you like) of ca.use and reason • 

which tits into the M- and P-predieations of Strawson's "Persons"• 

Strawson, then, presents us with a. subject-object epistemology as being 

essential for a holistic a.pproaeh to psychology. J3eha:viourism, la.eking 

this epistemology, is therefore not holistic and thus cannot and should 

not try to monopolize psychology. 

To conclude our inqu.iey on Beha.Viour1,sm, it seems to me that 

philosophioally...;minded methodological behaviourists are quite able to 

meet .many ot the philosophical criticisms tired at them; "But in so 

doing they seem to purchase impregnabtl:i.ty a.t the e:11:.pense of those very 

features or the behaviourist outlook that attraoted theorists to the 

position in the first pla.oe. 11 1• A veey important point to note• then, 

is the conceptual evolution of the behaviourist outlook. This .. evolution 

is rather revolutiona.17 f'or it brings into doubt the continuity of the 

school from the early to the neo-neo-behaviourist varieties. 

1. A. s. Kaufman: "Behaviorism" in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy", 
Ed. p .• Edwards, vol. 1, pg. 271. 
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C H A P T E: R III 

PHENOMENOLOGY 

Wann's al terna.tive base for mod.em psyoholoew is phenomenology. 

Phenomenology is far less overbearing in its olaims about the field of 

psychology than behaviourism. Unlike many behaviourists who conceive 

0£ behaviourism alone as being scientific psychology, phenomenologists 

.often even with.hold the right to call their work (phenomenological 

psychology) a soienoe. MacLeod epitomizes this tor he .regards psychology 

as a propa.edeutie to science. His concern is to show that to develop a 

science of psychology one must fi:rst begin w.i th the phenomenal world 

before transcending it. He discusses the various wqs ot doing this. 

' 1The first, of' cout'Se, is by building a meta.physics which 

EJa3s ,something a.bout the non-phenomenal world. Eve:cy 

soientist is a metaph;rsioia.n, whether or not he likes to 

a.dmi t it,; at least to the extant that he asserts the 

existence of something which he does not fully understand 

wt which he ii:: determined to imrestiga.te. The traneoendent 

realit;y ~ 'be a world of material thing$, a world of ideas. 

a world of values, or a. world of spirits •.. 'l'he phenomeno-

logical approach in psychology is likel;y to lea.d us into 

psyohophysiel!, into psychopb1siolog, into social psychology, 

pe:t"haps even - and I suggest this m th grea.t diffidence -

into a sophisticated behaviourism. One has often asked 

whether phenomenology can be reconciled with Freudian psyeho-

analysis ••• Certainly, however, the phenomenolo~ioal. approach 

has yield.ad rioh rewards in ps:rcho-diagnoais and psychotherapy.;, 1 • 

i. R.13. Ma.cLeod: "Phenomenology: A Challenge to E:x;perimental Psychology" 
in ":Behaviorism and Phenomenology"• Ed. Wann, pg. 54 ... 55. 
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A striking point here is the 'amiable' nature of phenomenology - it does 

not attempt to replace or reduce any of the otber approaches in psychology. 

Phenomenology rests strongly on the notion ot the 'phenomenal level' 

ot existence ... the level that behaViourism always avoids or overlooks. 

Merleau.-Ponty refers to Husse~l's first instr11otion to phenomenology, 

1.e. to a. d.escriptive phenomeno].ogy, which involves a. retum to the 

"things themselves"• Thia, he shows• is from the beginning a. rejection 

of science. Mer:leau-Pont,y brilliantly indicates how we can never shut 

ourselves up within the .realm of scienoe fo.r we cannot conceive of ourselves 

as nothing bu.t a determined piece of the world. His point is that ever.Y' 

bit of our knowled&e of the world, including soientitic knowledge, is 

derived. from a particular point of view. 

ttThe whole universe of ecienoe is built upon the wo:rlci 

a.a directly experienced, and if we want to subject 

science itself to rigorous ecru.tiny and arrive at a 

precise assessment of its meaning and scope, we mu.st 

begin by reawakening the basic experience of the world 

ot whioh science is the 1second. ... or(ler expression ... 

Scientific points of view, a.ooording to whioh my 

existence is a moment of the world's, are alWElit'Y'S both 

naive end at the same time dishonest; because they take 

for granted, without explicitly mentioning it, the other 

point ot view, namely that of oonse1ousness, through 

which trom the outset a. world forms i teelf round me and 

begins to exist tor me. To return to the things them­

selves is to return to that world whioh precedes knowledge, 

of which knowledge a1wqs speaks, and in relation to whioh 

evecy scientific .schema.tization is an a.bstraot and 
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derivative sign-language, as in geography in :relation 

to the countcyside in which we have leam.t beforehand 

1. what a forest, a prairie or a. river is." 

such eloquence requires no comment. 

There is theref'ore a unique relationship between phenomenology and 

psyohology {and soienee); turthemore, phenomenology is india;eensible 

in the stuey of EiOienoe 2*(partieularly in the social sciences),, The 

phenomenologist, then, is not a.s oonoemed with the status of psychology 

as a. t;icienoe as the behaviourist is. Quoting Ma.cLeod ;)gain: "To~ •• • I 

do not find myself worried about psyohology•s status as a. science; there 

are too many problems which strain our present methods and too many 

invi,.tin,g pllenomena tor which we ha.ve not disoovered an adequate langU.age"• ,;. 

A.a for the problems which phenomenology has dealt with, Ma.oL&od. offers 

three experimental areas where psychological phenomenology has shown ite 

relevance .... one is phenomenal oonstanoy, another is the phenomenology of. 

the other person •. and a third is the phenomenology ot communication. This 

second problem area. gr-eatly conoem.s us. MaoLeod is interested in 

empirically stueying the "other aelf'". He notes that we a.re constantly 

oontronted with things and events that are phenomenologically not part of 

ourselves, i.e. they ere objective. :&it of these things only some we call 

persons. Phenomenology is concerned tdth studJring things left as they a.x-e; 

similarly with p&ople - to study them their phenomenal worlds must be. left 

intact. If.t.a.cLeod thinks we are justified in speaking of the phenomenal 

world of the other person. He remarks: "Reconstructing the world .of the 

other person involves an ,opening of the self to the other self. This is 

1. M. Merleau-Ponty, "Phenomenolog 0£ Perception", Pret'a.ce9 pg. viii-ix. 
2. see "Phenomenology0 , ed. J.J. Kockelmans, esp. Part III, Ch. VI., 

"SU.Jmnary and Conclusion"• 
. 3. R.B. MaoLeod, op. cit., pg. 72. 
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where empathy as an enriched and disciplined form ot perception can be 

• 4 t tt 1. so .1mpor .. an ••• · "Reconstructing" is perhaps a. misleading te.nn, 

for our eltperienoe necessarily presents us with other people - and hence 

their "phenomenal world" ("eoli tude" is a. oontextual term)• In stra.wson • s 

terms, "empa.teyu oan now be seen as central to third-person P-prediea.tion. 

Ma.oLeod talks of the matV problems in psychology tha.t "strain our 

present.methods". Sinoe psycholo~ has different and more complex 

problems than those of the natural sciences, the qU.estion of posing new 

met})odologtes a.rises. Its subject matter is th~ person - an active agent 

who• like the pqohologist stu.eying him, also construes and interprets 

the situations he is in. Spiegelberg 2• shows that phenomenology is not 

afraid of oomplexi ty and variety for it has tttmed. against the tide in 

science of :reducing phenomena. to their indispensible minimum. Thu.s he 

maintains that phenomenology has encouraged and actively partioipated in 

the eXplo~ation of neglected end overlooked phenomena. 

Methodologically, then, phenomenology has challenged the behaviourist 
. 

paradigm of :i.nquh~Yt and particularly in regard. to verificatiGnf on this 

Spiegelberg comments: 

"By widening the possibilities of verification, phenomenology 

makes it possible to test such .hypotheses in new and 

enriching w93s ••• While the theory of phenomenological 

verification is still ver.Y much in need of clarification 

and. development, it mS\Y at lea.st be suggested that the 

phenomenological liberalization of epistemology opens up 

3. new oppo.rtuni ties tor scientific veritioation". 

1e R.B.- MaoLaod, op. cit., pg. 65. 
2• See Ho Spiegelberg, ttphenomenolog in Psychology and Psyohietr.v"• 
3. ibid., pg. 363. 
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Thus.epistemology, both •everyd.83' and soientifio, gains mu.ch depth and 

freedom from the.phenomenological enterprise. 

I think Phenomenology is best assessed in relation to Qeha.viourism. , 

Epistemologically., by remaining open-ended, it seems more acceptable than 

behaviourism in general. I have alrea.ey shown the olose connections 

between Strawson • s work on ••personstt and the phenomenological a.pp roe.oh 

(see pa.rt I, chapter 4); epistemologically, phenomenology often does the 

work t'o.r strawson, and ontologically.; al though often using terms suoh as 

self, mindt eto., phenomenology is often in consonance with Strawson•s 

"person"• Both Stra.wson and the phenomenologists a.tta.ck the Cartesian 

approach to the .study of. man; both :refer to a. 1pre-refleXive• "unit~"; 

.in phenomenology's terms as "being•in-the-world", ''embodied subjectivity" 

etc. t and in Strawson' s term "Person" - and related to it, P~p;redioation. 

In conclusion, I think phenomenology greatly sex,res to keep 

'behaviourist philosophy in check: "Neither beha.viourimn nor phenomenology 

have any justified claims to epist.emio priority. :Both psychologies, like 

science in .gener<',U; must do without anchors or fim foundations at an.y 

point. All knowing ie highly presumptive• involving presumptions, not 

directly or logically justifiable"• 1• &it logically• phenomenology's 

epistemological position, although not prior to behaviourism's, in a sense 

incorporates it (in th$ better phenomenologies) and is certainly broader 

and more acceptable a.t an eveeyd.Ecy' level of knowing. 

Dlt accepting phenomenology•s virtues we must al:Watv"s keep in mind 

that although it can rightly criticize behaviourist philosophy, it cannot 

and should not keep ·behaviourist psychology, i.e. experimenta.ti,on and 

1. D.T."Campbell: ."A Phenomenology of the Other One"t in "Human Action", 
Ed. T. Mischel, pg. 66. 
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e~pirioal stu.die,s1' in check. Thus phenomenology can cri ti cite , the 

paradigm of psychology from.·without but should. n~t critiei~e the work 

that goes on within the behaviourist paradigm, using cri teMa. or 

_ •expectationa" from the ph~nomenologica.1 paradigm. 

'' 

•' 
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C H A P T E R IV 

A. COGNIT!VE APPROACH - KELLY• S . CONSTRUCT. THEORY 

Raving investigated the schools of behaviourism and phenomenology 

I will now look at other approaches, systems or theories in psychology 

which a.re no doubt behaviourist or phenomenologtcal or both to some 

extentt but nevertheless still distinct.. Let us begin with the cognitive 

a.pproa.ch. Cognitive psyohology is, as eXpected., full of behaviourist 

(especially in .connection with lea.ming theory) and phenomenological 

labels. :Bu.t rather than deal with the empirioal findings on pa.ttem 

recognition, memoey, etc., I would like; briefly, to evaluate Kelly's 

Personal Const%'l1ot theory which can be classified as a '•cognitive• theory. 

I have chosen Kelly's approach fiil'Stly for he has a pa~tioularly olea~ 

1;1nd unified theocy1 and. secondly, and more important, becal;lee he, unlike 

so many other psychologists, makes e!P,liei t use of the oonoept of the 

person. 

For Kelly, "person" is the prima.lzy' term; he defines it as: "Thie 

term is u.sed to indicate the substance with "hioh we a.re primarily 

concerned •. Ou.r first consideration is the individual person rat~er than 

allY part of the person, any group of pe~sons, or exJ3' particular process 

~ manif'ested in the person's b.eha.viour"• 1 • Kelly• s concern with the person 

I as such is, I think, very close to Stra.wson's view - the concept of a 

\ person as logically irreducible and primitive; the primar.y concept from 
' 

which any pal't of tbe person, group of persons, or processes involved in 

the behaviour of the person, is derived. Kelly's theoey revolves a.round 

one oentral or fundamental postulate: "A person·' s processes a.re psycho­

logically channelized by the WS\Y'S in which he anticipates events"• 2• 

h G.A. Kellyt 0 The Psyohology of Personal Construotsn, pg. 47. 
2. ibid., pg, 46. 
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It is not altogether necessary to go into Kelly's theo?7 of personal 

constructs in detail to appraise the philosophical foundatio·ns of his 

theo:cy. 

Basically, Kelly takes a. speoi:f'ic model of man, viz. man-the-scientist 

,a.s the pa.radigm for investigation. Man-the-scientist is the anticipa.tor of 

events, the predictor, the controller. This view al though it has its 

weaknesses, presents a rather positive conti:sa.st to man-the-ma.chine, 

man-the-behaving organism, or mai1-the-anima.l mod.els of man. Kelly's 

theocy, el though a formal theory in .1 ts own right, was deVised for clinical 

applications; and thus the aim of personal construct theor.v is concerned 

With liberation through understanding. Thus the ambigu.i ty of the 

scientist (man-the-scientist) is cleared up - understanding and e:planation 

are tb,e goals, not prediction and control. Thus prediction ·.is not an aim 

bu.t a means of putting our understanding to the test. And control, in any 

full sense ot the word, is not the aim of the theory, but tf taken aa 

l 1. such cou d be dangerous. 

Bu.t back to our concept of the person. It seems to me that Kelly's 

concept .of a. person is too individuated or isolated, and too 'mentalized•. 

By •individlia.ted' r mean the societal aspects a.re greatly overlooked; 1.e., 

the effeetsof society on the person and his constructions a.re not 

sufficiently taken into account. The (I think e;rtifioi.al) separation of 

person and society overlooks the immense and extremely complex interplq 

between the two. The social na:ture ot science i ~self mu.st be recognized, 
l 

< and hence the same for man-the-..scientiet. By •mentalized' I mean not 

"' Z involved enough with the bod:/, with action, with human behaviour. The 

relationship between constructs and behaviour is su.rely ver.y intimate and 

1. For a concise summary .of Kelly's work see D. Bannister and 
F. Fransella: ''Inquiring Man"• 
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complex. It is interesting to compare Kelly's approach to that of 

Vendler, 1 • fol" Vendler' s "su. bjecti ve perspeoti ves" are remarkably close 

to Kelly's ttoonstructs"• I think tha.t an understanding of Kelly's work 

beoomes clearer when it is realized that basically he is in the 

philosophioa.l paradigm (At'istotelia.n.) of a person a.s opposed, to the 

psychological paradigm, even though he is predominantly a psychologist. 

Yet his philosophy lacks the 'phenomenological' insights of the person a.s 

being through and through both corporeal and societal. 

Perhaps Kelly• s emphasis on the indi vidua.l •mental' person is 

reasonable since his theory is a cognitive theor.y; Kelly even talks of 

an ".intellectual model ... 2• These criticisms then, m~ be more 

appropriate of' cognitiv~ psychology than of Kelly's theory in particular. 

They .a.re essentially •strawsonian' criticisms; viz. that one person 

implies other persons, which in turn, implies a society. Bannister sqs 

that one gets the notion of other persons by analogy With oneself', one 

assumes a comparability of subjective experience. This argument by 

analogy we have already cri tieized. 3. The Stra.wsonian critique ot 

Kelly's oveX'o-empha.sized 'mental• person is ,of course quite evident in the 

tact that behaviour is a. logically adequate ori terion for the ascription 

of sta.tes of consciousness (constructs) to other persons. 

I think Kelly is on the right ontological track with the concept of 

a person, though this linguistic simila.ri ty has some conceptual short-

comings. .Ba.sioally I think that his concept is too one-sided or not 

holistic enough. However,· the fa.ct that Kelly's theory is oliniaally 

orientated and is essentially a eogni ti ve theocy is to some extent 

justifica.toey • 

I 
1. see Part !t Chapter 3, pg, 22. 
2. See Kelly, op. cit., pg. 130. 
3• See the quotation from Ha.ml~ above, Part It Chapter 3, pg. 17-18. 
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CHAPTER V 

PSYCHOANALYSIS 

I shall now focus on psychoanalysis, whose philosophical 

foundations reveal a rather unique model of man. It should. be noted 

that Freud started work in neuro-physiology and there are strong signs 

to show that neuro-physiologioal eXplanation provided a. model which 

influenced Freud•s shaping of the concept .of unconscious mental activity, 

Thus, al though in· his later works Freud abandoned the neu:ro-pbysi.ological 

model, he still saw the mind as a piece of ma.ohineey, and with this goes 

' 1~ the •oausa.l' language and.the notion of determinisui., Following Brown 

four postulates underlie Freud's psyohoanalytic theoey; they a.re: 

psychic detezminismt the role of the uneonaoious, the goal-directed nature 

of beha-viour, and the developmental or historical approach. 

Of these four basic postulates I think the role of the unconscious 

is the most revolutionacy - and it 'is this that gives Freud's theocy 

originality; psyehio determinism, the goal-directed nature· of' beha.Viour; 

and the developmental or historical approach, are (separately} among the 

basic postulates of many other radically different theories in psychology. 

The concept of the unconscious is then central in Freud's theory; it is 

not unlike Kant•s 0 ding-an•sioh", which is directly j,na.ooessible by 

definition. fut this defines it negatively, and Freud is more posi ti-ve; 

the centrality ot the unconscious is shown for it is the area of primary 
' 

process. Furthermore• there is that which is· unconscious bu.t has not been 

repressed (al though eve:cything repressed is unconscious)" Al.so, the 

unconscious i:s r-esponsi ble for the direct causal effect of the infant on 

J .A.c, Brown: ·"Freud and the Post-Freudians". Ch. 1, 
"Ba.sic Concepts of Psychoanalysis''• pg. 1-16. 
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the adult. Thus the unconsoious is omnipresent and. exerts a. continual 

oa.ueal influence upon conscious thought and beha'Viour~ •struotural' 

a.pproa.ohes to the unconscious have been developed recently. Laoan•s 

work, which attempt.s to r;ihow ·that: "the stru.oture of the unconscious is 

the structure of langu.age'' 1 • should be interesting to compare with the 

work of linguistic philoeophers,but ie beyond the scope of this thesis. 

Freud's ma1n meta.psyohologioal or philosophical task then, I think• 

is to justif'y hie concept ·Of the unconscious. The justifioa.tion run~ 

along the lines that it oan a.ocount for behaviour which cannot be 

accounted tor .in conscious intention" Dreams and neuroses a.re examples 

of e:x:pressions ot this type of behaviour. However this is only justifi-

oa.tion in the weak sense. Explanations in terms of unconscious Wishes 

etc. a.re certainly appropriate {but perhaps only appropriate) to oases 

where .there is some kind of lap~e• or to oases where it is inappropriate 

to ask -wl'u!,t the point of the perf ormanoe tnight be; or when people simply 

give hopelessly unconvincing reasons for their behaviour• Bu.t we have 

alread;y seen the much stronger thesis of Freud's, viz• that ()f all 

oonscious behaviour being unconsciously determined.. However, there is a. 

difference (perhaps radical) between explanation in terms of conscious and 

unconscious processes. 

Petet-a interprets Freud in terms of the weaker thesis: "His claim was 

not that his theory could ex.plain most huma..~ actions bu.t that it could 

explain phenomena tor which either no explanation had been forthooming or 

only oru.de physiologiee.1 explanations he.d been attempted"• 2• It is this 

weaker thesis that I will be later oonoemed with. Thus, according to 

1. J. Miel: "Jaoqttes Le.can .and the Structure ot the Unoonsoioue" 
in: 11Stru.otu.ralism•1 • Ed. J. Ehrmann, pg. 98. 

2. R.s. Peters: "The Concept ot Motivation", pg. 55• 
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Peters, Freud's contribution to psychology shows us that neither the 

ru.le - following purposive model of man (i.e. men-the.conscious•being) 

nor the mechanical model of man a.re a.dequ.ate f'or conceptualizing his 

revolutiona.ey .insights. Philosophically, this puts Freud. in historical 

perspeotive. He is., it seems, a. Cartesian, but unlike the oartesian 

picture of the mind as self-conscious, rational intellect, Freud. introduces 

the unconscious and makes it the more dominant and determini.ng part of the 

'mind.' It 

In relation to other theories of human beha.vioul' Freud stands half-

wq between two attempts to oorreet the Cartesian theo:cy. The fi!'st 

attempt we could. call the be~viourist a;ttempt -. viz. to reduce "res 

cogitans" to 0 res extensa" - thus the ellplanation of •mental• states and 

processes are eXplained (reduced) in terms of pb3sical states and processes. 

The other attempt admires Desoa.rtes' autonomy ot mind so ·much that it 

denie.s .any dependence on the physical; the existentialists come to mind 

here, especially Sartre. Sa?'tre is quick to see the implications of Freud•s 

unconscious; he sqs: "The profound. contradiction in all psychoanal;ysis is 

that it presents at. the. same til!J.e a. bond of oa.usali ty and a. bond ot undel'o-

standing between the phenomena. that it studies. These two types of 

relationship are incompatible"• 1• Causality and understanding are 

oerta.inly different, but why "contradictory"? Sttrely beha.Viour ·Oan have 

both <la.uses and reasons, or, to put it another w93, reasons can have ca.uses. 

Sartre says: "For our part, we do not reject the findings of ps~choanalrsis 

when they are obtained by the under.standing. We limit ourselves to the 

denial that there is any value or intelligibility in its underlying theocy 

of psychic eau$alitytt. 2• t think that e:xplanation in tenns of the 

unoonscious is not causal (or not predominantl.Y causal) in character, bu.t, 

1. J-P. Sartre: "Sketch for a Theory of tbe Emotions", pg. 54. 
2. ibid., pg. 54. 
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I disagree with Sartre., for some sort of causal account of 'unconscious• 

behaVi.our seems in principle quite legitin'18.te. 

It seems to me that Freud introduces a. third. contender to the ca.use-

tea.son controversy.; Viz •. motive• A person's behaViour oan be ea.used. (and 

I think that in a. sense all behaviour is· ca.used.); a. person1 s behaviour 

oan ha.ve reasons ... this Gccurs with rational ooneoious action; and. finally 

a p~:t'Son's behaviour can be motivated ... this occurs w~th emotional 

be~aviourt sometimes consoious and other times unconscious. Perhaps the 

split between conscious and unconscious is not discrete but continuous .... 

i.e. not a split but a spectrum, In this light motivated behaviour can at 

one end (the conscious end) be explained in terms of motives or 'emotional' 

.-ea.sons, whereas at the 0th.er end (the unconscious end) the behaviour can 

be explained in terms of unoonsoious motives ... we don•t like to talk of 

'*unconscious• reasons. Soe unconscious explanation is half-WQ¥ between 

oausal explanation and res.son or :rational eXplanation, and vet distinct 

from both,. 

:au.t the term "half-way'' ia, I think, not quite true for there is still 

a. stronger cleavage to reasons than to ca.uses. · '.Th.is I 'Will tcy to explain 

with the Strawsonian model• St'raW'son' s person can be analysed, we have (
1 

alreadJr seen, by eJtam.ining the language we use to describe himt viz. P- ) 

and U•pred.ica.tion. I would argue that ascriptive statements that refer to 

unconsciously motivated behaVi.our will still involve P-predioates (rather 

than M-pred.iea.tes}111. Thus if ·one accepts that unc:onsoiou.$ motives (e.g. X 

did Y because of an Oedipus-complex• beca.uae of projection; regression ete. 

in woh-and•suoh ciroutnstanoes; etc.) involve P-pretioa.tion, this ha.s 

important oonseqUenoes for P-predioation • Viz., that the person ha.a both 

states ot eonsoiousness and states of unconsciousness - and thus to be -
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consistent, to aseribe states of !!!!,Oonsoiousness to oneself' one must be 

prepared to ascribe them to others and vice versa.~ Furthermore, behaviour I 
(including "erbal behaviour) 1 • must be a 0 1ogically ad.equate ori terion ° ) 
for the ascrription of states of unconsciousness. -

Thus the philosophical implications of' Freud•s work in regard to 

St:ra.wson•s concept of a. person goes a long ~ to showing tha.t a person's 

•mental' states form a. spectrum from conscious to unconscious. We have 

el ready .seen in the philosophical critic isms of Stra.wson' s theoey an 

argument for a *bodily-mental' spectrum, i.e. a .spectrum of M- and 

·P~prediea.tion, 2• however this above-mentioned spectrum is found within 

P-predication itself. 

In the above :r ha.ve tumed the tables on Strawson, and, rather tb.an 

give a Strawsonian critique of Freudt I .have found. it .more profitable to 

g:;.ve e, Freudian critique of. Strawson so as to point to the adjustments that 

a.re required in Strawson*s theoey. This I think surely points out the 

greatness of Freud•a work, for here we ha.ve a psychologioa.l theory Which 

(however weak in parts) is a.bl.e to provide new philosophical tnsight. Bllt 

now to tum the tables once again, a. oritiq'lle of' Freud and psycho-analysis• 

Firstly, Freud.•s ontolo&'; criticimn of Freud's stronger thesis is needed.1 

viz. tha.t !ll. beha.Viour is uneonsoiously determined. The unoonsoious, srqs 

Macintyre, l• is presented by Freud no longer a.s an a.d.jeetive or a.dverbt 

but.as a noun• This firstly commits the Cartesian 'falJ.a.oy' ... the belief' 

in a mind a.a a thi."'lg like the body, and. .secondly undermines or usurps man•s 

conscious activity• .Strawson • s at'gument against . the Cartesian picture we 

have already dealt with. As for the iceberg theory of the 1.mind1 (which 

points to the predomina.noe of the unconscious); it is firstly untestable 

1 • See J,. Miel on J • La.can above. 
2• See lia.rri and. Secord.' s ori ticiam, Pa.rt ! • Ch'• 3, pg• 23, and also 

their 0 The Explanation of Social Beha.Viour", pg. 109-113. 
3• See A.c. Maolntyre: "The Unconscious" - a. short but excellent book. 
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and I think, simply goes against the facts of our conscious existence. 

Furthermore• if an ,omnipresent unconscious causation is exerted upon 

conscious life, then in clinioa.l pra.otioe there is definitely a. sense in 

which the non-neurotic is more deluded than the neurotic• This paradoxical 

position can only be averted by resorting back to rationality; Freud 

said: t 1ffb.ere id was, there ego shall be". Macintyre in fact points at the 

clash between the two languages in Freud ... the language ot rationality and. 

responsibility, and the language of determinism. He further ma.J,nta.ins 

that Freud promoted., thoi:tgh he tried to conceal thist a moral ideal, of 

which rationality was central; and ·of course the conscious, rather than 

the unconscious, mind is associated with rationality and responsib:l.lity. 

Freud's concept of the unconscious brings with it great epistemological 

problems - problems ·Of verification and problems of explanation, since the 

unc::onscious is not a. directly observed entity. Verif'ioation (or, rather, 

testability) of statements involving the unconscious have three tilain 

difficulties; the fir~t centres on the concept of resistance. Fa.ilu.re to 

acknowledge the correctness of an interpretation .~ be due either to the 

patient's resistence !?.I due simply to the fact that the interpretation was 

wrong. Secondly; the concept of ambivalence creates a. dU'fioul1;y (1.e. 

for el!:ample the intet'-Ohangeability of love and hate). And the third 
. 

difficul1;y evolves from Freud's idea of overdetermination;. viz .. that there 

are alw~a more than sufficient ca.uses ot a neurosis, and thus the fa.ct 

tlla.t a. particular e~lanation did not produce a reme<Qr never means that 

the e±planation was incorrect• but rather, that it was incomplete. From 

the e.bove I think we a.re strongly influenced to believe that clinical 

experience could never logically provide adequate verification (or talsifi­

ca.tion) for Freudian theory as a whole. This fact leads me to believe in a 

degree ot .autonomy of psychotherapy as distinct from psychoanalysis or 
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psychoa.nalv-tic theocy. However with changes in tenninologt many of 

Freud's hypotheses can be tested (and .hence verified or falsified to .some 

degree) without recourse to his theory. Anoth&r vieWpoint is to take non­

veritia.bili ty (or falsifiability) positively, as N.o. Brown (as we shall 

see),, end Merleau .... Ponty d<:>e Merleau-Ponty s13¥s: 

•'Freud's oontribU.tion is not to have .revealed quite 

another reality beneath appearances, but that the 

analysis of given behaviour alWatYs discovers several 

la;yers of aignif'ieation, each with its own truth, an.d 

that the plurality of possible interpretations is the 

discursive expression of a mixed life in which every 

choice a.lwctcy"S has several meanings it being impossible 

to s~ which of' them is the only true one••• 1 • 

This is in keeping with the "ambigu.i ty•t tha.t pervades Merlea:u.-Ponty' s 

philosopb.y .• 

As for the explanatory nature of Freud•s unconscious, we must decide 

whether the unconscious is to be classed with, for example; the electron 

or with ether. Freud. certainly has a legitimate concept of unconscious 

mental activity ... but does he use this to describe rather than e:xpla.in 

behaviour? Mm:ly philosophers 2• think that Freud has not given an explanation, 

but rather has given what Wittgenstein called a 0 wonderl'ul representation" 

of the fa.ots. Instead of explaining e. dream for examplet Freud is said to 

describe, decipher or decode it• Thus the unconscious functions as e. 

classificatory label, a. ca.tegoey into which parts of a person•s life can be 

fitted. On the other hand, Freud."s unconscious is certainly more than 

merely descriptive, even though its predictive power is rather 'low• e 

1. M .. Merleau-Ponty: "Themes from the Lectures at the College de France, 
1952•1960"t pg. 50. 

2. Macintyre, fot ,example; op. cit. 
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&lrely Freud's theory is both descriptive ~ expla.natoey? 'Bu.t why 

quibble about worcls?• you mq ask; what is behind this descriptive/ 

explanatory dichotomy? 

I think the question of whether psychoanalysis is a science is in 

question here. .And since •explanation' is one of the strongest criteria 

in classifying some theory scienttfic, to accept the unconsoioua as being 

an explana:toey concept, to some extent, shows markings of e. •scientific• 

theoey. Of course here the iewe revolves around the view we take of 

science. Brown, tor instance, abows a positive value in being unscientific, 

or; re.there non .... scientific, though, no doubt, maintaining a particular View 

of science: 

"••• the basic structure ot Freud•s thought is committed. 

to dialectics, because it is committed to a vision ot 

mental life as basically an arena of conflict; end. his 

finest insights (for example, that when the patient 

denies something, he affirms· it) ue inoura.bly 1di.aleotical'• 

Hence the attempt to make psychotm.alysis out to be 

'seient1tic' {in the positl,.Vist sense) is not only vain bu.t 

destructive. Empirical verification, the positi·viat test 

of scienoe, oan a.pp]J only to that which is tully in 

oonsoiou.sness; bu.t psychoanalysis is a. mode of contacting 

the unconscious under oondi tions of general repression, 

when the unconscious remains in some sense repressed. To 

put the matter another way, tbe 'poetry• in Freud's thought 

cannot be purged away, or rather such an ex:purgation .is 

exa.otly what ts accomplished in •scientific• textbooks of 

psuohology; bu.t Fi"eud•s writings remain uneX:purgata.ble•'• 1• 

1. N.o. Brown: "Life Against Death"; pg. 279• 
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Another problem ot the •.scientific' nature of peychoa.nalysis concerns 

the reference area. of the theor.y.,... a. problem common to.all general theories 

of psyohology. In other words, oa.n any payohologioal theory (end for that 

matter, eny overall theory of a. human or sooia.l kind) be soientitio? 

Mao!nty!'e proclaims that no doubt a. general explanation of wha.t hwnan 

beings a.re and do is in some sense possible, for neurophysiology will some 

da.'Y' give us a. full aooount which itself will be reducible to chemical and 

physical explanations. But then he asks whether this will be what we are 
looking for. He believes that still nothing of the specifically human Will 

be accounted :for: - for this a. different account• that of the novelist ol:' 

the artist ratheJ!' than the scientist. Will be needed. 1 • This view puts the 

person above science or confines (and defines) soienoe to the 'natural.• 

sciences which is limited.. to the material.world to which persons belong• 

but no.t elthe.ustivelv• This type of belief brings us in.to the .next appro.aoh 

in psychology tha.t I wish to examine, viz. the existentialist-humanist 

approach. 

1. · See .A.c. Ma.cintyrei nThe Unoonseious"t pg. 97-98• 



- 74 .... 

CHAPTER' VI 

EXISTENTIALISM AND . HUMANISM 

We should talk of the existentialist-humanist 'pa?'adigm' for there 

a.re many different, and sometimes conflicting, approaches Within it. 

Firstly, existentialism is predominantly the outgrowth of Eu.ropean thought, 

whereas humanistic psychology is an American product. Furthe:rmore, 

existentialism is an autonomous inqu.iry, whereas humanistic psychology 

{the so-called "Third Force") is closely allied to existentialism. It is 

also important to notice that existential-humanism has no clear boundaries 

to its thought. It has olear overlaps with ·other a.pproaohe$1 · especially 

phenomenology (many of the enstentialists and hUJnanistic psychologists 

being phenomenologists - e.g~ Sartt'e1. Merlea.u-Ponty, Rogers, Giorgi• etc.); 

thus many of these psychologists are really philosophers. It is also 

olosel37·linked to psychoanalysis and. neo-Freudianism (the •ego•-centred 

varie·ty). 1• And like psychoanalysis (.and even Kelly's cognitive theory) 

it has stt-ong ties with the therapeutic, practical, clinioal world.; i.e. 

with psychology a.s therapy rather than theory. 

A good description of the confusion of existentialist (and humanist) 

therapy in America is given by M~. He .say.s that the writings on existential 

psychology and psychotherapy seem to be a. "Tower of Babel•' for there is a 

great confusion of tongues. 1• some stq that elltistential psychology is 

.Adlerian, others that it is Jungian, and others that it is all in Freud.. 

Some id.entif'y :i. t with Zen Bu.ddhism and other enti-intelleotua.l trenu, 

others with supe~intellectual philosophy (especiallQ' ot the German variety). 

1. For example .see: . ''Psychoana.lyais and Existential PhUosoph_y", 
ed. H.M. RUitenbeek. 

· .2.. See .R• l4a\Y": "Dangers in the Relat;i.on of Existentialism to Psychotherapy", 
in "Psychoanalysis and Existential Philosophy"• ed. H.M. Ru.itenbeek. 

I 
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May maintains that most of these spokesmen seem unaware of their contr&-

dictions, namely that if existential psychology end psychiatry is one of 

theae things it cannot be any of the others. The $Xisten~ia.list wing 

seem to write ·oft '·psychology a.s a. science - the person is simply beyond 

so.ientific inquiry. The humanistic psychologists have, I think, a similar 
' ' 

belief, but difterent intentions - they simply (or not so simply) change 

the definition of soience to include their field. 

~istentialism is perhaps beet known through t.he work of Sartre and. 

Merleau.-Ponty, however men like Binswanger, l3oss, Bu.itendij~, eto., are 

mpre actively involved in existential P§.veholoQ and e:idstential pe;yoho ... . 
therapy, Baca.use of spa.ea I will limit myself to only one theorist .. 

Lud.wig Binswanger. As Freud• e psychoanalysis was an attempt to show tha.t 

man had instincts, J3inswanger goes on to show that man also has a 'spirit•. 

Binswa.nger's Da.seinana.lyse is strongly influenced by the philosophy of 
' 

Kant and Heidegger. C~ntra.1 to. his wo.rk is tlie concept of the Existential 

A Priori: "they a.re tb.e uni ve.rsals or f orma tha.1; $tand. to the experience . . 
of each hum~ be'-ng in the same manner that the Kantian oat~gories of the 

understanding stand to the objects that we know/11 • Yet they a.re broader 

than the Kantian categories for these are just one mode .of :Being-in-the­

w;orld atnO?l6 others - viz., the mode of o.b.Jeotive knowledge. 

for the sake of continuity with the previous chapter I shall deal with 

:Binswangar's 'critique• of Freud's unconscious. ?:his involves two new 

con.9epts, that. of the horizon and that of thrownnese. Both terms ! think 

,significantly alter our conception of thG unconscious. Ba.sic to the 

concept of the h!)r1zon ie the indeterminacy of an object or a meaning. 

For Binswanger the relation between the present .and the past e.xperienoe 

1. L. Binswanger: "Being.in ... the-World0 , transl. with introduction by 
J. Needleman, pg. 27. 



- 76 -

of an individual is not determined by that very past {a.a in Freud•s case) 

but rather by the horizon within which that individual experiences both 

the present and the past. Thus: "Existential psychoanalysis is not 

looking for the causes or basio drives e.s psychoanQiysis does. It looks 

for that in the individual which makes it possible that these ca.uses an~ 

basic drives have the efficacy that Freudian psychoanalysis ascertains 

1. then as having"• · Binswa.nger•s concept of thrown.ness is also a. strong 

conceptual tool especially in healing Freud's 'psychic' splits of past and 

present, and ego and id. For Binswanger the unconscious is only one 

manifestation of the Da.sein - viz., that of thrownness. Binswanger 

emphasizes that thrownneas is an a priori constitutive element ot the 

Da.sein; i.e. it is constitutive of the self to a degree - hence we see 

the unity of the Dasein. Thus thrownness and freedom are found together 

.interdependently in. the Dasein. 

Although Binswanger•s language is rather distant from that of Stra.wson•s, 

I do think there are points of contact. Parallels can certainly be drawn 

between the a priori and holistic Dasein of Binswanger and strawson•s person, 

and between the oonoept of thrownness and Strawson•s M-pred.ication. The 

existentialists in general .seem most a.ware of the given (a. prlori) unity of 

the person containing within it a distinct nzystery, a uniqueness. In 

Strawson's (lingui.stic) terms this is the ability to ascribe both M- and - -
P-predioates to man, and it finds counterparts in almost eveey existentialist 

writer, often with new, interesting and insightful texminology. We have 

already Witnessed Binewanger•s oase. Sartre formu.lates it most extremely 

in his "pour-soi0 and "en-soi" terminology. 2• One further example is that 

of Ricoeur who speaks of the voluntary and the involuntar.y. 3• Central to 

his philosophy is the reoi;Prooity of the voluntary and the involuntary -

1. L. Binswanger, op. oit., pg. 138. 
2. See J-P. Sa.rt re: "Being and Nothingness". 
3• See P. Ricoeur: "Freedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the :rnvolunta.ey". 
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the "prima.oy- of eonoilia.tion over pa.radox0 • 
1 ~ Ricoeur• s freedom is a 

willing :freedom (the voluntaey), and, as important, .it is an incarnate 

freedom. He talks of the "central primitive fa.et of incarnation" 2 ~ 

which is also .fully in agreement with Strawson•s concept of a person. 

Existentialism thus greatly amplifies and enriches Strawso11's ver.v clear 

bu.t simple ontology. 

As for the humanists perhaps Rogers is a. good example to choose. 

Typically he shows a. breadth of influences - viz. phenomenolog, 

existentialism, self-theory, etc. He sqs: "We need no longer live in an 

inhibited science of psychology", 3• and calls :for"••• a more inclusive 

and a. more profound scienceu. 4, He :refers to th~e w~s ot knowing, 

objective, subjective and interpersonal, and shows the relatedness of them 

all. 5• He is thus optimistic about "••• a newer philosophy of science 

which will not be fearful of finding room for the person - both the observer 

and the observed - in his subjective as well as his objective mode.· It 

will ca.rey within it a view of man as a. subjectively tree, choosing, 

;l"esponsi ble, a.i-ohi teot of selt". 6 • So optimistn and science are el.de by 

side in humanistic psychology. 

The Articles of Assooi~tion of the American Association for Humanistic 

Psychology define its role as follows: 

"Humanistic. psychology is primarily an orientation towards 

the whole of psychology rather than a distinct area. or school. 

1. P. Riooeur, op. cit., pg. xviii (transl. introd.) 
2. ibid., pg. 87. (see also Merleau.-Ponty.: .. Phenomenology .of Perception'') 
3. C.R. Rogers: "Toward a Science of the Person", in: ":Beha.Viorism and 

Phenomenology", ed. Wann, pg. 120. 
4. ibid., pg. 118. 
5. ibid., see pg. 110-118. 
6. ibid., pg. 131. 
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It stands tor re.speot for the worth of persons., 

resp&ct for differences ot approach, open-mindedness 

. as to acceptable methods; and interest in the 

exploration of new aspects of human behaviour. As a 

'third force• in contemporary psychology it is 

concerned with top~cs ha.Ving 11 ttle place in existing 

theories and systems t e.g. love• orea.tivi ty, self, 

growth, organism; basic need-gratification, self-

actualization, higher values, being, becoming, 

spontaneity, pl~, humour, affection, naturalness, 

warmth, ego-transcen~ence, objectivity, au.tonollzy', 

responsibility, mea.Q.ing, .fai?'-pla.y, transcendental 

experience, peak experience; courage, and other related 

concepts. {This a.pp~e.ch finds expression in the 

writings of' such persons a.s Allport, Angyal, Asch, lbhler, 

·Fromm, Goldstein, Homey, Ma.slow., Moustakae, Rogers, 

Wertheimer, and :1.n certain of the writings of Jung., Adler, 

and the psychoanalytic ego-psychologists, existential and 

phenomenological psychologists)"• 1• 

More epecifically some of the a.ims of Humanistic psychology are:-

1.. a. human orientated science; 

2. a View of man that is fruitful and enriching to his life. 

3. to fight depersonalization and the man-as-object influence -

tiJus a. fight for dignity. 

4• to elt:plain the, 75-90% of man's potential which today is 

largely latent. 2• 

1. · F. T. Severin (ed.) ; "Humanistic Viewpoints in P$ychology", 
Introduction, pg. xv-xvi. , 

2. See J.F.T. Bugental:' "The Challenge that is Mantt, in: "Challenges 
·of ~istic.P~ycholoQ""• ed. J.F.T. Bugental, pg. 5-11• 
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!f one asks •why still science?', one can surely reply ~and why not?' 

We must realize that it is not so important what we call this inquiry 

(or any inqu.i cy, for that matter) , as what our inquiry is concerned With, 

and discovers. J.1aslow; for example, cries out tor the. desacriliza.tion of 

science. 1• The other points (2, 3 and. 4) clea.x;ly exhibit the ethical 

and political na:tu.re of psychology,. pointing out how important human 

interest is (or should. .be) in psychology, and the social so~enee.s. 

In the same line Giorgi lists tb.e three, presuppositions of psychology 

a.e a human science: , 

1 • Fidelity to the phenomenon of man a.s a person• 

2. Special concern for uniquely human phenomena.. 

Giorgi's pt-esuppositions are very Strawsonian in character, tor G~orgi 

is concerned with the model of man-the-person; and with tbo~e phenomena. 

which are unique to the person, and wha.t makes ea.oh t:ie:rson,tmique .... which 

corresponds to the •realm*, of p ... predication, in ~trawson's terms. And. 

furtherinore• by ref erring to the "primacy of rela.tionsh~ps" Giorgi points 

to the 11.ntersubjeotive• (or objeotive-sub.jeotive) foundation of Strawson•a 

th 3. ·eor.v• 

Thus from .a, Strawsonian point ot view, I think the eristentialist-

(' humanist ·'paradigm' is moat aware •ontologically', of the subjec,t. matter 

cf'psychology. It shows oonoern with the whole person1 i.e, the person's 

uni ty9 and. his uniqueness. Thus descriptively it is in line with Strawson•s 
. . ' 

concept of a. person. Hol!fever it is not limited to descr-iption fo.r it is 

deeply ooncemed with the •normative• or prescriptive field, i.e. with what 

1. See A.H. l4aslow.1 "The Psychology of Science"t esp. oh. 14. 
~. See A. Giorgi, "Psychology a.s a Human Science", pg. 184 .. 187. 
3•. See liamlyn's thesis quoted above, Part I, Ch •. J, pg. 24., 

·' 
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man should be and what values he should cherish~. This is witnessed in 

iL ts eonoem fot' man• s dignity and. for a view of man that is ··enriching' 

to his lite. 'ntie concern with the •normative• field implies tha.t ethics 

is central to p.sychology; 1 • and al.so, obviously, that the person is an 

ethical concept. 

This concern With the richness of lite is, however; in conflict with 

a particular View of science. Rtl.dne~ sa;y.s t 

"•••the mistake (about science} ••• consists in a.ssuming 

that it ie the fl,1nction of science to ,reprodlloe. "reality" 

and oonolud.ing that science is detective from the fa.et 

that it accomplishes no S11Ch thing. Basically, this error 

rests on a contusion between a description and what is 

desori bed. Albert Einstein once remarked that it is not 

the function of science •to give the ta.ate of the soup•"• 2• 

This is called the i-eproductive fallaov of science and is applied to the 

social soienoee as well. 

I think the existentialist-humanists can quite legitimately searoh 

for the richness of human life and fooue on the ethica.i, religious and 

pol1 t1ca.l realm, bu.t this eonatitu.t~s no valid criticism of other 

approaches which choose precision as an a.ltema.tive aim (e.g. the 

behaviourists). Whether this search oan be termed 'scientific• is another 

matter, for the •reproduet1ve• fallacy must be seriouslN- ta.ken account of. 

Strawson makes no claims as to the relation ~etween his concept of a 

person and the nature and workings of science~ bot!l natural and s~oial. 

1. See, f·or example, A.R. Louch: "Explanation and Human Action". 
2. R.s. Rudner: ''Philosophy ot Social Science", pg .• 69. 
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So .here we enter into the. realm of al.ternatives .• I :th~nk t}ley boil down 
' ' 1,_ ' ' . • 

to t!'.ea.ting the concept of a pe.rson as either an inform~ (c~nnnon-sense,, 
' I ' ' ·, ' ' I I ' ,. ''. .; ' ' • 

evecydey) or a. .f.omti,l ;concept~ The .enstentialists an<! the: humanists . . . . . ' . . ~ ' 

both employ ·the informal ooneept; . the former, then, gerter:all.1 disregat'd 
, ' . . I ~ 

their.work as being ecl,ent,if'ic,.though $ome, especiall3 those phenomena-
. '9 t 

logically in.oli.ned., see it as a. preface to scientific work; the latter 

reconcile. this inf.ormal concept of~ pet-son with ~he •scienti.;10' label. 
. ' 

w~ shall. retµrn_ to forrna.lizli..tion late%'~ . 



C.HAPTER .. VII 

DEVELOPMENTAL P$YCHOLOGY 

As with Existentialism-humanism, developmental psychology is better 

conceived as a paradigm than a.s an approach. It is conoemed with the 

.history and growth of the person but contains many different perspectives. 

One wa\Yt for example, of cha.raoterizi:ng these perspectives is in terms of 

functional and stru.ctural approaches. 

One ot the main criticisms of the philosophical psychologists is that 

they tend to see the adult person as •given•, thereby overlooking the 

importance of the development ot the person from the baby to the adult. 

Al tern.atively, ma.ny see this development as irrelevant to our understanding 

ot the mature adult. In this section I intend examining the relevance of 

developmental accounts to the philosophical foundations ot psychology in 

general and to the concept of the person in particular. 

I .shall begin with the most influential theor,y of development todq, 

Viz. Piaget's "genetic epistemology" which clearly exhibits the structural 

approach. Piaget maintains that: 

"By its analysis of.the most elementary stages, genetic 

epistemology has been able to show that the initial 

forms of knowledge di.ff er from the higher forms to a 

much greater extent than has been believed, and that 

consequently the construction of the latter has had to 

follow a muoh longer, more difficult and more unpredictable 

path than one would have imagined. ~he genetic methodology 

thus lends support to const?Uctivist· con~eptions ••• ~ 1• 

1. J • Piaget: "The Principles of Genetic Psychology11 , pg. 93• 
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The theocy Qf Piaget•s as such, and the complex interplq between the 

philosophical and peychological elements of the theocy a.re moh in debate. 1• 

For a brief ,view of this debate I shall begin ~1th Hamlyn who believes 

that the philosopbioal and psychological (or empirical) issues are 

unfortunately mu.ddled up together, for philosophical questions oannot be 

answered by appealing to empirioal evidence, or Vice versa.. He says t 

ttOn this I can at present only be dogmatto ... If ! am 

right, howevet', my answer to the question, "tJhat 

relevance has genetic epistemolog"JT in the more orthodox 

sense?", mu.st be that in a. certain sense €ertetic episte-

mology presupposes a. traditional epistemological position. 

If it has implications t'or epistemology, it is in tha.t 

sense end for that reason, and not beoa.use of its status 

a.s e. payohologica.1 theor.v"• 2• 

The traditional epistemolog.ioal position (and philosophical tra.di ti on) 

which Hamlyn :refers to is the Kantian one. Toulmin exhibits Piaget's 

variation on a. Kantian theme. Pia.g$t might have started With a Kantian 

training, bllt the developments of the disciplines ·of history and anthropology 

could. not be ignored. T.ou.lmin compares Piaget•s 'Kantian• psychology to 

Max Planok•s 'Kantian' theoretical physics. 

"For both Planck and. Piaget, complete ra.tiona.l coherence 

was no longer an all-or-nothing atf air, wt rather an 

ideal to which men approached by successive approximations 

••• In Piaget's hands, the Kantian scheme thus becomes an 

ideal or final system towards which all rational thought 

develops as its inescapable and u.niqtte destination." 3• 

1. See "Cognitive Development and Epistemology"• ed. T.,. Mischel. 
2. .D.W. Ha.mlynt 't]Jpietemology and. Conceptual Development", in Misch.el, 

pg. 19. 
3. s. Toulmin: "Hu.man Underi;;tanding", pg. 423. 
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Haml1?1; in appraising Piaget1 s theory, Sa¥s: "••• I am still inclined 

to think that a theory that rests directly upon both empirical and philo­

,sophocial considerations mu.st ha.ve a degree of incoherence". 1 • lt is this 

'separatist' notion which is a.t the bOttom ot the controversy• Toulmin, 

unlike Hamlyn, welcomes this mixture. He believes that the mixing of 

conceptual and empirical issues is to some extent unavoidable. And. this 

mixing is not unnatural nor contusing. Thus tor Toulmin a philosophical 

cri. tique of developmental psychology performs a nec.~ssa:ry pref.ace to und.e?l­

.standing {Piaget•.s) emp.irical findings. So philosophical defects in Piaget''s 

ooneeptual work will certainly damage his psychological account; bu.t: "we 

shall arrive a.t a better "theory of cognition" - or, to use the traditional 

phrase, at better "principles of human understanding" - only in th.& light 

of both better conceptual analysis and better empirical information"• 2• 

The trend among philosophers is, ! think, to .accept Toulmin' s a.ocount; 

bu.t our ooncem is with the psychologist and it is even more .important that 
3. 

ppohologists themselves examine this •open' a.pproa.oh. Flavell exemplifies 

this attitude; he is interested in the possible aontribu.tions that philo-

sopey might make to developmental psychology. He sees the work of the 

cognitive-developmental psychologists as desc:t>ibing and theorizing a.bout the 

ontogenetio histoey of the ad.ult mind. However this requires some idea of 

what conceptual processes a.nd stl"llctures eventually get developed. one 

further contribu.tion that Flavell thinks philosophers can make, is conceptual 

analyses of' the processes and structures of development itself, in contrast 

to the products of that development• Some philosophers; Virtually abandoning 

philosophyt look almost entirely to psychology, believing that the future of 

epistemology is in the hands ot the advances to come in psychology. 

1. Hamlyn, op. cit., .in :t.Uschel, pg. 23. 
2• s. Toulmin, "The Concept of Stages in Psychological Development"• 

in Mischel, pg. 55• 
l·• See J .H. Flavell, in Mischel .. 



.See, for eXa.lllple, Quine's paper: ''Epistemology Naturalized.''• 1• Bl.it Quine 
-

here refers te sci~n1;i:f.:i.c epistemology which can be distinguished. from · · 

strawson•s feve~· epistemology • 

.Another'apptca.ch to ~evelopmen:tal psychology, and in particular, 

cognitive development, 1a·tha.t of Naloolm'st and others, who ·generally 

consider cognitive stru.otu.res end processes to be myths• Malcolm believes 

tha.t both philosophers and psyohologtsts a.re not qUri.te olea.r of' what they 
. 

mean when they speak of cognitive structures and cognitive processes. lie 

elucidates: 

"Imagine a.n ·eccentric who smiles at and scys "Hi, John••; to 

. ever.v tenth person he passes; and who has neve:t' seen this 

John before. Given those tacts, hi·s smile and. uttera.nc·e 

on thte occasion would. not be an eXp?'$ssion of recognition. 

On the other hand it is easy to imagine a situation in which 

su.eh ,a, smile and greeting would be an e:x:pression ot ree?g-

ni tion. Tlu.ts, it is the f'aotsi the circwnatances surrounding · 

tha.t behaviour.; that give it the property ot expressing 

recognition* This property is not due to something that 

goes on inside• It seems to me tha.t if this point were 

und.erstood. by' philosophers and psyohologists1 they would no 

longer ha;ve a. motive .for constructing theorie.s and. modeis 

for reoognition, memory, thinking• problem solving, 'tinder... 

standing, and other "cognitive processes". 2• 

Malcolm .a.ppliGs this very same argument to the field of language and 

·1· In "'I'he Psychology of K'nomne"• Ed. J.,R. Royce and w.w. Ro~eboom, 
Ch. 2t pg .. 9,...23. 

2. N• Malcolm: 0 Tb.e Myth of Cognitive Processes and. Structures", 
in Misehel• pg. l87• 
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"tlhat is wrong is the assumption that either the languagelike 

behaviour or the subsequent mastery of language must be 

under the control of underlying systems or structures, 

schemes or schemas, processes or principles, plans or 

isomorphic models. Our understanding of human cognitive 

powers is not advanced by replacing the stimulus-response 

ui.ythology with a m.,ythology of inner guidance systems". 1• 

Compare this with Nagel who says: " ... fortunately, we don't need to~ 

how to digest food, for we do it in the right wQ automatically. Langua&e-

leaming may be similar ••• We simply arrive at a. command of language after 

a certain period of exposure •••" 2• Mevertheless, this does not prevent 

an inquiry into this •automatic' acquisition, just as a soientific stud3' of 

digestion is quite in order. 

I think Malcolm's arguments exhibit an inadequacy in regard..to 

explanation. Be overlooks the fact that explanation can have many levels. 

Perhaps Malcolm confuses explanation with complete explanation. This is 

Dodwell' s view. He believes that Malcolm is simply unwilling to grant any 

validity to any specific level ot explanation or investigation of human 

behaviour. He agrees with Malcolm that appeals to memory, f'or example, 

cannot yield a oomplete explanation of remembering, bu.t whJ', he asks, should 

this f aot invalidate the types of investigation and the construction of 

models that psychologists spend their efforts on. Malcolm, then, wrongly 

wants to restrict psychologists to investigating simple empirical relation­

ships. It this were the ease, which empirical relationships would be 

investigated, and who would choose them? - surely not philosophers. 

1. N. Malcolm, op. cit., pg. 392. 
2. T. Uagel: "Linguistics and Epistemology" in "Language and Philosophy", 

Ed. s. Hook, pg. 182. 
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Dodwell ma.in ta.ins: "It is a t'a.o·t of life that scientific explanations 

are not coextensive with common-sense ones, and scientists are in the 

best post tion to. decide what is, and what is not, worthy <>t investigation 
1.. . 

and soimi,tif'io explanation"• MallN thinkers, l)od:well included, believe 

that scientific theories in psychology a.re of ten valued mainly because 

they cannot be reduced to common-sense. That there are scientific theories 

in psychology, then, is o'pen to debate - one which centres a.round the 

question of 'how common is common-sense'? 

Louch is of the opinion that psychology can either be reduced. to 

physiology or to common-sens~ (or both) • he pla\Y'S a variation on Malcolm's 

theme; he s~s: 

"Explanation of' human aotion still resides, for ~l the 

efforts of psychologistat in the ad hoc pronouncements 

whieh we make w1 th conf.idenoe about the notices and. 

intentions• desires and. anxieties, the .anticipated 

pleasures and the felt pa.ins which account for this 

or that human action. It is possible to imagine the 

laborious analysis of behaviour into measurable units 

serving as the structure and the evidence for pbysio• 

logical eypothesis. Bu.t psycholo~ a.a a. soience with its 

own explana:tory laws, falls in a no-man's land between 

2. physiology and the ad hoc deli vel'ances of every-de¥ life''• 

Bu.t here we need to ask, •even granting that this is trae, is this a. 

necessary or a. contingent fact?•; i.e. how necessa.ey is it that psychology 

never transcends •common-sense•? 

1. P.c. Dodwell: "Ia a Theoey of Conceptual Development Necessary?"; 
in Mischel, pg. 383. 

2. A.R. Louch: "Explanation and Hu.man Action°. pg. 38. 
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But such far-reaching questions Which ue will return to later· have 

taken us off .our initial .inqui:cy l!io viz•; developmental psyohologv. Having 

di$Oussed the philosophical impl,ioations ot development.al p£1¥0hology: in 

genera.11 X would like to enter into the development of the ·concept of a. 

perso~ .• and. <Jl.lestion whe·~ll.er a develppmental account will in. ana- WS¥ ca.st 

light on Strawson•s concept of a. person. 

Piaget ma;i.ntaina that the young ehild. at first cannot distinguish 

between internal and ext~rnal data: 

·*'On the question of sensorimotor action, J.M• Baldwin 

long ego demonstrated that the young child does not 

exhibit any consciousness of self 1 nor of a. fixed 

bounda,ey between data. given internally and· those given 

externally; and that this 'aduali·s.m• oon.tinuel:! up to · 

the 'time ~hen the construction of the self becomes 

possible in,correspondence and in 9pposition with that 

of others• We have ouX'f:lelves observed. that the primitive 

univet-se or the ohild,does not include permanent objects 

until this interest in others as persons appears, the 

first object oons~d.ered as permanent being such personra 

These results have ~een verified. in detail by Th. Gouin..-.. 
\ 

"'"'. • tt 1. ut::Oar1e ••• 

This in fact validates Hampshire's view that for any language to be possible 

(which necessarily involv:es identification) it must be possible at least to 

distinguish person~ from one another •.arid to distinguish persons ia .to 

dietin811ish objects (which persons, among other things• a.re) from sense data.. 

It further *validates• Hampshire's point that we ~ talk ·of reality as 

consisting of permanent ·or persistent things, for otherwise we could not use 

. , 

1. J. Piaget: "The Principles of Genetic Pqchologytt, pg. 20. 
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language to identify things (both persons end objects). Strawson's point 

about the self' involving other selves ("in correspondence end in opposition 

with. that of others") is also *validated•. 

Piaget continues: "In short, the co-ordination of the subject's 

actions, inseparable as it is from the spacio..tempora.l. and. oausal co• 

or<Unates which he attributes to reality, is the origin both of the 

difterentia.tions between this subject and objects and of the decentring 

process on the level of physical acts ••• " 1• This clearly ties up with 

the ideas ot both Strawson and Hampshire and. the central role of action for 

the person. As Strawson sa¥e: ''Fi.rat, I think a. beginning can be ma.de by 

moving a certain class of P-predieates to a. central position in the picture. 

They are predicates, roughly' which involve doing something •••" 2• So 

here we have an •account• by two philosophers (and., further, linguistic 

philosophers) which does not clash with the developmental account of 

Piaget. Perhaps then we see the •teleological* aspect of developmental 

psychology a.s being fundamental; i.e. to give an acount of the adult 

person we must in a sense begin with him. 

Piaget•s a.ooount involves the development of concepts and stru.otures 

(e.g. reversibility). However we have already asked just how relevant the 

whole theocy of genetic epistemology (i.e. the epistemological tradition) 

is to these empirical questions. It is thus interesting to see that 

Merleau-Ponty gives a. similar account of the development of the oonoept of 

a person without any recourse to Piaget's schema.a. He too shows tha.t there 

is a. first phase in which we find an .anonymous oolleotiVity, that ist an 

und.itferentiated gi:'Oup life. Next occurs the distinction of' individuals. 

This occurs 'by objectifying one•e own bods' and constituting the other in 

his or her difference. Merleau-Ponty continues more speoifically: 

1. J. Piaget, op. cit., pg. 22. 
2. I. pg. 111• 
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"The I arises when the child understands that ever.y you 

that is addressed to him is .for him an I; that is, 

tha.t there must 'be a oonsoiousnese of the reciprocity 

or points of view in order that the word I l11S3 be used 

••• Use of the pronoun I oomes still later than use of 

the proper name, at least as it is understood in its full 

meaning, i.e. in its relative meaning. The pronoun I ~as 

its full meaning only when the child uses it not as an 

individual sign to designate his own person •• ,. bu.t when 

he understands that ea.oh person he sees can in turn saa- I 

and that ea.oh person :la an I for himself and. a iou for 

others. It is when he understands that even though others 

call him you he oan nonetheless Sa\Y' I; that the pronoun I 

is acquired in ail its significance ••• At a.round three yea.rs 

the child. ••• stops contusing himself With the situation ot-

the role in whioh he may find himself engaged. He adopts a 

proper perspective or viewpoint of his own ... or .rather he 

understands that+ whatever the diversity of .si tu.a.tions or 

roles, he is someone above end beyond these different 

situations and roles". 1• 

iterlea.u-Ponty's a.ocount, being close to Piaget's; also shows much consonance 

with strawson's concept of a. person• especially in the epistemological 

domain. Strawson•s •necessary axiom• 2• is •verified• in the most basic 

case he:r-e; f'or the ascription of the oonoept of a. "person'' to oneself 

necessarily implies preparedness to ascribe the oonoept ttperson" to another, 

and vice versa. 

1. M. Merleau-Ponty: "The Primacy of' Perception", pg. 150-152• 
2. "viz. tha.t it is a. nec,essa.ry condition of ascribing states of 

consciousness ••• to oneself ... that one should also a.scribe them, 
or be prepared to a.scribe them, to others who are not oneself•" 
!. pg. 99· 
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Thus I think developmental psychology (the Piagetien and Merleau­

Pontian variety) a.dds support to the philosophical (concep~al, or even 

metaphysical) standpoint; and a good philosophical account or the person 

(viz. Stra.wson•e and Hampshire's) provides the "terminus a.d quem" of 

developmental psychology. Though the empirical end conceptual accounts 

a.re not directly dependent on one another, I think to di voree them is 

artificial (just a.s theory and observation are virtually inseparable in 

practice), and thus taken together they broaden and enhance our knowledge, 

as Toulmin ha.s clearly pointed out. 
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CH A!> T_E R VIII 

.AN . OVERVIEW _ OF PsYCHOLOGY 

In this chapter I hope to summa.ri~e the issues arising out ot the 

previous chapters. Fi?'Stl;y we mu.st ask what does Strawson• s concept 

of a person otter psyohology1 We have seen that the person impli~s a 

"wholeness", i.e. both M- and P-predication mu.st be incorporated; a 

person is "• .. a type of' entity such that ~ pre<U.oates asct-ibing states 

of consciousness and. predicates ascribing ·corporeal eha.ra.oteristios, a. -
pcysio.al si tua.tion eto. are equally appliea.ble ••• "; h and, further, both 

M- and p .. predica.tion must be taken fullz• The person is, then, a thing 

among other things in the world., but he is not only this, he .ts also an 

agent in the world; the body is not only in space, but also "inhabits" 

end "haunts'' space 2• (i .• e. the 'lived.' body - viz. the person). 

Furthermore th~ person implies a. unity. The point is that this unity 

is "given" (in the phenomenological sense) tor we experience JleOple fully., 

as people; and not a.a being di Vided into minds and bodies {this di vision 

is only ma.de 'artificially• ... or on the •reflenve' plane). Thus the 

person is subject to explanations on the causal sphere as well as the 

sphere of reasons (and, again, this division is a. result of refleotion). 

The person, then is eet-tainly to some ertent liable to be given a. oausal 

account ot his actions ... though., of oourse, this is often a highly inadequate 

account. 

l3u.t to the extent that a. causal a.ooount ot behaviour or action is 

applicable to the person• so both behaViourism and physiology, as a partial 

1.. I. pg. 102. 
2. See M. Merlea.u-Ponty: "The Pr1maoy of Perception", pg. 5. 
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study ot the person, a.t'e in order. What we have, then, in va.rying clegrees 

in both cases is a f9_rmaliza:tton of 'the concept of a person (the perscm .is 

construed as an organism, or a. responding meehan.:l.sm; etc.)• Bu.t this formal.a 
.. •. ' .. '. 

i£a.tion obViously has tts ef'.tects on ·our concept· ot •unity' of the person • 

' . ,. •• ' ,f . ; l." 

SO the :uti.i·ty ot ·the person cannot be a.pp.roached :witho'1:t taking .into 
t ' ,, ,'. 1' i ! ' . t· -_ ' 

.... ' ~ 

a.ooount the inf.onnal usage of the ·concept of a person (and hera we have a. 

po~nter. t~ Polanyi' s _•;taoi~n . know1,e.age) ~ ,h '!his info~~ (P~~n9~enological) 
~speot 'or the person was ta.ken .into aecoWlt to some ext~t b;v th~ phenol]le~o-

. ' 

ot course this whoieness and. unit1 
.. ' 1 

of the. person is ''basic'' and. ''prim! t:i"if~" • and therefore poses probl~ms tor 
' ' 

, :° . ;: 'I 

the sciemtifto (and even non ... so!entifla) stucw ot t.he person-. The possibility 
' ' . - ' ~ ! ' 

Qf reflexiveness and. self.,..reference 0alone put th$ person into a un~qUe t'ealtn; 
' ,+• ' - I 1 

f<>r a soientif'ic ·stud$ cf the person l?lllst be done by none other than person$. 
•. . ' ' , I 

• < j. • ' I • ! • 

Otero makes the disttn<::~ion batw~en "t~te.l'0 psyci,.0100 and. scientif'io 
' ' : ' ' i ~ : 1 • ;; "" • ' • . ' i ' ' ., 

psyohology (which is never to1;a1) P.nd tries to .show that the former ts .U ttle 

more than an expression of goodmll. He st13s; 

"The ,goal of a. "tota.l.f' psychology is .. ·'!;o capture. the unique;. 

non-recurring features of ea(}h .indiva.0nal hu.man .experieno~t 
' : ., • •• . • . • t • 

what ''from Within*' ·apge~:rs as· an ·unobjeetifiabl,e .B;ot, a 

:f1eetirlg instant <:>t ''conor~te temporali t~tt 41 The ve.ey 

~b.ject.:-ma.tteJ:> .of psy~holog;y would be by definition 
. ' . ' . 

. . j.nca.pa;ble of becoming l11'l objeo.t for science; and. ·hardly 
,l ' .. , ,. I • 

. axi, object for philosophy either , •.• •, In the end,· this i;;vpe: 

.of psychology would not even allow its .own inclusion in 

discourse• except through metaphor, given the ·$11:pposedly 

. i!leffa.ble nature of its eu.bject•ma:tter. · Pqetry. and ,silence 

W!i>Uld be the only, two means for its adequate ~xpres~io~n. ~. 

1~. See M., Polan.yi: "The Ta.oit Dimension"• 
2 •. M.H. ·O:tero: ''Philos~phical Problems ot SOientitic Psychoiogyi•, in 

"Contemporary Phl,losophy"• ed. R. Klibansky, vol. I!l1 pg. 22l• 

. . 
. l 
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Thus we see limits to •ttota.li ty", in the ontological. sense, in psychology• 

More specifically this is a result ot the limitation of formalizability 

and, related to this, the inexha:ustability of the •informal' person. 

Epistemologically, I have empha.sized.tha.t Stra.wson•s .eoncep~ of a. 

person shows the necessity of both subjective and objective approaches in 

eonjuncti9n for a true account of the person. This calls for a •dialectic'; 

I shall try to show in the next chapter a. 'dialeotioa.l' development whereby 

both the wbjectiveand objective approaches, and the .informal and formal 
; 

approaches, to the concept ot a. person are ta.ken into aooount so as to deal 

with the 'unity• and •wholeness• ~f the pe~son more satisfactorily. 

rut to return to the eE;Jsentia.l question of the nature of the inquiry 

_on man; what. is tlle re_lationship between science and. the person? One of 

the •shortco~ings• of Strawson•s work in '11ndividuals" is that he has not 

said anything e:xplicit about the relationship between his concept of a 

person and science,and. between his. concept of a person and e-thios. l[etai­

pb;ysios - descriptive or otherwise ~ cannot avoid the clutches ot either 

science or ethics. !n a nutshell, strawson remains silent on the topioa.1 

issue of "l:he social sciences. 

There are, r think; two broad approaches to p$yohology (in relation to 

the notion ot soience). One is an •optimistic' and positivietio (in a broad 

sense) approach which aligns psychology with ecientitic inquicy, eo that 

even though it 1118-Y recognize eertain shortcomings in the scientific approach, 

it still advocates psychology as a science. This approach finds (varying 

degrees of) hope in psyoholog as a. developing study, and in the possibility 

of exciting empirical findings~ 
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Th<::l other broad approach - more pessirnistie (or perhaps realistic) -

focuses on psychology a.s it is now and. pronounces it pre-soienti.f~o; this 

being in some w~s similar to T. Kuhn's conception of psychology as being 

"pre-paracligma.tio". The judgement inherent in this pronounoeme~t Varies 

between oontingenoy ,and necessity. .Let us begin with this latter approa.oh.· 

Louch, for example, begins with the concept ·Of a~tion which we hav~ seen is 

· central to the concept of a person; he S6'YS: ••The oonoept ot action itself t 
1 I hope to show, is in a broad sense a. moral oonoeptn. • Enlarging on this 

he shows that the behavioural soienoas have become establishedt and experts 

in these disciplines pla3' professional roles in political and social 

strategies. 'Louch however maintains tha.t even though the professional and 

scientific rearing of children, treatment of the m~ta.lly ill, and designing 

of policies, to give his examples, a.re greatly desired, "the observations 

pertinent to these area.a a.re piecemeal, the conclusions tentative, and 

dependent on a moral point of view"• 2• 

'rha:t psychology's observations a.re "'piecemeal" is certainly some 
. . 

stwnbling-.blook {this ori tioisrn is Popper• s 8.lso); that its oonolu.sions a.re 

tentative is, I think, Louoh'e stumbling-block, for such is the nature of 

. all science - and this is a positive aspect, for with "tentativeness" oomee 

criticism and 'openness•. That psychology is dependent on ~ moral point of 

view is perhaps the most interesting c:ri tique; for when we move from the 

natural sciences to the sooial sciences we see the intrusion of 'human 

interest• which is moral and po~itical; when a social scientist expresses 

his work in conoepts his concepts 11eeessarily (?) are, to some extent, 

reflections of his culture, i.e. projections ot human interests (sooio­

logioally this is a. Marxist ori tique). . It is interesting that Hampshire, 

a. philosopher SO Close to $trawson in SO many Ways, should Sa\'f' 

1. A.R. Louch: "Explanation and.Human Action", pg. vii. 
2. ibid, pg. 5. . 



"I hoped. ••• to brmg moral argument .nearer to the philosophy of mind, ,. 
and the philosophy of mind. nearer to moral argument"• J,iior the philosoplly 

· of .mind should. certainly atf'eot psyoholo~ • 

Louch elaborates a further thesis., V'.ie. that: "Peychologv•.s S11coesses . 

are essentially successes in the ·mechanics .of oontrolt ~a. not in the 

explana;tion of normal human a.otion"• 20 Explanation rather than 0011trol is, 

I agree, the central criterion f'or so.ience; and oontr()l as an end is a. 

clear proof <::>t a. moral po~nt of view. Louch is prepared. to call psychology 

(ancl the sooial.ecienees) a science, bUt me.kes it clear tha;t then it ,does 

not have the seine meaning as natural science .. f o:r it is rather an "engtneering" 

science. He believes that we a.re a.lWS3S rea.c,\y to bow down to anything that 

is la.belled •scientific•, and confronted with scientific method. we often 
' 

ad.opt a. vi·ew ot human a.etion that is inconsistent with the picture presented 

to us as responsibl,e moral agents. Re says: 

".I .. ca.11 this a.ttitu.d.e scientific because it is urged upon 

us in the. name of the success. and progress of' scienoe and 

the ameliorating ·eff~ot it has on human life. Bu.t ! 

sho'1).d rather call it .en engineering ~ttitude;· for its 

mOJ:'e natural affinities a.re with t~ose pra.otieal disoipl:ines 

whoiae · object is, not to understand. na,ture so ·much as to bend 

it to our purposes• We think• especially onee we a.re .imbtied 

with post.tiVist meta.physics, of physics as the .most obVioue 

'instance of an enterprise designed and. eminently suited. ·t() 

control nature. Yet the major a.d.vanoes ot physics ha.ve been. 

reflective in natut'e• .The major aim has been to sort out the. 

facts, not to exercise oontrol over therti. The scientif'i.o 

attitude eVinoea by behaviou>:al -scientists, oonsoious or not, 

is not like this; it is rather the engineer•s attitude 

:S-., Hampshire: "Thought and Action", pg. 9• 
~·~· Louch.•. ()P• cit., pg• .36. 
1b:i.d., pg. 235. 
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Thus science, and the success in applying its results (i.e. technology) 

mu.st be clearly distinguished. I. think Louoh correctly shows tha.t the 

two a.re ·very o.tten oont~sed especially in ttie behavioural scic&noes • 

.Another example of this broad. atti~ude ;i.s given 1:zy Andreski who titled 

his latest book "Social Sciences as Sol'Oery"; he sa;rs,: ''I argue on the 
' . 

pages which follow that muoh of what., passes as f:!JCientifie study of human 

beha.viou;r boils dow to an equ.iVel:ent .of sqrcery, but fortunately there a.re 

other things a.s well"• 1. So, notwit~standing the possibility ot 'hue 

social science, Andreski pres.ants a ~oathing attack on what. presently passes 

a.a social science. He concludes his book ae follows: 

ttinstea.d. of entertSining visions of a. final Victory of 

rea~on over magic" and.· ignorance, we have to reconcile 

, ourselves to the fa.ct that the norms end ideals whioh 

· permit the a.dvanoement of knowledge have to be defended 

in every gGneration against new enemies, who reappear 

like the head.a of the Hydra aa soon a.s others a.re 

decapitated, and who employ ever-new labels, catchwords 

and slog~s to pl~ on the perennial wea.knesse~ of man­

kind ••• The pioneers of rationalism inveighed against 

the tra.di tionsl dogmas• ridioule4 popular superstitions, 

campaigned 98ainst priest.s and. soroerers, and. castigated 

them. for f ostaring and pr&yi,~g upon the ignorance of the 

masses - hoping that a final victory ot seienee would 

banish for ever the evUs of unreason and organi~ed 

deception. 1..ittle did they suspect that a Trojan Horse 

would ~ppear in the Ca.t'll.P of enlightenment, full of stream... 

11n$d sorcerers ola.d in the la.test paraphernalia. of science.", 2• 

The core of Andreski • s book is an enumeration of the "latest paraphernaliat•. 

1.. s. Andreski: "Social Sciences ,as sorcery", pg. 10. 
2. ibid •• pg._237-238. 



On the other side (though there· is no clearcut line between) - that 

whi~h claims that· psychology can be -.soientifio (and moN broadly, that the 

social soieneee a.re really scientific) - we still find ~ different views. 

Most of these theorists, although claiming validity for ps1chology.(and 

other social sciences) as being scientific; have important reservations to 
' ' ' 

make• We have already seen some peculiar differences between the sooia.l 

and the n~tural sciences. Now we must ask whether these peculia.ri ties alter 

the status .of the social eoiences - viz. from science to ideology. Ryan 
' ' . 1. 

points out an in tare.sting f aot here; name11 what Kuhn• s work on the 

philosophy of science ha.s aohieved: "We have be~n a.ss11ming that if the 

social scientist can emulate the practice of the natural soientist 

sufficiently closely, he will produce social science rather than clas.s 

ideology. But what Kuhn has d.one is to undermine this assumption by 

assimilating the status of the natural sciences. to tha.t .of ideology"• 
2
• 

Ryan, however, di spells mu.oh of 'Kuhn's ideas and opts for the existence 

of •ra.ots', t.e. "objectivity", however difficult this is to achieve .in 

social science t ''It tn83 well be almost impossi.bly difticul t for social 

scientists -to remain objective and net to allow t~eir hopes and fears to 

colour their ·beliefs; bu:t tb.ere is a world of difference between setting 

out to do something very difficult·, and setting out to do something which 

makes no sense. It is the .argument of this book that social science is 

diff'icu.l ttt. 3. Thie understanding yet positive approaeh is perhaps most 

needed. today. 

scriven writes particularly on psychology and hif:l r.eeervations for 

psyohology-the-soienc:e a.re most interesting. scriven believes that psyobology's 

weaknesses have nothing to d.o with its ''alleged youth"• He does not deny the 

possibility of great discoveries forthcoming in psychology, bu.t s~s: 

1• See T.s. Kuhn: "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions"• 
2. A· Rian:· "The Philosophy of the Sooial Sciences, pg. 233. 
3. ibid., pg. 240-241. 
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"!wish only to olaim that a certain kind of fundamental,tij.socvery - the 

kind that unified astronomy an~ mechanics (the law of ·gravitation) or the 

kind that retranstormed the whole of physics (rela.ti,.vity being one example 
. . . . . . 1. 

and quantum theoey another) - is wholly impossible in psychology". · This 

reminds us of Peters ("The Concept ·Of Motiva:tion") when he states that the 

2. role of the Galileo in p~bholo.gy must remain forever unooeupied. 

scriven. gives three reasons why "radical developmen~s" are irilpo_ssible 

in pE;yc:hology. Firstly, .scriven believes that psychology is greatly con­

strained by the t-ea.lm or oolnmon•sense.. Secondly, scriven believes that 

psychology's territor.y is constantly being usurped by other sciences - viz. 

biochemistry, biology, genetics, physiology, eto. And thirdly, ma.n,y ot 

psychology's problems cannot be solved with p.recision because of the 

inacoessability of many 0£ the variables needed, and thus: "••• many 

problems of unconditional pred.iction in psychology a.re simply unsolvable")• 
r 

In comparison :with the natural .sciences, Scrivei1 is able to maintain that: 

"The good fortune of classiQal. physics and the lnisf ortune of psychology lie 

to a. large extent in the kind of prediction problems which they inhei-it"• 4• 

Thus for scriven psychology is limited by common sense, by other soienoes 

(i .• e. by reduction) and often by the ina.coessa.bility of oru.oial -va.i'iables. 

·Scriven' s restraining argu.ments have been attacked. Otero, f.or example• 

ha.s this to Sa\Y't "Acoord1ng to SOriven, then, psychology is in danger of 

losing its subst.ance to com.mon sense and to :related disciplines. However, 

his assertion merely indicates a. constraint; it in no wq proves the 

impossibility ot .any tund.amental· discovery, since, on the contrary, reduction 

itself only becomes possible a.s a. result of a. fundamental disoqvery"• 5•. 

1. M. scriven: "Views of Human Niature"• in.: ttBeha.viorism and Phenomenology''• 
Ed. Wann, pg. 166. 

2. See above, Part I, Ch. 5; pg. 40. 
3. M. scriven, ibid., pg. 170. 
4. ibid.. pg. 172. 
5• M.H. Otero, op. eit•t pg. 227. 
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And as regards Scriven•s third point, Otero shows that the Galilean advance 

in the na:tura.l sciences: "••• rested precisely on the choice of issues 

1. tufficientl3 schematic in themselves to adm;it of abstract treatment •••'" 

rather than the complicated traa.tment that Scriven calls for in psychology. 

11hu.s for Otero, psychology llla3' well be •pre-Galilean• • fut this is a 

contipgent fact for him. 

:Bu.t besides Soriv~n~s pessimism over psychology's advanoement, he does 

present some useful ideas for psycholog;v. His most useful propo~al is, I 

think, eclecticism in ps1¢hology. Firstly, he talks of the compatibility 

between behaviourism and phenomenology. &.t mo.re important, he suggests 

the possibility of different approaches in different areas in psyoholo~: 

nThe physicist interested in ceyogenics (low•tempera.ture 

physics) should• by and large, aot as a. deteminist., and. 

he does. But his colleag11e, interested .in particle inter-

a.otion, should. not and does not • •. People think of phystos 

in a monolithic wa:y if they a.re outside it. Within physics 

determinism. .has its role just·as indeterminism does. I.n 

psyohology we can reasonably a.rgu.e that the area of sensation 

will best be handled Within ·the framework of a careful pheno­

menology, that of scheduled motor learning by a. careful 

be~viourism, and so on." 2• 

This touches on the question of coherence in psycholoQ• We have alrea.ey 

accepted. the pluralistic nature of psychology. But Feyerabend takes this 

pluralism turtller - urging tor al terna.ti ve. approaches and theories within 

ea.oh field of psychology; .i.e. he prescribes an infra-eclecticism. 3. In 

connection with this Feyera.bend puts forward. an "ana.rohistie epistemology"• 4. 

1. M.H. Otero• op. cit., pg. 227. 
2. M. Scriven, OP• eit., pg. 177• 
3. See P.K. Feyer.a.bend: "How to be a Good Empiricist ~· A Plea for Tolerance 

in Matters Epistemological", in: "Rea.dings in the Philosophy of Science". 
Ed. BaA• Broey. 

4. see P.K. Feyerabend: ff.Against Method" Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy 
ot Science, vol. 4• 



- 101 -

Winch's ideas 1. a.bout the nature of social ecienoe give us a. further 

example of reservations a.bout the adjective "scientific". Winch tries to 

show ·tha.t the notion of a. human society brings with it a set of concepts 

(or a.,oonoeptual scheme) which is logically incompatible with explanations 

given in the natural soienoes (i.e. ca.usBl explanations). Briefly, let me 

quote Cohen Who gives Winch's ideas in terms of five arguments and. then 

provides five ooimte~argumentst 

0 1 .• social phenomena. a.re ideationa.l; bu.t it does not f'·ollow 

trom this that all social conduct is affected by .any kind 

of idea; nor does it follow that all sociel phenomena a.re 

ideationa.l to the same extent. 

2. The explanation ~f social conduct consists not only in the 

elucidation of meaning bu.t also, necessarily' .in the 

analysis ·of causal connexions. 

3• Decision-ma.king, and other aspects of social conduct• 

rule out deterroin1.sm, but do not entirely rule out 

oa.usa.tion. 

4• Sta.tiatios d.o, of course,, have to be interpreted; but 

the interpretations can often be S1lbjected to statistical 

tests them.selves. 
' ' 

5. ~1ie social'sciences may owe a great deal to philosophy; 

and sociology, in pa.rtioula.r, mrey- be inseparable trom 

.it; but much of aoeiology ha.s not only benef~ ted from the 

method of soi~noe but oould benefit from a great deal 

more of it.'n 2• 

1. See P. Winch: "The Idea. of a. Social SCienoe". 
2. P. Cohen; iri the discussion of E. Gellner•s "The New Idealism" 

in: "Problems in the ·Ph:UosophY of science"• Ed. I. Lakatos and 
A. ~i:usgrave, ·pg. 409oii 
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Points 2. and ~. I think; qaite rightly bring ou.t the possibility . 

(and necessity) of causal e:xplana.tion :in the social sciences (and in 

psqoholog). We can eert9inly give ca.usa.1 accounts ot the person; in 

regard to e~lana.tion ail "M.-predica.tive• events .could be •exhausted' 

oausally, and. all tp..;.predioative• .events coui~ be ~Jtplairiet3, causally to 

some extent, thou.gh, we h~ve alreaq seen, .not ,emaustli:'ll'elv. · :au t there 

also easts the exc:Lting possib$.11ty tha.t in the tutu.re ,of scien¢e (he• 

with post•quantum tevolutions u .. ) oa.u,!:la.l &:tplana.tion·s ¢ould.: come 'to a 

full a.cc:ount of the •,mental·' level (i.e• •ti-predicative• ·events) £or our 

concept of •.caut:Ja.li ty• oould. well shift or broad.~. ju.st as occurred when 

we maved from the pre•Newtonian to the Newt@niflh *para:digm'·• :But just how 

or why these pua.digll'ls (he. concept\lal. sch.e$ee,, Qt' concepts of rationality) 

·•sM.f't• is {a.t least a;t present and surely to-r much ot the future) bGYQ'1d 

. soienoe; . that is; .·they a.re para.scientific or mete,sc1$%itiflc .questions .of 

:the hi~hest ·order. 

SWnma.r-izing, 1l~en 1 Strawson"s .concept of a person .is .a; phUosophi.oal 

conc·e~t·;a.n.d ~ Worma.1 ·concept.- Pqcho1ogy; being a. di.verse 4iscipline; 

e.mploys · ditfe~en:t concepts of a person in its vari·ous tieids and theories, 

get in some it lacks this concept altogether. '1.1hese concepts 'Var8 in 

degrees of formalization~ For eJttµnplet the exist~tial psyohologists use 

an intormal .concept of a person; whel"ea.e Kelly• s Con:stt'llet thE'l<>cy ro.rmalizas, 

to some extent, the conoep·t "Ot a. persot'h Behaviourism, in general; cloes .not 

eµiploy this ooncept, being. a. rather f'ormalized p$ycbo1ogioal a.ppJ;'Oa!;lh. so 
.we see that Stra.ws9n 's ooneept of' a. person, being phi.losophioal, is a. meta-

, - .......... 
sci!9lltitic oonc~pt. The extent of its f orrnali1ea.bi1ity• which is a.. function 

of precision and so!entifio applicability, is thus ra.ther small. :Psychology 

as a ·discipline can (for convenience). be <U.vided tn,~o theories <:>.r l,nto field.th 
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. 
Stra.wson•s concept of a person, then, ia relevant to theories which are 

relatively unformalized: e.g. existentialist and humanist theories; end 

to fields or areas that are sufficiently holistic and do not call for too 

mu.ch formalization. I think such a field is social psychology. 
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C HAP TE R . IX 

S'l'RAWSON' S "PERSON'' IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 

If psychology is at.the pre-Galilean stage, as many critics have 

alrea.03 poin"tied out, then ps;ycholog;y is at that oru.oial sta.te of choosing 

the correct set of concepts with which to manage .its reference area. In 

this light I think Strawson's concept of a person is of great use in 

psychology, end e;speoiallu in social psychology. 

HarJ'~ and Secord's work, 1• which I will be following, provides an 

exeel~ent case ot, the use that S~rawson's concept of a pe~son (and 

Hampshi:re•s also) ha.s. At the outset, fla.rr~ and Secord maintain that: 

''In our view~ an adequa:te social psychology can be 

developed only as a 'CO•opera.tive enterprise between · 

psychologists, philosophers and sociologists. No 

one of these groups seems able to be S'\lCOessful alone. 

Psychologists have often been concerned with too 

narrow a conception of social action, and have been 

severely handicapped by conceptual naivete •••" 2' 

Here we see an eclecticism at the •ma.ore-• stage,· and, also, implicit 

belief in the •heterogenous' (~a:ther than *incoherent') nature of psycho­

logy, for we are concerned With $00ial psychol~gy as opposed to other 

areas of psychology. In terms of levels the field of social psychology is 

at the top of the psychology ladder and thereto~e has the personality 

(individual) and peysiological levels below it. The implication of this 

is that in terms of inolusi veness social psychology is at the posi ti.ve 

extreme. 

1. R. Ha.rN and P.F. Secord: "The Explanation of Social Behaviour" 
(see also their new journal: ''Journal for the Theocy ot Social 
behaviour" which began in April, 1971). 

2. ibid., pg. 2. 
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H~ and Secord develop what they call the "anthropomorphio" mod.el 
' 

of man which advooa.tes: ., •.. the treating of people for scientific 

EUiioses as if they were bum.an beings• This model is ro?te~ in, ~ontemp?ra.ry 

ideas about the.nature of a person, ideas that stem from the· way that 

concept functions in the grammar ot: our langu.98e and in the system of our 

commonest thoughts"• 1• These "contemporary ideas" refer to the work of' 

St:rawson and Hampshire among others, and indicate the lingui.stic 'aspeet 

of their philosophies. The acceptance of this model ha.s important 

oonsequ.enoes, for it regards personal reports as being CI'llcial in psycho-

logical stuczy. Thus wha.t people actually sa_v is taken seriously and is 

seen as really .reporting data which are relevant to ex.Plaining behaViour+ 

Traditionally it has been arGUed tha.t statements a.re merely signs of,~ 

state of mind. Ra.IT~ and Secord show, on the contra.ey, that a.t lea.st some 

self-reports theme~l ves 'oonsti tute that state of mind. Furthermore: tfit 

is through reports of feelings• plans• intentions, beliefs, reasons and so 

on that the meanings of' social behaviour and the rules underlying social 

acts can be discovered"• 2• The Strawsonia.n character of the above 

passage is .quite evident. And furtht11r, a harmony with the phenomenological 

approach is evident.. For the .Behaviourist appraisal of . the status of' 

· •self-reports• (especially T~lor•s view) see above, Part II, Ch. 2. 

Following Hampshire Harr~ and.Secord suggest that the central 

condition for being a. person is that the individual be a.ware of wha.t he is 

d.oing. Thus he must be capable of saying what he was up to:.. This condition 

does leave room for deception in a.scribing mental predicates {or rather 

P•predicates), and furthermore does not require ft\ll attention (what HarN 

and Secord call "attention in the seoond order of monitoring")• Like 

Stra.wson they .maintain that in order to ha.ve tne concept of oneself as a. 

J. Harr~ and Secordt op. cit., pg. 6. 
2. ibid., pg. 7. 
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"' person others should be able to recogni~e one as a person. So unless we 

see that others see us as persons we cannot see ourselves as such• It 

must therefore be possible for one person to know that another person is 

a.ware ot what he is doing. And thus we see the incorporation 9~ Strawson•s 
' . 

. epistemological position. 

Given this theoretical pla.ttonn, Harre and Secord attempt a remel\v tor 

social psychology; this is theil' outline; 

"1•' Hu.man beings must be treated as agents acting according tO 

rule, and it must be rea.li~ed that it is unscientific to 

treat them as anything else. 

2. Social behaviour must be conceived of as actions mediated 

by meanings• not responses caused by stimuli. 

, · 3. The theory of movements. peyaiology, must be clearly 

separated from psychology, the theoey of ~tions. 

4• It must be clearly appreciated that most hunian social 

behaviour cannot be ma.de intolligi"ble under the mechanistic, 

causal paradigm. 

. 
5· Reasons oan be used to explain actions, and not a.11 reasons 

. 
can be treated as causes in the mechanistic sense. though 

' . 
in some special cases causes ma;r be cited as reasons. 

6. Lq explanations of behaviour provide the best model for 

p.syohologieal theory, and properly considered they can be 

seen to be actually more in a.coordanoe with the actual 

methodology of real natural acience than is the positivist 

methodology which provided the old models of' science which 

psychologists have copied." 1 • 
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We have encountered the a.bove points in many pla.oes before. Point ei:it 

is, I think, the most assertive for it attaches grea.t importance to common 

sense ("critical. common 'sense") in soeial psychology; this is a result of 

the influence of linguistic philosophy. :But the fa.ct that thi.s approach 

is more in a.coor~c~ with the actual method.ology of the natural soi'enoes; 

is certainly open to discussion. I oMnot dea.l with it however t9r.it 

obViousiy involves going into an elucida.tiion of the intricate methodology 

of the natural sciences. 

More precisely, and. in Kuhnian terms,· Ha.r~ and. Seoord's remedy . 

involves an• attempt to 'shift' from one pa.ra.digm (the Old one) to another; 

paradigm (their New one). 1• This New paradigm revolves around the concepts. 

of ord.inaey langlla.ge• ,. As Harr~ and. Secord put it.: ''Socia.t psychologists 

should tum more of their' attention to 11f'e situations, bu.t they need a 

teohniqae to do· this. Ordinary langtiage eonceptr;i'are the only concepts we 

ha.ve for d.eser,ibing · a.ot1on-fue&ningful behaviour~ The use ·of' o~dinaey 

lang;i~ a'llows tor explanati.on of behaviour in terms of the actor' a point 

of view". 2• some 'theori,sts would reply that because these a.re the only 

concepts we have for de.sori bing •action•, it does not stop them from 

developing new ones - this re:f'lects the view that seien9e mu.st t.ransoend 

the l~vel of common .sense to be worthwhile science• .·On this Vie\f, everyd.93 

eonoepts, like Wittgen'stein's ladder, must, be thrown away after ·we ha.V'e 

'climbed' them; these concepts being only •the scaffolding to a. building•. 3. 

Thus I think.Ra.rN and Seoor41s comment '.m.Ust ,not be tek&n dogma.tieallyj 

hence preventing further theorizing (viz. 'superw.pa.ra.digma.tto', theoriaing), 

but we eeI'ta.inly- should accept their point when intel'preted.as: ordina.ey 

langu.a.ge concepts are a. very good place to start working in. 

1 $ see R. Harre a.nd P.F. Secora., op. ou., pg. 19-22· 
2.. :ibid.., pg. 10 • 
.3. See J. Passmore t "A hundred Yea.rs of Philo sop~", pg. 529. 
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We still need to decide on the clear demarcations of explanation of 

human behaviour in terms of ordinary language concepts. Ha.rr<i and Secord 

express themselves oonoisely on this point: 

"HaVing a power or lia.bili ty. is being in such a. state 

that one is likely to behave in a particular Wa:/• The 

ascription .of powers m~ be characterized accorQ.ing to 

the following formula; 

!f c1, c2, c3 ••• Cn, then B is Virtue of N. 

C represents a. set of conditions forming an open d.is­

juction, B represents the ensuing behaviour, and N 

represents the nature and state of the individualt in 

·virtue of which he is capable of doing .B should any of 

the conditions c1 ••• Cn obtain. The C and B elements 

ta.ken together we call the !)...component of the powers 

ascription. Both the D-component and the N•component 

can be expressed entirely in ordinary language terms. 

Sometimes, however, they relate readily to ordinar3 

language or become a. pa.rt thereof·• Peychological terms 

mq form a part of the C- or N• components, bu.t can be a 

pa.rt of the B-eomponent only if consonant with the logic 

of ot'dina.ry language. Physiological terms f'orm a. separate 

scientific voeabu.la.J.7 and In8'Y enter into the C•component 

or the N-component, bu.t n()t the ;e...oomponent. This is what. 

distinguishes psychological from ordinary medicine. Thus• 

physiological oondi tions and. N-states and processes :per­

taining to schizophrenia ma;y be specified, bu.t achizophrenie 

behaviour m~ only be described. in ordinary tems and 

certain rela.tedpsyohological terms". 1• 

1. R. Ha.rn and P.F. Secord, op. cit., pg. 18. 
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Thao what is beginning to emerge is a theory with diff'e~ent levels. , 

We have a. physiological level, but to identify phys~ologioa.1 ,entities 

a.lw~s depends upon independently identifying psychologie~ phenomena 

and s~ oannot be substit~ted for 'them. .we also have a psychological level 

(which involves theoretical and conceptual terms), and. finalliY a. level, · or 
' .. 

realm, of ordinary lang11~e terms. . These terms have limited usage for they 

do not characterize the individual in al'l settings or levels. lklt. they a.re 

particularly useful.in those contexts where man interacts socially With his 

fellows. 

Thus the person as a whole is oha.raoteri'ze .. d by all three levels. 1 • 

.A very similar picture is given by Batson; 2• he too raters to three levels 

(physical-descriptive, behavioural and theoretical) and shows that no 

explanation at one level alone is sufficient - all three are needed for a 

full account of the person. I have characterized this •mu.lt1-le~el 9 approach 

earlier as being "dia.leotical" - for it combines objeot~ve {physiological) 

with subjective (ordinary language usage reports} approaches, and adds a 

theoretical ·dimension to it (viz. the psycho.logical level)• This reminds 

one of similarities with Popper's "Epistemology Without a Enowing Stlbject" 3• 

where three •worlds' or levels a.re developed. Th& third •world' being the 

theoretical, scientific world. This would correspond with Harr~ and Secord's 

psychological level.9 only the similarity is greatly weaken&d by the restraints 

that Ha.rrtS and Secord put on this level (viz. the necessary ha.rmo~ with 

ordinary language concepts). 

One further.aspect of this 'dialectical' characterization ot Harr~ and 
,,,., 

Seoord.'s app:roaoh is the oombina.ti'on of the informal. and. formal aspects of 

h See J.K~c. Jones: .,Logical Reduction snd Soc.ial Psychology*'• Joume.1 
for the theory ot Social Behaviour, vol. 3, No. 1, 1973, pg. 3-21•. 

2. See Part·r, Ch. 5, pg. 41-42. 
3. Reprinted int •10bjeotive. Knowledge"• pg. 106-152. 
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the person• Stra.wson•.s concept of a person is no doubt an informal concept 

(which centres a.round ordina.cy language usage)t but the possibility for 

:f'onnalization is evident in this new approach. 1 • Foxmaliza.tion obviously 

tai<es pla.Oe at the physi60-de'soriptive9 physiological level, but the 

possibility of another f.onnaJ.iza.tion could take place at the psychological 

(theoretical) level. Tb.is forrna.Uza.ti·on, however, will not be a.s strict 

as the physiological one, for we have seen it has restraints imposed upon 

it; in a sense; it would be a. compromise between f.ormal and informal, i.e. 

a santhesis in the tru.e sense of the word. 

With our new approach we must expect a new methodology. Ha.rr~ ·and 

Secord devote e. chapter of their book to research strategies in the 

behavioural sciences whieb involve some new methodological directions. TQ 

illustrate one of the new .methods: 

• ._ethod Exploiting and Exploring Ordinary Language 

Example Person Concel>ts 

(a.) (i) r~ost studies have provi(ied. participants with a 

language' and terminology. 

{ii) The •experiments• ha.venot usually involved 

·real interaction with J:>eal people. 

(b) The analysis of tree interview accounts of 

other people can· be done, and has already 

produced very illuminating resul tEJ." ·2 • 

The new methodology; then,certa.inly involves the ,collaboration of philo­

sophers; f·or mu.ch ot the work to be done is conceptual and. linguistic in 

character. 

1. For the point about formalization - see Ziff above, Pa.rt I, Ch. J, 
pg. 20-21. 

2. R. Harrt$ and P.F. Secord, op. cit., pg. 29.3; 
see 'Ch• 14t pg. 293•318. 
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So basically Harr~ and Secord have tried to establish the conceptual 

f'oundations f'or understanding the nature Gf hi1tlla1l society-. Tha.t is, they 

ha.ve tried to establish a new social psychology. Their central axiom is 

that a human community is essentially linguistic: "It is the web of language 
' ' h 

that make$ tor •psychic ·continu1 ty' between people"• All. this, ~ thihlt, 

i.s intimately linked to Strawson•s eoncapt ot a person, for the person 

necessarily implies a. .eocia.l aspect• a.na furthermore, both the person end 

society {or community) necessarily ~mply the "web of' language" or, at least, 

some symbolic interaction. 

It is, I believe., this 'trilogy• of the concept of the peJ:'$on, the 

oonmiuni;ty (or society} end .1~ wh1oh underlies social psychology. 'And 

here a. broad view. ot Stra.wson•s philosop~, covering eaeh aspect of the 

trilogy, is of great value. Thus Strawson•s work on. the person• his work 

on language, viz. his theoey of commun1,oa.tion ... intentiont. 2" and. his id.eas 

a.bout philosophical logic 3. boeome highly relevant, and I think a.re all 

interdependent. I shall f'irst spell out his theory of communica.tion~ 

intention; since the person is predominantly a sooial being his language 

must necessarily be communicative, and since the person is uniqU.ely desoribable 

· in terms ot P•predication the idea ot consoiousness must be present or at . 
least implied. - hence the parson and his languag& must be "intentional"·• 

Thus strawson's comm:unication;;;.intention theory of language preS11pposes the 

person and society. As f.or Strawson•s litork on philosophical logic, it could 

al.so be l'eferred to a.s .social logio tor it aims at unoovering the structures 
.:..·.k ·---- --~ 

of human societu- which, we have seen,· ~e,to a. large extent lingUistic in 

character. Thus the theory of philosophical logio (as opposed. to formal 

.logio) presupposes the pers.on, society, and. language which are all interwoven 

with great complexity. 

1. R. Ha.rrt1 and P.F. Secord, op. cit., pg. 123. 
2. see P.F. Stra.wson: 1'Meaning and. "Truth", in: "Logico.Linguistie Papers", 

Ch. 9, pg. 170-189. 
3• See P.F. Strawson: "!nt~duction to Logical Theory"; esp. Ch. 8, 

• 
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In oonclu.sion l think Straw-son•s central concept or a. person, 

together with other ·I-elated aspects of his pioneering phi:'1osophy (viz. 

langa~e aria philoso'phical logic)9 ehotl.ld be~oine f'irmly entrenched in 

the conceptual f ounda.tiOns ·Of 60.Cial psychology in the ~i'me to come. 

? 
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