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PART 1

INTRODUCTION

in fhis work I shall "imrodaxéé Strawson's concept of a pefrsén and |
elucidate ﬁs_aﬁtalegical ana'-epi-gtemoiagieal appectse 1 shall then
‘examine eriticisms of Strawson's work, and deal with Strawson's general
approach, th_é origine end development of his work, and, finally, the =

implications of his concept of a person for psychology,

| Strawson's essay on "Persons” first appeared in the Minnesota,
Stidies in the Philosophy of Science, volume 11s'° This essay was then
‘reviged and becane & chepter (che 3, pge 87-116) in. si:raﬁs’én'é book

2 1 shall be veferring to this second 'Wc:rk; It is

"Individuals"s
important to see this chapter on persons as part of ‘the book a8 & whole,
therefore I shall deal with Strawson's overall a:.ms, particula,rl.v in ‘

Chapter 44 though we will be limited to & tlose analysis of this chapter

onlye

Strawson calls his work in :"‘Inaividna,?ls"" "-&aéci-ip'tive metaphyéiés"‘,
whxch he 88Y8 "ewe i8 con‘l:ent to desoribe the ‘actual structure of our
thought about. the world". 3e Thus, 1t is: our conceptual structure (or

conceptual scheme) that he is attempting to dsseribe ~ no small task!

-1« Bde He Feigl, M. Beriven, and C. Maxwell, University of Minnesota
Press, Mirneapolis, 1958¢ pge 330=353«

2+ Lowe & Brydone, London, 1959, reprinted in paperback ed.itmn,

: 3 Methuen, London, 1964, hereafter referred to as 1. :
o Lo PLe 9. ‘



*Individuals® is divided into two parts. "The first part aims

et establishing the central position which material bodies and persons
occupy among particulars in general. It shows that; 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
mst be seen as secondary in relation to the concepts of these, 1*
The second part of the book aims to "estabiish and explain the connection
batween the ides of a particular in general and that of an object of

reference or logical subject™. 2e

The acceptance of the basicness of materisl bodies shall not be
argued for here. What I am concerned with is the gecond basic particular
< Viz. persons., Persons, then, for Strawson, although having much in
common with material bodies, constitute a type, or category, quite

distinct from thems So we turn now to an examination of this concepte

Te Is pge 110
2¢ Is pge 11=12.
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CHAPTER II
. PERSONS

Strawson beging with the point that "... one's states of
consciousness, one's thonghts and sensations ave ascribed to the very
seme thing to which these physical characteristios, ‘this physical

1a This gives rise %o th-queStiOnSf

situgtion, is ascribed".
"y are one's states of consciocusness ascribed 1o anything at gll?" and
"Why are they mscribed to the very same thing as certain corporeal

characteristics, a certain physical situation, etc.?" 2*

In attempting to answerrthése two questioneg Strawson begins by
examining the unique role which each person's body pleys in experience.
- He shows us why everyoﬁe should have a very special regard for just one

body; why it is unique and privileged. But the complex uniqueness of
a persoﬁ's body does not explain ".i. why I should have the concept of
myself at all, why I should ascribe my thoughts and experience to

angthing"s 3.
dependent on the body (necessary camsality) tut do not belong to the

That is, states of consciousness (thaughts'etc.) are

bodys Bo, having the concept of the body does not explain the concept

of the subject, and the concept of the person, at all.

Strawson then proceeds to apsess two opposing theories that try to

take account of the facts. What these two theories have in common is a
belief that the concept of a subject (or person) is wrong or confused.
Strawson's question: "why do we ascribe states of consciousness to the

very same thing to which we asoribe physicel characteristics, etc.?",

1« 1. PEe 890
2: 1. pes 90.
- 3+ I. pgs 93,



is a question that does not arise in the first theory, for there is no
common owner of both types of predicates. This is the Cartesian theory
and it leaves us with Strawson's first question, viz., "why are one's

states of consciousness ascribed to anything at all?"

The second theoiy holds that: "... it is only & linguistic illusion
that one ascribes one's states of conscioumness at all, that there im
any proper subject of these ascriptions, that states of consciousness
belong to, or are states of, anything". T Mg theory Strawson calls
~ the N§~ownership theorys It holds that the uniqueness of the body gives
rige 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 ascridbe states of consciousness to some thing.

Strawson criticizes these two theories (see Ch. 3 part 3) and
soncludes that they both fail to take account of all the facts. The
no~owneréhip theory, although rightly showing that the role of the body
ie only a necessary and not sufficient explanation that one’s states of
consciousness ére aseribed to something, still wrongly™«. involves the

denial that states of consciousness are anyone's". &e

‘The crucial fact that both theories do not recognize, according to
Strawson, is this: "... that it is a necessary condition of ascribing
gtates of.eonsciousness, sxperiences, to oneself, in the way one does,
that one should also aseribe them, or be prepared to ascribe them,'to
others who are not oneself", 3. I% is important to emphasize here that
one need{not, but must be‘piepared to (i.e. it must be possible to)
ascribe to others what one aseribes to oneéelf. Thus Strawson's point (
here is o logical point. (See his footnote on pége 99.)

e Te pge 940

2. I. pge 98.
3s Is pge 99.



The meaniﬁg of this is that, no matter whether the mubject is
oneself or snother, the ascripiion (of states of consciousness) is used
in just the same sense, i.e. the meaning is the same in both cases.
Strawson sayst |

"Of courge the thought that £hié is 80 gives no trouble
to the nonephiloscphér: the thought, for example, that
Yin pain' means the same whether one says 'I am in péin'
- or 'He is in pain's The dictionaries do not give two sets
of meanings for every expression which describes a state
of consciousness: a first-persoh meaning and a second-gnde
third person meaning. But to the philosopher this thought
has given trouble. How could the sense be the same when

the method of verification was so different in the two cases..."1°

(Strawson remarks'thai self~ascription might seem gérange « for there is
no method of verification in the case of oneself; there is no identifying.
But this strangeness disappears when we remember that, primarily, we

speak to otherss) A point that is not stressed in Strawson's work isg

the reversibility of his axiom. Thus it is slso a necesgary condition

of one's ascribing states of consciousness to others that one be prepared
to ascribe them to oneselfs S0 self- and other-ascriptions of

- P-predicates are interdependent.

Thus Strawson's Ycrucial fact!? perhaps explains how one ascribes
states of conscidusneSs to onesslf, given that one can ascribe them to
others. We must now inquire just how it is that we can ascribe states
of consciousness to otherss And it is here that we see the inadequacy of
the Cartesian theory and the No-ownership theory. As Strawson briefly
puts it: "One can ascribe states of consciousness to.oneself enly if one

Can ascribe them to others. One can ascribe them to others only if one

Ya Ie PE&e 99,



can iéentify'éther subjects of experience. And one cannot identify ”
others if one can identify them only as subjects of experience,
v'possessors of states of consciousness". 1o Mnd thus Strawson's initial
questions are angwered, since it is a necessary‘conditiontof ascribing

states of consciousness gt all that they be ascribed to_the very same

thing to which certain corporeal characteristiocs, etc. are ascribed,
irrespective of whether they are self- or othereascriptive.

' : And with these facts we are 1led to acknowledge the primitiveness
andlthe primacy of the concept of a person. A person is a type of
entity "s«. such that both predicates ascribing states of consciousness
and predicates ascribing corporeal characteristics, a physical. situation,
etc.,<are.equally applicable to a single iﬁﬂividnal of that single type". 2s
'S0 we pee that states of consciousmess cannot be ascribed at all unless
they are ascribed to persons. One can éscribe states of consciousness to
animals and material objects; but then clearly thig is a,metaphorica1,
anthropomerphic or animistic usage. With regard to snimals Strawson éays:
"Any description we can give e.s of their experience must be in terms of
concepts derived from ours®. 3. Strawson talks of "attenuated"
ascriptions for the ascription of states of congciousness tavany%hing

that is not a person.

Strawson’ concept of a person, then, has implications for the
concept of a pure individual consciousness (the pure ego). Strawson says
that this cannot exist, in the primary sense of existence, or, rather, it
is not a primary concept, but is rather a secondary, non-primitive,
derlved concept « to be explained in terms of, or derived from. the
concept of a person. Strawson shows the relevance of his analysis to

i

1. 1. P8 100,
2e 1s pge 1024
3. P.F, Strawson: "The Bounds of Sense“, pEs 2736
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the wbrk of both Hume and.Khnt. Hume was seeking after this pure
indiviﬁual consciauéness for the principle of unity, tut his search was
in vain for‘thére is no'principle of unity without a principle of
differentiations kant'accaraed'this‘pure congeiousness a formal unity.
Bt this unity accompanied all thought end therefore may as well have
acccmpanigd‘none,‘fer it was empty. Kant simply neglected the empirical

Te

concept of a subject of experience.

Summarizing Strawson's view thent

t

"yu. the word 'I' never refers to this, the pure subjects
Buf this does nof mean, as the no-ownership theorist
mgt think, that '"I' in some cases does not refer at all.

It refers; because 1 am & persom among others; and the
predicates which would, per imposeible, belong to the pure
subject if it could be referred to, belong properly to the
person to which *'I* does refer. The concept of a person
is logically prior to that of an individnal consciousnesse
The concept of & person is not to be analyzed as that of
an animated body or of an embodied anima s¢s A person is

" not an embodied ego, tut an ego might be a disembodied
person, retaining the logical benefit of individuality fro

having been a person', Re |

Strawsqn's definition of a person as & 'both-andt entity gives rise
%6 a "rough division" in the types of predicates than can be ascribed to
persongse The first type of predicate than can be ascribed to persons can
also be ascribed to material bodies (whioh are also basic, primary

perticulars) « these are M-predicates. Examples are: 'weighs 10 stone!,

1s See "The Bounds of Sense”, Part III, (ii) Soul. pge 163=174e
2- I PEe 103@



tis in the room', etc. ‘The second kind of predicates are the predicates
that we ascribe to persong; for example, 'is emiling', 'is going for a
'waiks, Tbelieves in GodY, 'is in paan'; etc. = these are Pepredicates.
'wa@ver} not every P-predicate can strictly be said to ascribe a state
of consciousness. But what P«predicates nmay be said to have in common
is that they alwaye imply the possession of constiousness in that thing

to which they are ascribed {%hough metaphorical uwse is possible).

Néﬁ there is no gense in talking of identifiable individuals of a
special type that possesses both M- and P—predieaﬁeé (ises persons)
",ss unless there is in principle some way of telling, with regara to
any individuel of that type; and any P-predicate, whether that individusl
poggesses that P-predicates And, in the case of at least some
P-predicates) the ways of telling must constitute in mome sense logically
1édequa%e kinds of criteria for the ascription of the P-predicatet’s 1e

sb.One ascribes P-predicates to others, then, on the basig of
observation of behaviour, and these behaviourel eriteria are not merely
pigns of the presence of what is meant by a Papredicaie; it constitute
criteria of a logically adequaté kind, But this is only half the
.piéture;'sinee when one ascribes Pupredicates to oneself one does not
generally ascribe them én the basis of behaviour (thﬁugh in some cages
one might). M-predication, in 6ontrast, is epistemologically simpler,
since both self and other asoribing M-predicates vely on observation;
YT fhere is only-one,gengral criterion for their application

irrespective of person (firgt or third) or thing.



-9 -

So generally we use different criteria for ascribing P-predicates
to onagelf én& to others (first and second-and-third person usage). And
here we need to recognize the very special characfer of P-predicates; in
the learning brOcess neither is self—Peprediéate~ascription primary, nor
is other~P-predicate ascription primary, - "Both these pictures are
refusals to acknowledge the unique logical charactgr of £he predicates

1s

concerned". As Strawson puts it:

",ee it is espential to the character of these pfedicates
(ives P-predicates) that they have both first and third-
person ascriptive useé, that they are both melf-astcribable
otherwise than on the basis of observation of the behaviour
of the subject of them, and other-ascribable on the basis of
behaviour criterias To learn their uge ig to learn both
aspects of their use. In order to have this type of concept,
one must be both a self-astriber and an other-ascriber of
such predicates; and mist see every other as a self-asoriber.
In order to understand this type of concept, one must
acknowledge that there is & kind of predicate which is
unambiguously and adequately ascribable both on the basis of
observation of the subject of the predicate and not on this
bagsig, i.¢. independently of the observation of the subject:
the second case is the casé where the ascriber is also the

subject”, °°

Now to refuse to accept this is to refuse to accept the structure of the
language in which we talk about P-predicates. That is all right, Strawson
remarks, for one can give up talking, but what is not acceptable "... is
simultaneously to pretend to accept that structure and to refuse to accept
it f.es to couch onme's rejection in the language of that Structure"-B'

1¢ 1. pge 108.

2+ I: pg. 108,
30 Ii pgq 109.



This implicit acceptance tut explicit refusal to accept the structure
of our language is characterized by the sceptic'and'tﬁe‘béhavﬁourist;'
Both these philosophies are blind %0 either one aspect of Pepreditation =
fhe:selfsascriptive use, : or the nonwselfaascrip%ivé'or'othéraaécfiptiﬁé'
‘use. What happens in either case ig that one sspect is taken as selfs
sufficient,-which we have seen to be false, and as a result thé other
aspect bocomes highly problematicals  Thus when the eelf-aseriptive aspest
of_P—predicaﬁés-is taken as primary (or éelfésuffiéient) we arrive at
gcepticism;  and when the other-ascriptive aspect of P—preaicétes“gé taken
as primary (or self-sufficient) we arrive at behaviourisms  Either way a
gap opens between the behavioural criteria and the actual state of
éonscioﬁsness (experience) and we are forced into two differéent meanings’
fOr-each Papredicate - which ig obvicusly faISéz "Rathér, it is essential
to the single kind of meaning that they (P-predicates) do have, that both

ways of aseribing them should be perfectly in order", 1

Thus in
investigating the nature of P-predicates it is essential to keep in mind
the structure of the language to which they belongs And the-concept of a

person is thus intimately connected with the structure of our language.

So Strawson's two initial questions are anéWered in admitting the
primitiveness of the concept of a person - and with it,vthe unique
character of P;preaicaiesa Bat we can stili ask what natural facts maké
it intelligible that we should have this concept of a person (besides the
trivial answer that there simply are people in the world). Strawson tries
~ to answer thié by "eee. moving a certain class of P—prsdicaxes‘to a central
position in the picture, 2s Vizs predicates involving action, predeates
which involvelinténtionality; for example, 'going for a walk!, 'writing a

letter', etcs .The point is that we see such movements (behaviour) in

1s I PEs 110.
2¢ I. pge 117
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othérs as actions and interpret them in terms of intentionss Thus

‘M,.s We see others ag self-ascribers, not on the basis of obgervation,
of what we ascribe to them on this basis". Te So the concept of agency
is central, then, to the éefinition of the person and the ascription of

Pupredicates.

Strawson says ;bhat he is not a;tfempting to solve the problem of other
minds or justify our beliefs about other minds. A solution or justification
he has argued is impossible. {Though he has shown, in a sense, that the
problem of other minds and the mind-body problem are both'pseudoaproblems
as traditionally stated.) What he suggests is M... that it is easier to
understand how we .can see each other, and durselves, ag persons, if we
think firat of the fact that we act, and act on each other, énd act in
accordance with a common human nsture®. 2 fpig suggestion brings

/!

Strawson close to the phenomenologiocal approach in philosophys

The last parf‘of the chépter on "Persons" is concemned more with the
philosophical implications of Strawson's theory. Briefly, having touched
on the notion of a common human nature, Strawson goes on fo deel with the
concept of a community nature, the concept of a group minds We do some-
times talk of groups of human beings in terms of their mémbers thinking,
feeling or acting 'as one's But Strawson suggests that "es. it isc a
condition for the existence of the concept of an individual person, that

3e

thig should happen only sometimes". Thus in ouy world the concept of

an individual person is taken as a starting point - and a natural starting

pcint.

16 Ie pge 1110
20 I PEs 112
3¢ I+ p2e 114s



In the very last section of the chapter on "Persons" Strawson deals
with the concept of a pure individual congsciousness and its 'survival'
after the death of a person. He has alroady shown that pure individual
congciousness has no primary cxistence, being derived from the concept
of a person (hence there being no traditional mind-body problem), but
could have a "logically secondary existence". Thus although we can
conceive of ourselves surviving after death, this disembodied existence
has certain consequences, namely, that strict disembodied survival is
strictly solitary and one could never knaw it fhere were other members of
its oless (molipsistic survival), and secondly, thai ",ee in order to
retain his idea of himself as an individual, he must always think of
himself ag disembodied, as a former person". 1 Strawson says that such
a view of disembodied survival "... may well seem unattractive” and quips
that it is for this reason, most probably, that the orthodox have

insigted on the resurrection of the body.

1« I, PEe 116,
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CHAPTER 1III

CRITICISN OF STRAWSON'S CONCEPT OF 4 PERSON

Strauwson's work, "Individuals", has been expounded and criticized by
many philogophers. In this chapter I shall deal with just some of the

specific oriticisms of the chapter on Persons,

Of the criticisme of "Persons" many may seem at first to show funda-
mental differences, but this is by and large not sos« A large proportion of
the reviews of “Persons" grant much of what Strawson says %o be trues. Much

disagreement; we shall see, turns out to be simply restatement.

Strawson's concept of & person has been challenged on many grounds,
vat the bulk of criticism has been concerned with his Yeveryday!' epistemolog&
« viz. our knowledge of ourselves and other people. Ve have already seen
how Strawson's concept of a Person steers a middle path between molipsiem
and behaviourism:s He thus faces attack from defenders of both these poles.
However the attack from the sceptical sgide has been the strongest, so I
shall begin with it. These philosophers that attack from the sceptical
point of view are no% neeessari ly scentics themselVes « (we could eall gome
of these people phenomenologlsts rather than sceptics) « for their emphasis
ig on the experiential (18t person) approach (or a total experiential

approaoh) as opposed to the 'behaviourist'(third peraon) approach.

The sceptical disagreement (or rather, as we shall gee, restatement)
with Strawson concemns his use of behavioural criteria as being "logically
adequate” for the ascription of Pepredicatess Strawson himself admits that

behaviour can be faked, tut still maintains that thisg is reconcilable with
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'x~behaviour provides logically adequale evidence for x-feeling'. /
Mundley in "A Critique of Linguistic Philosophy", by over-emphasizing the
possibility of faking, disagrees with Strawson, and on these grounds
maintaing that your evidence of my feeling x (esgs pain) falls short of
my certainty ihat I am x (in pain). Mundle, of course; is right in
certain cases (the trivial cases of bluffing one's feelings, de‘:l.,i‘berateiy
keeping back one's thoughts and feelings, etc.) btut Strawson’s point is
that in our ordinary every day experience, observed evidence generally does
give us certainty, in many cases, of the obmerved's feelings, ctt.; we
don't just believe that A is feoling x, we often really know it (an
intuitive knowledge)s And thus, observed evidence is a logically adequate
oriterion. It is logicelly adequate for it im in accordance with the
structure of our language. This structure Strawson calls 'logico-
linguistic's’®  The point is that it is not logicsl in the strict formal

senses Also it is a griterion (logically adequate no doubt) rather than

an all-weather proof.

Ayer, I think, is more subtle and realistici he says: "Can we
significantly divorce our thoughts and ocur emotions fz_'fom their characteristic
expressions in action or in speech? .o Human behaviour e.. is itself
expressive of these thoughts and feelings and purposes; and this is how we
actually see it. From the outset we observe it as humen behaviour with all

that this implies®. Da

Thie clearly has strong similarities with
phenomenology (especially that of Merlean-Fonty)e. But Ayer nevertheless
maintains that however natural this process may seem it remaing at bottom a

process of interpretation. This emphasis on interpretation, however

inexplicit; forces a distinction between the sign and what it signifies;

1s See P.F. Strawson, "Logico-Linguistic Papers" and "Introduction to
- Logical Theory". _
2+ AJJe Ayer, "The Concept of a Person and Other Essays®, pge 97.
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between the outer' and the 'inner'. In this light Ayer interprets what
Sirawson could mean by logically aﬁequate‘criteria; he says: "So the
reason why behavioural oriteria can be said to be logically adequate is
that even though they are not infallible (e«g. Faking ~ where 'inner' and
touter' are clearly distinguishable) their overall success is logically

guaranteed®., 1e

Soy Ayer continues: "... there is a difference between
ny believing that I am justified in accepting a given proposition and my
really being so; and not only that, tut & belief in a proposition may be

justified without the proposition'’s being true". 2

It is the justification of this belief, for Ayer, that bars the
sceptical approach to the problem of one's knowledge of other minds (for
Strawson, other people). So Ayer fundamentally accepts Strawson's middle
way, having only.quibble&,abaut Strawgon's 'logically adequate criteria's
Ayer, however, ignores Strawson's 'ontological' ideas and Lis appeal to the

structure of our language, both which affect his spistemological position.

Locke, in "Nyself and Others" also fundamentally agrees with Strawson.
He ghows, rightly I think, that Strawson is concerned with identification
(of partioculars) and not verification, though Strawson himself does uge

the latter term which leads to gome confusion. Locke says:

".ss and all that the point about identification amounts to
is that we must be able to identify which conscious state ‘j
and which person we are talkingdbouts 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 othemdo
possess var;ous conscious states, is to opt for a grossly

implausible verificationism®. 3e

e AdJe Ayery ope cits, pgs 100. Brackets and emphasis are mine.
2y ibid., pgs 105
3+ De Lockes; "Myself and Others", pge 147.



- 16 =

" Locke thus maintains that if we are going to ascribe gtates of comsciouse
ness to others or ourselves it is ﬁertainly-necessany to know what we are
saying. But it is not necessary to know whether what we are saying is
true or not. In this light Locke prefers to use the term "warranting-
conditiona" rather than Strawson's "logically adequate criteria™. 1
Ag’ain‘, is this not restatement? Hany philosophers are worried about this
term ~ especially the adverb ™logically" - cropping up in an essentially
linguistic and behavioural setting. Again I must refer you to Strawson's

"Introduction to Logical Theory" which we shall discuss in Chapter 5.

Locke pees that the truth underlying Strawson's argument from
Persons (as well as from the argument from criteria and the argument
againgt é private language) is that: "e.. if there is to be any way at
all of teaching and explaining ‘feels a pain' then there must be some
publicly observable phenomena which proyide some justification for saying
that someone feels a pain". 2 So we have knowledge of other people's
minds only insofar as our 'belief' in other minds is correct. It is
possible to be mistaken in this beliefs Locké's point is that we musi
accept what people say and do as evidence (criteria) for what goes on
'ingide' if we are going to talk of an ingide or a mind in the first place.
This of courge implicitly points to Strawson's appeal to the gtructure of
our languages

Aune too 3¢

attacks Strawson's behavioural eriteria « he claims that
they are not of a logically adequate (sufficient) kind, tut rather they

are conceptually adequate {tut that this does not support the metaphysics

1e De Locke-, OP» Citc, gee pge 152-153.
2 ibid.-. PEs 1580 _
3. B. Aune: "Feelings Moods and Introspection”, Mind, vol. LXXII, 1963.



of pri&ate access); again a wariness about "logical" being applied %o
language and behaviour. Aune, too, seems to back up Strawson's point |
about the siructure of our language, for he says that we have lingunigtic
conventiong such that if verbal responses do not agree with the rest of
the observed behaviour then we are generally enjoined to say that the
person ig masking & verbal slip, or is pretending (dissembling) etc.
"Pretending”, Wittgenstein has remarked: "ig, of course, only & special
case of someéone's producing (say) expressions of pain when‘hé is not in
pain «se A child has mich to learn before it ¢can pretend. (A dog cannot

be a hypoerite, but neither can it be sincere)". 1

Hamlyn, in "The Theory of Knowledgeﬁ. algo attacks Strawson's claim
that one need only be prepared to ascribe P-predicates to others - tut
actually need not - for’a,person may be perfectly prepared to do so btut
may claim that there are no others to whom this P-predicate can be agoribed.
This sceptic, Hamlyn says, must be digtinguished from Strawson's "true
Eolips;st", ".es Who says that it is meaningless to talk of gtates of mind
other ihan hig owny for the logiecal principle invoked entails that it must
" make sense to agoribe them to other subjects than oneself, whether there

actually are any". 2

Hamlyn %too criticizes Strawson's concept of "logically adequaté
criteria” and calls it an "obscure notion". However, I think Hamlyn takes
thig concept out of Strawson'e context; he says:

"The truth is that we ascribe states of mind to others neither

on the direct, noninductive bagis implied by talk of logically

adequate criteria nor on the basis of an analogy from ocur own case.

1e Le Wittgenstein: "Philosophical Investigations", pg. 228«229 e.
2« DsW. Hamlyn: "The Theory of Knowledge", pg. 238.
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The former implies that the méaning 6f'a given mental

concept is to be given entxrely in terms of certain forms

of behaviour; the latter 1mplzes that it is given in terms

‘of pur own private exper;ences (in terme of our own case,

'as Wittgenstein pute it). The meaning of condepts of this
kind ceftainly‘dépends on inter-personal and bﬁbiié béhéﬁioural
erzterza, it presupposes characterist1¢ and normal ways in
whlch states of mind ave expressed, and for this 'reason it is
not open to any of us to doubt the possibiiity of other minds

existing at all; such a doubt would be unintéliigibie".'1'

Anéd thus we see that Hamlyn as well as Ayer, Locke and Aune, although

. purport1ng to criticize, fundamentally agree with Strawson g epxstemologzcal
,pesitien which shows the middle way between scepticasm and behaviourism anﬁ
shows the dependence (though often kept tacit) of the one on the othera

So although we can replace the notzon "logically adequate criteria" with
gome other notxen, the point is that it will nat affect Strawson's basic

eplstemological pOSItlon-

:Mnch less criticism of Strawson's work has been attempted from the
behavicurist side. Ccval, in "Scepticiem and the First Person", tries to
push Strawson to the limits of symmetry between first and third-person
ascriptions. He says: "su» self-ascriptive P-utterances are not a better
ground for scepticism, nor more problematic, than are first-person

24

M-utterances"s He attempts to close the gap entirely between self and

- other ascriptions of P-predicates: "The availability of sufficiently

1« D.Ws Hamlyn, ops ﬁltc' pge 239,
2¢ B5.Cc Covals "Scepticism and the Flrst Person", PEe 101.
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sinilar circumstances leaves P~discoursze in as unproblematic a state as
M-discourse, its necessary and usual contrast®. 1 Strawson I think
haa successfully tried to break the basic asymmeiry between first eand

third person (P<) ascriptions — {(which has been the history of the

philosophy of Mind, saye Coval) tut still maintains an 'asymmetry® in the

‘gggliéation of oriteria for the ascription of P-predicates, which Coval,
I think, overlookse For we simply do ascribe pain, for example, to others

and ourselves on different criteria,

Thus, having reviewed criticiem from both sides, in the *epistemo-

logical' domain Strawson has had very little ground to shift.

Another of the main criticiems of Strawson's work centres around the

ontological domain of the.concept of a person. As Williams, in his review
of “individnals", says: "It;is very hard, taking the book as a whole to
resist the impression that this emphesis is in some way ponnactéd with. the
question of the reality or ontologizal status that is to Ve ascribed to
vaiious fypes of thing ese" 24 This view is actuelly supported by
Strawson's ouwn conclusion tg hig book "Individusls"; he says: "ses 80

perhaps ««s persons and material bodies are what primarily exist".'3’

Williams cuestions the validity of Strawson's claim. Williams saye:
"Straweon never really produces an argument to show that basicness in
identification is the only, or the chief, such criterion (of reality,

primacy) ese This seems to be an incomplateness within the range of

'descrxptive metaphysics'™. 4‘

1« SeCs Coval, ops cits pge 113

2+ B.A0. Williame: "Mr Strawson on Individuals"™, Philogophy, vol. 36,
961, PEe 321,

3. 1. PEe 247,

4+ B, A D.«Willlams, op. ¢itey, D 322, Brackets mines



Mundle queétions the whole ontologiocal project: "Strawson's key
principles for identifying particulars have implications concerning the
temporal order in which we acquiré concepts; but, I want to say, they have
no ontological implications e.. A Cartesian oouid‘concede that we cannot
acquire the concept of an iﬁmaterial soul unless we have first acquired the
concept of & person ... Do any ontological conclusions follow?" T Urmson
strangely prefers to admit the incoherence involved in maintaining that
observation does not 'equal' experience, and yet both obmervation and
experience separately provide sufficient conditions for the ascription of

P-predicates, rather than claim primitiveness for the concept of a person. 2

In defense Danto compares persons to 'wavicles' (as in physics); he
says: ﬁIt is instructive to note how close Strawson's concept is to thé
whole concept of a person in ordinary usage <. Polanyi, for ingtance ..
would emphasize that this ordinary concept cannot, at present, be rendered
comprehengible in scientific terms"., 3. Thig last aspect we shall deal with
in relation to Pgychology, tut it is interesting here to compare Danto's view
(and Polanyi's) to Harré and Secord, who aithough also generally agreeing

4 anthropomorphic concept of a person, see

with Strawson's and Hampshire's
mich value in its being formalized to some extent, and therefore of more use
in a scientific concern (e.g. social psychology). We must keep in mind the

point of formalization; as Ziff points out:

"In consequence, in contrast with any natural languags, a
formal logic and formal languages in general appear to have
the undeniable virtues of precision and clarity« But these

virtues are purchased at z cost: +the cost is the utter

1¢ C.W.K. Hundle: "A Critique of Linguistic Philosophy". pgs 147.

2+ See J.0. Urmgon: Rote on "Individuale", Mind, vol. LXX, No. 278,
pge 258-264. 7

3+ A.Ce Danto: "Persons", in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy", vol. 6,
rge 113,

4+ See Se. Hampghire: "Thought and Action".



inutiiity of the formal language as a language with which to
commnicate in the world in which we find curselves". *
But with regard to formalization for example, in social psychology, the
"virtues" of precigsion and clariiy are not as great as in, say, physiology
(compare for example, the concept of action and the concept of response in
terms of formalizability) i.e. formalization is a matter of degree.” The -
concept of‘a person I shall show, has certain limitstions in regard to
formalization, for it is inextricably tied Yo ordinary (natural) language
usage; and being a *holigtic! concept it naturally defies preoision.'jﬁut
this does not prevent the possibility of some degree of formaiization where

fperson" is taken as a psychological or 'thecretical! term.

Our "ontic commitment" 2* to persons is 1 think, quite clear, tut to
show ontological priority is much more difficult. Although basically
agreeing with Strawson about the ontological 'secondariness' of states of
consciousness (mind), there are interesting defenses for the (primary)
existence of disembodied individuels. One defense ig given by Lewis in
"The Elusive Mind". Lewis denies Strawson's initial starting point by saying
that we do not ascribe states of consciousness and physical characteristics
to the very same thing. He sayst! "I should ... wish to add that my real
gelf im my mind, and that it is only in a derivative and'secondary gense
that my body is said to be myself at all ..« my body is not something that
I gmy tut something that I have, and here linguistic usage, if that were
. what we should appeal to, is on our side".a‘ Leﬁie talks of an "elliptical"
sense of ascription to the body. This appeal to linguistic usage is not,

however, successful. We talk of having a mind also. We talk of having end

1» Pe Ziff: "Understanding Understanding™, pgs 57.
2. see WeV.0. Quine: "Word and Object", Ch. 7, "Ontic Commitment".
3+ HJDe Lewis: "The Elugive Mind", pg. 151.
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being both a body and a mind; "being", when we associéte the body or mind
with the pergon - which we can only be, not haves In defense‘oflstrawson,
I think one phenomenological lesson mugt be learnt - Vide, thgt we don't
have bodies as we have tables - we miet distinguich between a body (eege &
corpse) and a lived body - which is in many cases, the body of a person. |

(This is related to Merleau~Ponty's idea of the "ambiguity"™ of the body. 1')

Other attempts made to defend *immaterisl individualsg' usually appeal

2 tries to defend

to previous philosophars. 'For example, J. Moulder
*Platonic Persons’.A Zeno Vendler, in *Res Cogitang"y; tries to defend the
Cartesign viewe. Thene phiiosophers, however, do not wholeheartedly accept
Plato's or Deséartes"view. Vendlei, for example, puts forward an interesting
theory that "Minds are individuated by the subjective perspective that marks

a significant portion of one's thoughts «ee" 3. ‘but continuest "«os which
perspective is a function of the spacio-temporal continuity of omne's

gentient body". 4e One can certainly talk of person's having subjective
perspectives - which bypasses discussion of minds being functions of bodies,
étc. But digembodied exisbence {former subjective perspectives) for Vendler,

seems about as unattractive as Strawson's views

Another Eriticism of Strawsoﬁ's work centres around his concept of a
P-predicates Williams shows that Strawson's discussion features 'states
of oogsciéﬁsness'; and ascriptions of states of congciousness are only a
subeclass of P-predicatess What is not made clear is the extent of
P—predication. Harré and Secord interpret Strawson as saying that
Pepredicates can be applied only to entities that are conscioug; thig viéw

they reject and prefer:

1« See M. Merlesu-Ponty: "Phenomenology of Perception®.

2+ Jes Moulder: "In Defence of Immaterial Persons". Philosophical Papers,
vols 1y Nos 1 1972’ PEe 38—55.

3¢ Ze Vendler: "Res Cogitans", pge 195

4 ibidog PE 195.’



- 23 -
Mase %o think of a meries of gradually stronger necessary
conditions culminating in full self-conseciousness and
self-awareness, for calling a thing a person, rather than
a total discontinuity between persons and gonspgfsonsa In
this view, sufficiently adVancéd robots might be considered’
people for some purposes; even a talking thmpanzeg might

T

be similarly regarded".

- ‘They call this the 'weaker' thesis. They see person predication as forming

a bodily~mental gpectrum.

We have seen however that Strawson does admit of an attenuated usage
».of P=predicates {%o animals, robote)s Thus Williams' belief, élso, that
"A‘yast range of words which to persons ascribe acti;ns can without any
hesitation be applied to machines oo 26 can, I think, be incorporated in
Strawson's theory. BEven Ayer's argument (with‘a‘hypbtheticai example to
show that a child who never encountered any other persons would not
necessarily be ﬁfevented from ascribing P—prediCates to himself if taught
by a machine to describe his 'inner states, ete..).uould break down since
the machine must be programmed (and manufactured) by a person - and thus
the child could ascribe 'attentuated! P—predicates.to the machine (who
representa; as it were, other people).

No doubt the concept of attenuation is still rather unclear, tut I
wouid like to suggest that we could talk of degfees of axtenua£ion; ises
from more to less attenuation in going from rooks‘to chimps, or from simple

t0 complex robots.

t

1+ Re Harré and P.F. Secord: "The Explanation of Social Behaviour". pge 7-8.
2. B.A.O. Williams, ope cit., pge. 330.
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Strawson has already shown how central and important the concept of
action is to the concept 6f a person. This is Hampshirets point too in
"Thought and Action™; he sayst "The deepest mistake in empiricist theories
of perception, degtending from Berkeley and Hﬁme, has been the representation
of human beings ae passive observers receiving impressions'from 'outside"of
the mind, where the *outside' includes their own bodies. In faet I find
myself from the beginning able to act upon objects around me «.." 1s
Hampshire maintaing that we exist not only as passive obgervers but also as
active experimenters, and in full accordance with the Strawsonian position,
active experimenters, and vice versas -~ we could not be experimenters unless
we were pometimes observerss Hampshire, perhaps bettér than Strawson, /

erasps the social import of being & person.

Lengford, in "Human Action" sayst "relations between persons ..« are
gocial relations that differ logically from relationg between materiel

2s Hamlyn also believes that there is a radical disparity between,

thinés."
.the types of relationship that a person can have - with other persons and
with material objects. He maintaine that with the latter the relationship
ig rather contingents However: "This is far from true of the concept of 2
person, end & case can be made for the thesis that no proper understanding
of the concept of a pergon can be had in independence of an understanding
"of the concept of a human relationship. If this is so, it is not surprising
that a philosophical elucidation of knowledge of persons sss is a complex

3.

mafter". The above is not so much a criticiem of Strawson, as a point

of elucidation and broadening of his work.

1. S« Hempshire: "Thought and Action", pge 47.
2. G. Langford: "Human Action", pge. 67.
3- DeWe Hamlyn. Ops citn' PE» 2480
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Perhaps the most important @mci&atian here would be the ethical
implications of the concept of & person; the ethical pﬁaﬁty 'oi' persone
over thinge - i.e. "trest people as peopls, not things's Versfeld, for
ekamplé sayst "I an trying %o make t’hé imporinnt suppgestion tliat Inowledge
of pewonﬁ is prior to knowledge of things, that we know things in terms
of persons and not vice veres, and that sny meaning which we £ind in nature

is derivative from the meaning éf persons®, T

A ¥arxigt éﬁalysia of ‘the
noncepi: of & person (and the concept of a material -aﬁsmﬁ)' would be |
inﬁe'mé‘ﬁing here, Wi, /uﬁ?a‘rmtéw,' §s beyond thae scope of this work.
The ethical (and sopiological and politieal) domain in general ie also i;eéy

large to enter into hores
Ia conclusion I think Strawson mansges to withstand his numerous

eritices His concept of a peredn remaing substentisl even though some of ’

. itp tenets are woskened, while gome are merely rephramed,

‘:"a He Vemfelﬁ: TPoraoni®, pgu 1?0
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CHAPTER IV

THE NATURE OF STRAWSON'S INQUIRY

Strawson's work "Individuals" is an attempt to describe the structure
of our thought - thus the term "descriptive metaphysics"s It is important
to note that Strawson wishes to describe and not to explain our conceptual
schemes This brings out the ties of his approach with the later Wittgengtein

and the ordinary language analysts, and also with phenomenclogy.

Strawson, if classified at all, would be called a linguistic analyst,
for he certainly approaches the 'problem! of the person through language.
Some people would be surprised, however, at his being called a phenomenologiste
Nevertheleass, in "Individuals™ I think he is very close to the phenomeno-
logical appxbach. Natangon describes fhe philosophical apbrcach of Strawson
(and Hampshire) as M.e+ egological, descriptive, and in a sence e+
phenomenological.” 1. Ayer says of phenomenology: "wWhatever phenomeno-
logists may think they ought to be doing, what the best of them in fact do

im to study concepts at work". 2

Tugendhat, in "Linguistic Analysis and Phenomenology", tries to define
the subject matter of philosophy: ..« ite subjoct-matter seems to be our
knowledke of the structure §f all conscious experience, of the structure of
understending in general, not merely of linguistic understanding." 3. He
maintaing that some of the recent work like that of Strawson and Hampshire
seems to lead in that very direction. Manser sees a danger in all this:
1+ M. Natansont "Literalﬁre Philosophy and the Social Sciences"; pe 41
2s AJsJe Ayer: "Phenomenology and Linguistic Analysis", Proceedings of the

Aristotelian Society, Supp. Vol. XXXIII, 1959, pge 121%.

3+ E. Tugendhat: "Description as a Method of Philogophy®™ in: "Linguistic
Analyesis and Fhenomenology". Ed. We Mays and S.C. Brown, pge. 261.
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"If one starts an investigation with a belief in some
underlying scheme, then one is Liablé to distort the
factsvto‘make them fit, and it seems that this is what
Strawson in fabt does in "Individuals". I cannot’ hers
demonstrate this in detail, ﬁhaugh in fairness tp Strawson
I mst add that I do not think he intends 'descriptive
metaphysics' to replace philosophy, tmt rather to constitute

one gection of it%. Te

Degeriptive metaphysics, though not trying to replace all philosophy,
certainly does make a good starting point - what other starting points

cen Manger offer? Strawéon, himself, ghows concern for what metaphysics
ig: "So if metaphysics is the finding of reasons, good, bad or indifferent,
for what we believe on instinct, then this has been metsphysics'. 2s Lyer

34 believes that eny purely descriptive

in hig Aristotelian Society Paper
philosophy is unlikely to be of much interes} unless it is in the service
of gome theory and has ag its aim the elucidation of some philosophical
problems. Sirawson's work certainly has a theory behing it, and is in the
service of meny puzzles, e.g. the mind~body problem, the problem of other
minds, etes If one wanted %o classify Strawsents theory it could be called

a version of the Double-Aspect Theory. 4-

Of the phenomenologists, I think Strawson is closest to Herleau-Ponty.
MerleaﬁaPonty's "embodied subject™, and the “ambiguity" of the body, find
their parsllel in Strawsonts "person', and the 'ambiguity' of the ascription

of predicates of the body -« for both M- and P-predicates are ascribablie.

e A« Manger: "Phenomenology ag the Method of Philogophy" int: "Linguistic
Analysie and Phenomenology". Ed. Mays and Brown, pge 277.

2+ T DPEe 247-

3s See AuJe Ayer, ops cite, pg. 123-124.

4e Seo K. Campbell: "Body and Nind"; pg. 114-115.
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Merleau~Ponty also makes an interesting distinction between thg phenomengl
and the reflexive {(or transcendental) field of our congciousnesss This
relates to Strawson's argument for the primacy of the person. Strawson
tries to give a "rational account" for "... beliefs, and stubbornly held
ones, of many people at a primitive level of reflection ««."; and later
he says: Mees for what we believe on instinct.” '* These beliefs (or
instinet) are part and parcel of Merleau-Ponty's phenomenal field, or pre-
reflexive field (rather than primitive reflection). Merleau—?onty's main

2¢

thesis is to show the dependence of the reflexive, transcendentsl field

on the phenomenal field.

_ Thus justifying our beliefs about other people is onl& necessary in
the formal mode; in Merleau-Ponty's terms, in the reflexive field; for
inter-gubjectivity is given in the phenomenal field. Objective thought
{ises reflexive conséiousness) gives rise to solipsiem, and to solve thisg
problem we must "shed doubt upon objective thought" 3. by returning to the
phenomenal field. The backbone of thig theory is found in Merleau~Ponty's

de

earlier book "The structure of Behaviour". Ishiguro, I think rightly

believes:

".e. that the primacy of the concept of the person, to
which bodily and mental predicates are ascribable, is
needed not merely to solve the 'other minds' problem,
but 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 justification of how we come to

i P PEe 247« :

2+ 1In "Phenomenology of Perception”.

3¢ Mo Merlean~Ponty: "Phenomenology of Perception”, pge 350.

4+ Vhere Merleau=Ponty shows, via the inadequacy of the classical
behaviourist and the Gestalt school, that in pgychology a dialectical
approach rather than a mechanical or causal one must be taken.
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know their existence. The question is then shifted from
the plane of immediate intuitive awareness (i.g.lfrom an
ontological level) on to that of formal knowledge (i.ce a
logioal one). It ig only on the latter level that a
logical justification for the existence of others becomes

necessary"s 1e

Perhaps the only real, valid criticism of Strawson's work concerns
the limitation of the application of his theory in "Individualsg'. Strawson
~talks of 'our' conceptnal scheme as if it had universal application, and
seems to treat tour' concepts of subject and predicaté, person, and material
object as belonging to the chengeless central core of human thinking.
Mhndle, in Hig "Critique of Lingwistic Philosophy", quotes Teu-Lin Mei who
shows that Strawson's scheme does not hold for Mandarin: Tsu-Lin Méi
acouses Strawason of "linguistic imperialism" and says: #discrédited is the
school of ordinary usage, since one of its prominent repreéentatives,
himself a logicien of note,.is ghown to be unaware of what his statements

2 Thig is one variation of the Whorfian hypothesis. 3' The

are about".
criticiem is quite powerful, for it geems that, if Teu~Lin Mei is right, we
mst just resign ourselves to accepting the limitations (relativity) of -
Strawson's 'descriptive metaphysics! « vize that it applies to the ordinary
world (and perhape also the sci%ntifiq world) of English-speaking and
structurally similar lenguage~speaking peoples Here two points are
important, firstly the fact that all human languages are *'iranslatable!
defends Strawson's thesis; and secondly, Strawsonts "modesty™: Toulmin,
“in YHuman Understsnding", shows that:

3

1e Ws Mays: "Introduction"™ in "Linguistic Analysis and PhenomenologyM.
Ed. We Mays and S.C. Brown, pge 16+ See also: He Ishiguro: "A Person's
Puture and the Mind=Body Problem" in Mays and Brown (Ed.) pgs 163-178.
2+ Teu=Lin Mei: "Subject and Predicate, & grammatical preliminary".
© Philosophical Review, 1961, pge 175+ Quoted in C.W.K. Mundle:
"A Critique of Linguistic Philosophy", pge 126.
3. See BeLs Whorf: "Language Thought and Reality".
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"Strawson's final conclusions are ... much more modest than
thoge of Kant's position. The bounds of sense reflect the
conditions of linguistic intelligibility, given human life
and lenguage as we know them. Conversely, given a non-human
life and communication-gystem {or 'language') sufficiéﬁ%ly ,
unlike those we kmow, it becomés quite conceivable « even if
only hypothetically, és a matter of science fiction ~ that
there might be other, independent and non-overlapping 'realms
of sense's Within such an alternative realm, thinkers might
understand each other perfectly well, even though our own
attempts to make contact with them were all doomed to frus~
tration, There would, accordingly, be nothing intrinsically
non-rational? about their thought and language; their modes
of talking and thinking, reasoning and acting would merely be
trational' in ways different from, and incommensurable with,

our owa"; 1*
This second type of‘linguistic 'relativitj' does not weeken Strawson's
view that at least some of our everyday doncepfs: "sve are the coping stongs

of our thinking; ‘try to remove them, and our thought wholiy*collapses"; 2

This second type of linguistic ’relgtivity‘ seems superficially to give
rise to 'comﬁarative metaphysics? -« but this of‘qoufse becomes quite
impossible if the "realms of sense" are non-overlapping at alles It is,
rather; within our human language group, that we ought to look for

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

vizs, that of 'evolutionary metaphysice'; he says that a priori forms of

rational thinking,; universal deep structures, etc., are "... exceptions %o

our evolutionary account of the development of collective concepteuse,(and),

1s Se¢ Toulmin: "Human Undergtanding", vols 14 pge 427
2+ Je Passmore: "A Hundred Years of Philosophy", pge 529.
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we can bring these too within our scope «+. (they) then represent -
quite as much as those of (eay) physics - the provisional end-products

of eultural evolution®. 1o

In this light descriptive metaphysics is not
incompatible with evolutionary metaphysice. Descriptive metaphysice may

be quite valid for *platean' periods in our evolution.

Here we may pause to think about descriptive metaphysics and the
concept of a thing or material object. Natural science in our century has
certainly prbdnced & tremendous revolution in our ways of thinking about
matter. This science can be seen as the arch-enemy of descriptivelmeta-
physics, being continuously revisiénany. And yet the stability of cert;in
ﬁatural language concepts (person, thing) ensures their unavoidaiility¢
I agree with Heimenberg who says: "We know that any unnderstanding must be
based finally upon the natural language because it ig only there that we
can be certain to touch reality, and hence we muet be sceptical about any

scepticism with regard to this natural language and its essential concepts™. 2

Before moving on to origine and development, and, léter to the
implications for Psychology of Strawson's concept of a person, having
reviewed some of the criticisms, I maintain that Strawson fundamentally
survives his critice. Two relevant criticisms, however, ought to be kept in.
mind; firstly, the possible need for fluidity in Strawson's concept of |
P-predication, i.e. degrees of P-predication (even &egrees of attentuation),
and, secondiy, o possible relativity within descriptive metaphysics, within
Tour' conceptual scheme, i.e. a challenge to some universal, changeless,

human conteptual structure.

1¢ 8+ Toulmin, ops cits.y pge 477. First two brackets mine.
2. W. Heisenberg: "Philosophy and Physics", pge 172.
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CHAPTER V

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT OF STRAWSON'S “PERSONS"

In this chapter I would like toVShOw, briefly, the line of thinking
from which Strawson's work has developed, and show developments in the
field of philosophical psychology after "Persons'.

Searle, in his essay on Strawson in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophyv,1'
says that "Individuals" employs Kantian methods to arrive at Aristotelian
conclugions. So, to deal thoroughly with Strawson's foundations we ought
to go right back to Arigtotle. The trouble beginning with Arigtotle is
pimply that the notion of behavioural science (or social or human sciencg),
as opposed to natural secience, was not yet clearly formulated, and this
diptinction ig, of course, cfhcial in respect to "persons". However
Arigtotle's notion of a person as a unity of mind and body, the former
intringically independent of tut extrinsically dependent upon the latter,

is at the heart of what I call the philogophical paradigm of the person to

which Strawson cleéarly belongs. Opposed to this philOsOphical.view is the
psychological paradigm where the mind is not intrinsically independent of
the bodys I shall show that it is this fundamental difference of paradigms
that mekes it difficult to relate Strawson's “person" to some of the

peychological concepts of the person.

Strawson's debt to Kant is well recognizeds This is clearly seen in

Strawsont's "The Bounds of Sense", an essay on Kent's "Critique of Pure Reagon".

2w

Toulmin has aiready shown ug developments of a Kantian theme in Strawson's

1« Vol. 8, P 28.
2+ S+ Toulmin: "Human Understanding"”, vol. 1, pge« 425-428.



work (see previous chapter). However Kant, like Arigtotle, wrote well

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

Thus having eliminated a glorious two thousand years of philosophy (3)
we arrive at Wittgenstein, who, I think, is the most important influence on
Strawson's philosgophy of the person. Wittgenstein, like Strawson, can best
be viéwed in relation to Cartesianism (a very influential philosophy) and
Behaviocurism (the dominant school of psycholbgy in many places at the time
of Wittgenstein's writing). Descartes' philosophy is a dualiétic philosophy
with a 'dual' ontology ~ "res cogitans" and "res extensa". Behaviourism,
finding "res cogitans" rather troublesome, confined ite *working ontology'
to "res extensa"; incorporating as much és it could of "res cogitans™ into
"reg extensa®™s However, neither of thege pictures is correct, as

Wittgenstein pointed out. Cook expresses the point lucidly:

".ss the special status of humen beings in the one casge
and their non-gpecial status in the other, as marking

out two different sorts of things composing a human beinge.
This, of courge, 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 firstvstep,
which escaped unnoticed: the redescription of s human
being. We can now express this result as follows:

thege two types of language-gomes taken together mark

off human beings from sticks and stonea". '°

This clearly resembles Strawson's analysis of the pergon in terms of both

P=- and M~predication.

1« J.W. Cook: "Human Beings", Ch. 4 in "Studies in the Philosophy of
Wittgenstein®, Ed. P. Winch, pge. 150.



-3 -

Reinhardx has placed Wittgenstein and Strawson close together as

regards their views on 'Other Minds'. He quotes Strawson:

"If one is playing a game of cards, the distinctive
markings of a certain card constitute a logically
adéquate criterion‘for calling it, say, the Queon
of Hearts; but, in calling it this, in the context of
the game, one is ascribing to it properties over and
aboﬁe the possession of these markings. The predicate
geté its meaning from the whole structure of the game.
So does the languasge in which we ascribe P-predicates.
To say that the criteria on the strength of which we
ascribe P—predicates to others are of a logically
Vadsquaxe kind for this ascription, is not to say that
all there is to the ascriptive meaning of thesge
predicates is these criteria. To say this is to forget
that they are Pepredicates, to forget the rest of the

language=structure to which they belong"s '°

To this Reinhardtsays: "The suggestion here ig that it is the entire system

of P-predicates of which we gain a mastery in understanding what persons

24

are™. Thig concept of the context of an entire sysiem in language brings

Strawson close to Wittgenstein's ingightful notion of a language-game and of
a form of life. HReinhardt shows that the primacy of our vocalmlary of
action suggests that it is not chogen btut rather cpnstituteé our human
nature, He says: "The responses we have and theirelated attitudes can
only be underétood by considering the language in which they express then-

selves, along with the ways of acting which, with the vocabulary, constitute

1 Is pge 110.
2+ Le.R. Reinhardt: "Wittgenstein and Strawson on Other Minds",
Che 5 in "Studies in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein". ¥d. P. Winch,
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Te

a form of 1life", From the above I think it is safe to say that. Strawson

is a direct descendent .of Wittgenstein's Philosophy of Mind.

Ryle, the man in betweeﬁ (chronologiéally spesking) Wittgenstein
and Str&wBon! moved away from Wittgenstein's insighte béck towards the
behaviourigt pole and it is;ﬂl\think, tiawscﬁ whogagain rights this
influential Qiew (thus bringing Wittgenstéin back into the éicture). Ryle
is described as’a 'iagical beha&iourist', having abandoned the Cartesian
myth! 6f fhe‘ghost in the machine for a behaviourist (ﬁopen_accéss")
account of other‘minds.‘?;

Strawson does not refer to Ryle in his wrztlngs but, I think, by
presentlng a 'phenomenologlcal' cr1t1que of Ryle's work, we will in fact
be close to‘gav1ng a Strawsonlan critique. The crithue I have in mind
is that of Cowley's whzch is 1ndebted to the Merlean—Pontian standpoint.
Cowley says of Ryle: "Nor did he intend in his account af disposltlons and
propensxties to glve a causal acc;unt Qf human behavzoura But it geems to
me that he has", 3. Cowley shows that Ryle's psychology in fact reduces
all 'selves' to others (first persons to third perlons), and reduces all
dthers to objects: Byle does not realizé that objectivity is the dorrelate
of subiectiv1ty, and that the attempt to reduce the one to the other 1eads
to confus1on. 4e Using Merleau—Ponty to do the critical work for Strawson
38, I think, quite significant; both these philosophers have clearly seen,
and avoided, the trap of reducing subjectivity to objectivity (and vice
ﬁersay. We have already shown in the pfévioﬁs éhaptéf fhe connections

between these iwo'philbsdphers.

'1.'. L R. Relnhard‘ﬁ, Ope Gito' PEs 1650

2. See G. Ryle: "The Concept of Mind".

3+ F. Cowley: "A Critique of British Empiricism",; pge 175.

4. See also Cowley's exposure of the Bohaviourist fallacy, ibids pge 133,
and the inadequacy of Ryle's account of congciousness, pg. 183.
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The essence, then, of Strawson's position is his 'middle way's It
ig interesting to compare his middle way to McMullin's "middle approach"
which proposes middle views between Cartesisn dualism aﬁd reductionism.
MeMullin seys: "The advantage of these *intermediate” views is that they
leave all the options open; as sirategies of research, they suggest that
eveny‘poésibility haé to be exploreds They also imply the ultimate

1% Trus Strawson's work (which ig

oﬁtologieai unity of the uniﬁersé"s
"intermediate") can be useful for strategies of research - and especially
in psychology, as I shall show. Furthermore, McMullin's implication, of
"the ultimate cntological unity of the universe", I think well describes

\

one of the points for accepting Strawson's concept of a person.

What I wigh to do now igy briefly, review some work by philosophers
in the philosophy of psychology that has appeared contemporaneous with,
“end after, Strawson's "Individuals”. This will serve as a contrast to

modern psychology from the psychologigt's perspective in the following

v,chapter. In the distinction between philesophy (philbsophical psychology)
and psychology, I have in mind the distinction bvetween logical and
émpirical issuess But even "logical'" needs to be further sﬁbdivided.into
'formal-logical® and 'logico~linguistic! (to uée Strawson's own tem). For
philosophical psychology is not formal-logical tut rather logico-linguistic
in character. This latter term broadens the concept of logic by including
in it statements which are not necessarily deductive, tut concerned with
the structure (or 'logic!) of languages Thus it is still conceptual rather
- than emﬁiricalo So, then, ;e can make senss of the term 'logico-linguistic?
(or informal logic) if we regar& it as referring to ordinary (néturai)

24

language. Though not necessarily connected to “Persons“, I think the

works to be discussed are relevant to the philoBOPhiéal foundations of

7+ B McMullin: "vhat Difference Does Mind Make", in: "Brain snd Human
Behaviour", Ed. A.G. Karczmar and J.C. Eccles, pg. 446,

2+ See P.F. Strawson: "Introduction to Logical Theory", Ch. 8,
DEe 2711-232.
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paychology in general. In using the term "philosophical psychology" I
am referring to the 'English' variety, as opposed, for example, to the

10

'French'! varietys For a picture of the 1at£er, pee Piaget even though

his eriticisms of this echool can be strongly challengeds

We have already seen that, closest %o Strawson is‘the work of
Hampéhirea 2. He too, like Wittgenstein and Strawson, talks of the
contextial (as opposed to éias;) natﬁre of a term such as "Other" (as in
"Other Minds"); 3« and algo talks of the ﬁiddlq way between 1oéioal
behaviourism and Cartesien dualisme 4+

I think it is realistic to point to the end of the "Philosophical
Invesfigations" tb shéw the'starting point of tﬁe philogophical psychology
that has emerged in the last twenty years. Wittgehstein says: "The
coﬁfusion and barrenness of Psycholog& ié not to be explained b& calling
it a "young scienée"; its state is‘not OOmparabie with that of physics,
for ingtance, in ites beginnings <.« For in Psychology there are experimental

S .

methods end conceptual confusion".

Follow-ups on Wittgenstein's judgement are witnessed, for example,
in G.E.¥. Anscombe's "Intentionﬁ, Hamlyn's "Behaviour", and in a series of
booke called: "Studies in Philosgophical Psﬁehoiogyﬁ; edited by R.F. Holland
(including Meldon, Peters, etc.)s "Anscombe «+. takes it to be the

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

asked in relation %o it, can be a request for a resson, not for a cause". 6o

1¢ Je Piaget: "Ingights and Illusions of Philosophy". Ch. 4, pg. 122-164.

2. ©See Se. Hampshire: "Thought and Action™, and hig collection of essays:
"Freedom of Mind". .

3+ Se Hempshire: "The Analogy of Feeling", 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 Hundred Years of Philosophy", pg. 514
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Hamlyn's argument in "Behaviour” is similar; he shows that physiolog&
can explain the motions of.the body, using a causal model, but, cannot
explain human behaviour or action. "I take it, then, that the point of
Arigtotle's distinction, or one of them, is to show that an activity is
intelligible in itself - that is, does not necessarily require an
exﬁlanation in termg of an&thing elge —‘whilst & movement ie‘nof." 2 Thig
reference to Aristotle is vény_much in keeping with Strawson's approach.
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", although having differences of

" usage between them, are basically of one particular type. However words

such as "movement"; "reaction", "reflex", and so on, constitute a very
different type. Reasons, then, typify the first group, causes, the second

group. "Behavieur (as opposed to Maction") is often (especially in

. psychqlogy);groupe& with the second type; Hamlyn, however, hag defined it

with the first group.

Meldon continues on the game lines; he attempts to show that everyday
explanations of actions which are given in terms of intentions, desires{
interests, and so on, are incomﬁatible with the causal model which we find
in the natural'sciences. He says: "this radical disparity (between thesge
two modes of explanation ... accounts for the characteristic ambivalences

tnd contradictions in current psychological &iscussions“.3°

The distinction between cauge  and reason clearly finds its place in

| Strawson's concept of a persons The persony we have seén, can have both

M< and Pepredicates ascribed to its Now if an explanation in terms of a

M-predicate ageription is given of a person we can alwaye expect a causal

1+ D.W. Hamlyn: "Beliaviour". Philosophy, 28, 1953, pg. 132-145.
reprinted in “The Philosophy of Mind", Ed. V.C. Chappell, pge 60-T3.

2+ D.W. Hamlyn, in Chappell, pg. 62.

3. AJdl. Meldon: "Free Action", pg. 200.
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explanation. Whereas with a P-predicate ascription often & reason will
puffice, though causes are also possible. Thug our ordinary language
reveals & realm or "language-game" confined to persons (and metaphorical
peraong, i.e. axtentuayiona) which ig characterized uniquely by the
ageription of reasons (P-predicates), though causes are nét barred from

it (M-predication as well). .

Meldon epitomizes this approach and virtually arrives at Strawson's

picture in his analysis: he says:

"One may granty, in fact, that the development of the centrzl
nervous system goes hand-in<hand with thé maturation of

human beings as they acquire the varied skills which they
exhibit in their seasoned and responsible thoughts and
actions, that the latter i in some way dependent on the.
formere But none of thig implies the forbidding picture
painted by the epiphenomenalists in which the status of a
persgon reduces to the vaporous after-effects of physiological
procésses. For even if we could do the decoding, we should
still have the ceniral nervous system of a person who reasons,
justifies, decides, chooses s+s Indeed, what our speculation
implies is the requirement, for the thoughts and actions of
guch persons, of requigite states of the nervous system znd
thig, far from reducing persons to hapless mechanisms, is only
& more radical representation of the familiar view that persons
are not disembodied epirits but persons who can be geen and
touched and hurt, who use their amms, legs, eics s+« Indeed,
the alleged conclusion that each of us is a helpless vietim of
the events transpiring in the central nervous system is simply

a logical howler. 'Could have done', and ‘conld not have done!,
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Yhelpless'y etcs - these are expressions employed not with
‘regpect 10 events occurring in the mechanism of the. body, nor
%o mental events ... but to persons. We db not say that an
iféh‘or fwitch. a feeling, thought or desire, however we
understand these, is helplesss Neither do we say ihat the

body is helpless in any‘sense in which we say this about a
persons It is persons who are able or unable to do or refrain
from doingj io think or refrain from thinking, etc. We neced,’
in ghort, to recognize the necessary starting point for any
elucidation of expressions of these sorts - pergons who act,
think, feel, in their commerce with the things about them and
with sach other, Thig ie the language~game in which expressions
like 'could have done?, 'could not have done', *helpless', etc.,

are employed™. Te

Meldon, then, explicitly accepts Strawson's concept of a person as being
bagic, primary, and primitive, i.e. as ontologically 'prior' and

indigpensables

A further extension of all this is found in Peters' book which shows
the limitations of psychological theories of motivation: Peters believes
that toleration will follow from the thesis that: "+« the role of the
Galileo of Psychology must be forever unoccupied ess It (psychology) has
remained earthbound in mazes and Skinner-boxes because ihe highly general
theories, which, it was hoped, would emerge, are logically impossible ees" 2e

Peters claimg that psychology needs an Aristotle rather than a Galileo

(and Strawson is Aristotelian!).

1. A.I. Meldon: "Free Action", pge 212-213.
2+ ReS. Peters: ™The Concept of Motivation"; pgs 156.
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Other booke in Philosophical psychology with similer approaches are
Hemiyn®s "The Pesychology of Perception®, Winch's "The Idea of a Social
Science", C. Taylor's "The Explanation of Behaviour", which shows that
psycholagy‘has failed to develop a nonateleologicéi theory (Taylor aleo

refers to Merleau-Ponty), and others.

- Of all these bboks I think we can take Peters! book "The Concept of
Motivation" as a paradigmatic case with special regard to peychologys
Batson, ie in reference to Peters, shows that the 'why' question acks for
. & pufficient rather than an exhaustife explanation. Peters notes a
legitimate use for ¢ausal explanation tut shows that this is quite
restricted.  In fact the whole point of "The Concept of Motivation® is to
show how migguided psychologicel theories of motivafioﬁ are which attempt
to put forward one type of explanation only as sufficient to answer all
types of *'why' questionss Batson then quoies a ¢rucial passage from Peters:
"The point of looking 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 account ofs We know go_much about human beings, and our

2. Building on

knowledge is incorporated implicitly in our language."
thiS‘idea, which clearly shows the importance of linguistic philosophy,
Bateon aftempts {0 provide a conceptusal framework. He sﬁows that there are
at least fhree levels of explanation which are used in psychology, as well
as mixtures of these three. These 1evels are the physical descriptive, the

behavioural, and the theoretical. DBatson enlarges rather clearly on this:

1e See CsDs Batson: "Linguistic Analysis and Psychological Explanations
of the Mental", Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 2,
Noe 1y 1972+

2+ ReS. Petersy op. citsy pge 503 reproduced in Batson, op. cite, pge 53.
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The philosophical foundations of the above passage should be perfecily
clear. This integrated approach of Batson's is, I think, very close to
Harré and Secord's approach in "The Explanation of Socisl Behaviour" =

but this we ghall deal with later.

So far I have looked at some of the developments of linguistic
analysis in philogsophical psychology, keeping in mind Strawgon's concept
of a Person. Although the connections between Straweon's work and other
theorists are not always clear, 1 hope that they will come out in the

. following section. So now we turn to Psychology.
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PART II

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Strawson has not written explicitly about the field of psychqlogy;
I hope to give o *'Strawsonian critique' of the philosophical foundations

of modern psychologys Thus what follows are only possible implications

of Strowson's theory, rather than valid deductions from his theory.

.The major part of this section will be essentially a philosophical
appraisal of psychology (using Strawson's work, wherever possible, as a
406l for oriticiem and measurement). In the last chapter I shall try to
present Strawson's work in a more positive light ~ by trying to show the

use his concept of a person can have for psychology.

Looﬁing at modern psychology is more than just looking; it is
straining, foousing, refocusing, putting on one pair of spectacles, then
asnother. I shall review the main approaches, schools or subsets of
psychblogy - behaviouriem {and the neo-varieties), phenomenclogy, some
cognitive theory, the existentialist and humanistic approaches, the
developmental approach; and the psychoanalytic approach. I shall leave
out some aspproaches, for example, systems theory end mathematical

péychology. as they are too distant from Strawson's theory.
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But before entering into the different approaches let me say
something about psychology as a whole. At one end of the gpecirum
psychology has been called an ®incoherent" science 1. revealing
methodologically "proeeﬁged" knowledge, rather than real discoveries,
which results from "ameaningful ihinking"‘_ Another view ié fhat“
psychology, on the whole, is not a sciences But I think it ig realistic
to accept that psychology, in parts at least (e.g. sensory psychology)
is scientifics Rather than call psychology incoherent I prefer to call
it pluralistic or heterogenous. Deese says: "Psychology is a patchwork
alliance of very different intellectual enterprises. Indeed, psychological
problems are so varied that it is a question as to whether thers iz such
a thing as a single discipline of psychology". 2e  mt this variety does
not necessarily negate the adjectives “scientific" and "céherent"@ One
further characteristic of psychology is that it is a parasitic discipline
vhich no doubt is partly a function of its variety of subject matter;
higtorically paythIOgy has always been parasitic and perhaps may always
remain that way. >° Thus heving referred to the uncertainty and orisis

over the nature of psychology as a whole, let ug enter into the particular

approaches,

1. See S. Koch: "Pgychology cannot be a Coherent Sclence"
Pgychology Today, Septe, 1969.

2+ J. Deese: "Pgychology as Science and Art", pg. T4.

3. See R.S. Peters and C.A. Mace: "Psychology" in "The Encyclopaedia
of Philosophy" Bde P. Edwards, vols 7, pge 26



CHAPTER II

BEHAVIOURI St

In the light of the first part of this thesis I chall Eeg.in with
the approach of behaviourism - behaviourism being the dominant school. of
psychology today (in the English-speaking world). Strawson has already
ghown us the middle way (epistemologically) between scepticiem snd
behavicurisme To begin, let us_iook at a book edited by T.W. Wann
entitled: "Behaviorism end Phenomenclogy : Conirasting Bases for Modern
Pgychology"s Xoch, in his paper "Psychology and BEmerging Conceptions of
Knowledge as Unitary® refers to the higtorical development of behaviourism
which involved classical behaviourism, nec-bechaviourism and even neo-neo-
behaviourism. The main figure of classical behaviourism was Watson who
advocated objectiviem « "bury éubjective subject matter"« Here already
a distinction between metaphysical behaviourism and methodological
behavicurism Te is crucials Watson adopted the-former which does not
have much philosophical support - Strawson has already shown us the
contradictions in this views Its weakness is akin to that of extireme
reductionism which is problematical in the face of the 'givenness' of
congsciousness and awareness which I will not argue for now. Reductionism,
iteelf, can be divided into methodological and‘metaphysical extreme

reductionisme =°

Methodological behaviourism, as opposed to metaphysical behaviourism

was adopted by the neo~behaviourists. This asserts that behaviour, rather

then mental states, is the primary datum of psychology. As Kendler and

1+ See G. Bergmann. "The Contribuiion of John B. Watson".
¢ Psychological Review, 1956, 63, pge 265-276.
2+ See M.B. Tugner: "Philosophy and the Science of Beha.vmr", D&« 309-310-
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Spence put it: "The methodological disagreement between the phenomenologist
end the neobechaviourist, then, is that while the fommer tends to regard
self-report as having a high degree of correspondence with private
experience and thus acts as though these experiences were raw data, the
neobshaviourist makes no further assumptions and gives verbal reportg no

special status". Te

The tliberalism' of the neobehavicurists 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
hypothesen; another alternative is to develop a theoretical structure to

e

represent conscious experience.

Koch sees a pattern in the development of the behaviourist school -

a pattern that leads him to reject it strongly, perhaps a bit too strongly:

"o me it suggests the story of the gradual attenuwation of
a position that was nevé.r geriously tenable, never
consistent, bamsed on thin and shifting rationales, and
adopted more to serve needs for comfort and security
than a passion for knowledge. Does this story of
attenuation; attrition, and compromise "refute" behaviourisgt
apistemology? Here I can only revert to my sarlier
observation that in certain connections "refutation” is an
(unsystematically) ambiguous notion. I think that our
story begins to suggest the unfruitfulness of the position,
ites restrictive effects on probvlematic curiogity, its
scholastic charscter, perhaps most of all its bagic

L 4

ludicrousness ses"

1« H.H. Kendler and J.T. Spence!: "Tenets of Neobehaviorism" in
YEgsays in Neobehavioriem", pge 35.

2. ibido’ 80e PR 35—360

3+ 8. Koch: "Pgychology and Emerging Conceptions of Knowledge as Unitary",
in "Behaviorism and Phenomenoclogy". Ed. Wann, pgs 20.
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Koch also provides reasons for behaviourism's "evaporating methodological
support" - these involve general changes in the philosophy of science and

newer conceptions of definition and meaning. 1

Methodological behaviourism, however, if seen as a development away
from its 'metaphysical’ ancestry rather than as a weakening of an earlier
position, has strong defences, Kendler and Spenee'claim that: ".s. the
epistemological decisions of the neobehaviorists cannot be understood if
limited to their philosophical implications. In fact one can argue, as
I shall, that their epistemological decisiong have been more an outgrowth
2+

of pragmatic than of philosophical considerations". They thus maintain

that:

",es the methodological assumptions of neobshaviorism
acknowledge personal observations as the foundation
of scientifio knowledge. The nature of man and the
world meke it ecasier to achieve intersubjective agroe~
~ment with a physicelistic language with public |
definitions than through a phénomenalistic language
with private criteria; for these reasons,physicalistioc
tems are to be preferred, but phenomenalistic ones need
not bve barred assuming that satisfactory intersubjective
reliability can be reached. The choice of a physicalistic
}anguage, then, neither denies the existence of congcious

3.

experience nor bare it from scientific investigation'.

This quotation certainly marke an increase in tolerance from the early

days within the behaviourist camp,

1« Se Koch, opa Oitig see pg. 21«30,
2. H.H. Kendler and J.T. Spencey ops ¢ite, pge 12,
30 ibid.' P8 15‘*160
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I think the work of J.G. Teylor best exemplifies Kendler and Spence‘s
last point. Taylor works within a neobehaviourist paradigm, tut attempts
nevertheless to tackle the problsmsvof consciousness, hig thesis being
that consciousness (perception in partiocular) is a function of behaviour.
Rather than deny the phenomenal order he clearly states: “There is thus
1o ground'whatsoever for the notion that the gensory order or phenomenal
world is an entirely fallacious and unreliable guide to knowledge of the
physical order. It is, on the contrary, the final court of appeal, and
without it scientific knowledge of any kind would be absolutely impossiblef.
Taylor accepts the distinction between public and private events, and |
concludes from this that even though fhe act of knowing is a private event
end only the pergon within which it takes place can report this event,
what is known is public. 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 from scientific investigation; and further-
mors, that these private evenis do thus present a legitimate subject for

geientific inquiry. 2°

Taylor's work in "The Behavioural Basis of Perception® does counter
the countleass criticisms of the limitations of behaviourism. His work is
still in its infancy,; for there are great differences between simple
perceptions and the *higher' types of consciousness, but the direction
that he has taken offers much promise. It is important to notice here a
'softening® to phenomenology in the behaviourist camp. Taylor's
theoretical writings, do, I believe, have points in common with Strawson.
Taylor, in analyzing psychology before the advent of behaviourism, shows

that it rested on two incorrect axionms:

1« J.G. Taylor: "The Behavioural Basis of Perception', pg. 344.
2. See J‘G‘l "I'aylo‘r, ODs Oito, BEe 352‘353.

1o
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“The firgt of these propositions, which dates back at

least as far'é,s Plato, is that the actions of a comseious
organism are governed by mind. We may c¢all it the mind-
over~body (or m-o-b) axiom. The second propoeition is of
more racent diigin,’ and it ié éoncerned.with the mource

of conscious experiences In the middle of the 17th century.
Descartes had formulated hig fomous theory of {wo substances,
res extensa and res cogitans, or matter and mind; which had
no properties in common snd yet could interact with one

another", Te

Straweon, I think, would agree with Taylor's point that these two axioms
are incorrect{ for his concept of & person contradicts both.: It is

]

interesting to note, however, that Taylor makes no use of the concept of

& person ;-v'a holistic concept -~ he stops short at ‘consciousness; }whiéh
is a consequence of béhéviour; he thus deals with a 'formalized' pei‘éoh,i
i Y

ises & ‘behaving orgahism’.

In appraising behaviourism we have seen how important it is to |
distinguish the methodological from the metophysical. Strawson's work is
undoubtedly metaphysical in naturé and can thérefore carry very little
weight on methodological matters. I can accept the legitimacy of behaviourism

on the methodological level i.e. neob'ehaviourism. and tend to agree with Price:

| "First let me say that I have no objections at ell to the

~ behaviourist method. There is no reason why there sghould
not be a branch of soientific inquiry which confines
itself -strietly' to investigating the publicly observable
behaviour of human beings and animals. And it has

turned out in practice that there is a surprisingly large

1+ JaG. Ta;ylor‘:' '"I'ﬁe Role of Axioms in Psychological Theory". Bull.
British Psychological Society, 21, 1968, pg. 222.



- 51 =

field of empirical facts which can be profitably studied
in this way, especially facts about the behaviour of
animalse There is a science which might be called
behaviouristics, or the science of behaviour, though one
may well doubt whether this science should be called
peychology. I%‘seems ratﬁer to be only one part of
psychology, namely that part which can be studied by
methods approximating to those used in the physical

sciences",

This quotation raises the much debated question of the actual field of
peychology; i.e. its defini&ion, and.furtheiﬁbre, it raises the thorny
question of the status of psychology, or subsets of psychology, as a
soience - which in turn, of couvrse, brings‘up the even thormier gquestion
about the definition of “éoience". These problemé we ghall return to

again, and again,

I doubt whether any behaviourists would eqﬂate behaviouriem with
--psychology, but the tendency is to argue that behaviourism is the only
scientifiq'approach %o psychology -~ other altermatives being scienfifiealiy
inaﬂequate. Skinner, for example, maintainz that if psychology is the
science of the mind or mental life, then it must dofend a special
méthodology which it has so far failed to.do. Whereas if psychology is

the sciencé 6f the behaviour of orgenisms then it becomes part of the
natural sciences which has tested and highly successful,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™. 2e

1+ H.H. Price: "Some Objections to Behaviorism®; in: "Dimensiong of Mind".
Eds Se Hooky pge 79

2+ B.F. Skinner: "Behaviorism at Fifty", in: "Behaviorism and Phenomenology"s
Ed. Wann, pg. 79
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Skinner, then, does not deny the experiential vealm but simply main-
taing that: "The problem of privacy may be approached in a fresh direction
by starting with behaviour rather than with immediate experience". Te
However, Skinner calls himself a "radical" behaviourist for he finds no
. use in calling anything "mental". His position is one of certainty that
reports about 'internal states' are not at all adsquate; (though

‘certainty’ is surely an internal statel?)s What is ot stake here is the

Ie

vocatulary that we employ; in psychology, as opposed to 'everyday life?,

.

Skinner argues dogmatically for a physicalist vocatulary. In Strawson's |
terms, this attempt is quite untenable for, in offect, it reduces all
P-predicates to M-predicates, and thus, in the process, we loge the concept
of a persons All behavicurism secems to exhibit this lack of a concept of

a psrsons Skinner, and other behaviourists, have to defend themselves

with the objection that psychology is ‘radically'different from everyday
1ife (the Strawsonian world) and thus like physice (or the natural sciences)
is entitled to its own terminoiogy and ontology (vize & physicalist one)s
This exhibits the belief in a unity of the sciences (both natural and
social)s This unity found in many of the behaviourists, is that of
reductionism (psychology reduced to natural science). Another type of
unity of seience that is witnessed is the unity of metﬁod; an example is
Popper's hypothetico-deductive methodology, which characterizes any sciences
This view is held by some behaviourists, but certainly not by all = Skinner,
for example, might opt for & unity of method in the sciences = but this

would certainly not be along the lines of hypothetico«deduction.

Unity in method seems all well in principle, but takes much strain in
practice. The gocial sciences (and psychology included) face problems

which are unique and not encountered in the natural esciences. This does

1« BJF. Skinner: "Behaviorism at Fifty™, in: "Behaviorism and Phenomenology".
Ede Wann, PEe 84. C



- 53 ~

not engure, but certainly points to, the pomsibility of new methodologies.
The other type of unity, viz. that in terms of reductionism, is perhaps
the mogt ambitiouss. In principle, at least; it seems quite in order for
the gocial sciences to be reduced to the most elementary science. Our
ordinary *lived' world presents us with a 'unity' - where people form part
of the natural order; tut, as yel in the history of science, it seems
ludicrous to align the social sciences with the natural sciences, for our
explanation of people's actions cannot totally undergo a reduction.
Paychology, we must remember, is still at a 'pre-CGalilean® stags, arguing
about the choice of concepts it makess And arguments that it must

necessarily remain at a 'pre~Galilean' stage have also been put forward. 1a

But back to Skinner; an antiwreductionist case hag been put forward

by WeFs Days Day atiempis to show gimilarities (and differences) between

Skinner and Wittgensiein. One point of similarity among others 2 is that

both are against reductionism; Day says: "Por Skinner, facts are little
more than what we obgerve to be the case, snd they are generally to dbe
explained by relating them to other facts, not by recongiructing them out

3e

of more primary sense~data, as in phenomenaliem". Thig type of

reduction is different however from the above type (viz. that of a
reductive vocabulary)s Day shows that Skinner'S‘ﬁosition with respect to
reductionism is, like Wittgensteint's position, very different from
conventional ones. His position is only properly understood ... with the
context of his system as a wholes As with Wittgenstein, the 4reatment
turns about the analysis of verbal behaviour, or of the functions of words,
aﬁd perticularly about issues involved when we talk about our own private
b

experience,

" 1+ See ReSe Peters above Part 1, Che 5, pge 40.

2. Others being: Antipathy to logical positiviem, anti~dualism, the
imposeibility of a purely private language, nature of mesning, antie
mentalism and the behavioural nature of language.

3. W.F. Day: "On certain similarities between the Philogophical Investi-
gations of Ludwig Wittgenstein and the operationism of B.F. Skinner®.
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 1969, 12, pg. 489-506.

4' ibidé, P 492.



- 54 =

Having compared Skinner to Wittgenstein, I shall quite expectedly
compare Skinner %o Strawson ~ Skinner's analysis of verbal behaviour Mis
properly understood-only within the context of hig system as a whole" -
this involves the verbal commnity: Straweon aske us to keep the whole
structure of our languege in mind when analysing P&predicétion. Strawson's
esgential axiom "ses vigs that it ig o necessary condition of one's
agcribing states of consciousness, experiences, to oneself, in the way one
doesy that one should also ascriﬁe themy or be prepared to ascribe them,

o others who are not oneself", 1e certainly presupposes Skinner's "verbal
community" « and Skinner's verbal community, in turn, ought to be

characterized by this Strawsonian principle.

Thus, focusing on behaviourism with Strawsonian spectacles there is
no argument with methodological behaviourism as a scienﬁifgc inquiry, if.e.
&s a pragmatic gtrategy. But there iz a came with metapnysicél Behaviourism,
v howevef. as I have already referred to in "Peraons“; tﬁié behaviourism is
epistemologically incomplete (the interdependence of firgt and third
person P~pred1cation), and ontologically unsoﬁnd, as 11 reduces persons to
things, or rather, does not accept the category ofva person as digtinct

from a thing.

Strawson, we must éemémbér, is concerned with the strnetures that
‘make our ordinary language possible; i.e. what conceptual scheme our language
is built one Straweon's work shows that our conceptual scheme ia_nbt
exhaugted by a behaV1oural account, and, furthermore, as innumerable oritics
have pointed out, the behavioural account necesearily involves the non-

bebavioural, or 'experiential! account,

e I P& 99
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Other philosophers (of Psychology) look at ordinary language to
‘see what markings, distinctions, e¢tc. it holds, and have enalysed the
'mental! language of intentiong, motives, etc. Thip approach ties up
with Strawson's approach, since analysing ordinary language usage does
lead in many cames to conceptuml structure. Strawson thus gives ue a
groundwork for philosophical psychology; he giverg us an epistemological
stracture within which philosophical psychologiste have developeds 4An
example ig the analysis-(linguistié, if you like) of cause and reason =
which fits into the M- and P-predications of Strawson's "Persons".
Strawson, then, prasents us with & subject-object epistemology as being
essential for a holistic approach to psychologys. Behaviouriem, lacking
this\epistemdlogy, ig therefors not holistic ana thus cannot and should

not try to monopolize psycholbgy.

To conclude our inquiry on Behaviouriem, it seems to me that
philosophically-minded methodological behaviourists are quite able to
meet many of the philosophical oriticisms fired at them; "But in go
doing they seem to purchase impregnability at the expense of those very
features of the behaviourist outlook that attracted theorists to the

Ts 4 very important point to note, then,

pogition in the first place.”
is the conceptual evolution of the behaviourist outlook. This. evolution
is rather revolutionary for it brings into dowbt the continuity of the

school from the early to the neo-neo~behaviourist varieties.

1¢ AsSs Kaufmant "Behaviorism" in "The Encyclopaedia of Philosophy",
Eds Pe Edwards' vol, 1’ PEe 271«
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CHAPTER III

PHENOMENCLOGY

Wann'ts aiternative_hase for modern psychology is phenomenology.
Phenomenology is far less overbearing in its olaims about the field of
peychology than behaviourism. Unlike many behaviourists who conceive
| of behaviourism alone as being.scientific paychology, phenomenologists
often even withhold the right to call their work (phenomenoclogical -
psychology) & sciences MacLeod epitomizes this for he regards psychology
as a propaedeutic to science. Him concern is to show fhat %o develop &
science of psychology one muet first begin with the phenomenal world

before transcending it He discusses the various ways of doing this.

"The first, of course, is by ilding a meta@hysics which
says something about the non-phenomenal world. Every
soientist is‘a metaphysician, whether or not he likes to
admit it, at least to the extent that he asserts the
exigtence of something whieﬁ he does not fully understand
but which he is determined to invegtigate. The {ranscendent
reality may be a world of material things, & world of ideas,
a world of valués, or a world of spirits «.. The phenomeno-
logical approach in psychology is likely to lead us into
psychophysies, iﬁto psychophysiology, into sotcial psychology,
perhaps even -~ and I suggest thig with great diffidence -
into & sophigticated behaviourisme One hes often asked
whether phenomenology can be reconciled with Freudian peychow

- analysis «se Certainly, however, the phenomenologieal approach

has yiélded rich rewards in psycho-diagnopis and psychotherapy." 1o

1+ ReBe MacLeod: "Phenomenoclogy: A Challenge to Experimental Psychology™
in "Behaviorism and Phenomenology", Ede Wann, pgs 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 other approaches in psychology.

Phenomenology rests strongly on the notion of the *phenomenal level!
of exigtence « the level that behaviourism always avoids or‘o§erlooks.
Merleau«Ponty refers to Husserl;s firet instruotion to phenomenology,
is6s 1o a descriptive phenomenology, which involves a return to the
"things thempelves". This, he shows, is from the beginning a rejection
of science. Merleau-Ponty brilliantly indicates how we can never shut
ourgelves up within the realm of goience for we cannot conceive of ourselves
as nothing but a determined piece of the world. His point is that every
bit of our kmowledge of the world, including scientific knowledge, is

derived from 2 particular point of view.

"Theé whole universe of science is built upon the world
ag directly experienced, and if we want to subject
science itself to rigorous scrutiny and arrive at a
precise assessment of its meaning and scope, we must
begin by reawakening the bagic experience of the world
of which seience iz the second-order expression ..
Scientific points of view, according to which my
exigience is a moment of the world's, are always both
naive and at the‘same tiﬁe dishonest, beceuse they take
for granted, without explicitly mentioning it, the other
point of view, namely that of congeiousness, through
which from the outset 2 world forme itself yound me and
begins to exist for me. To return to the things thems
selves is to return to that world which precedes knowledge,
of which knowledge always gpeaks, and in relation to which

every scientific schematization is an abstract and
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derivative sign-language, as in geography in relation
to the countryside in which we have learnt beforehand |

what & forest, a prairie or a river is." 1o

Such elogquence requires no comment.

There ig therefore a unique relationship between phenomenology and

psychology (end science); furthermore, phenomenology is indispensible

in the study of science 2‘(particu1ar1y in the social sciences)s The
phenomenologist, then, is not az concerned with the sgtatus of‘psychology
as & science as the behaviourist ise Quoting Macleod isgaind “Today ses I
do not find mygelf worried about psychology's status ag s science; <there
are too many problems which strain our present methods and too many

inviting phenomena for which we have not discovered an adequate language". 3

As for the problems which phenomenology has dealt with, MacLeod offers
three experimental areas where psychologicel phenomenclogy has shown-its
relevance « one is phenomenal constancy, anathér ig the phenomenology of
the other person, and o third is the phenomenology of communication. This
second problem area gréatly concerns uss Macleod is interested in
empirically studying thé "other gelf". He notes that we are constantly
confronted with things and events that are phenomenclogicelly not part of
ourselves, i.e. they are objectives, But of these things only some we call
persons. Phenomenology is concerned with studying things left as they are;
‘similarly with people - to study them their phenomenal worlds must be left
intacte. MacLeod thinks we are justified in speaking of the phenomenal
world of the other person. He remarks: "Recongtructing the world of the

other pesrgon involves an opening of the self to the other seif. This is

1+ M. Merlean-Ponty, "Phenomenology of Perception", Preface, pgs viii-ix.

2. See "Phenomenology", ed. J.J. Kockelmans, esps Part III, Che. VI.,
"Summary and Conclusion™,

. 3« ReBs Macleod, ope. cite, pgs T2«
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where empathy as an enriched and digciplined form of perception can be

850 important ees" 1. *Reconstructing” is perhaps a nigleading term,

for our experience necessarily prosents us with other people - and hence
their "phenomenal world" ("solitude" it a contextual term). In Strawson's

terms, "empathy" can now be seen as central to third-person P~-predication,

MacLeod talks of the many problems in peychology that "strain our
present methods®. Since psychology has different and more complex
problems than those of the natural sciences, the question of posing new
methodologies arises. Ite subject matter is the person - an active agent
who, like ’the.psychologis’c studying him, =alsc consirues and interprets
the situations he is ins Spiegelberz & shows that phenomenology is not
afraid of complexity end variety for it has turned against the tide in
science of reducing phenomena to their indisper_xsible mintimum. Thus he

rpaintaing that phenomenology has encouraged and actively partié;ipated in

the expiomtion of neglected and overlooked phenomenas

Methodologically, then, phenomenoiogy has challenged the behaviourist
paradigm of :lr;qui‘r;y, and particularly in regard to verificationi on this -
Spiegelberg comments:

"By widening the possibilities o@‘ verification, phenomenology
makes it possible to test such hypotheses in new and
enriching ways .. While the theory of 'phencmenolegical
verification ig s£till very much in need of clarification
and development, it may at least be guggested that the
phenomenologiocal liveralization of epietemology opens-up

new opportunities for scientific verification'. 3.

1« ReBs MacLeod, ope cite, pge 65
2+ See H. Spiegelberg, "Phenomenology in Psychology and Psychiatry®.
3, ibids, pg. 363,
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Thus’epistemology, both 'everyday' and scientific, gains much depth and

freedom from the phenomenologicel enterprise.

I think Pheqomgnology is best assessed in relation to behaviourism. :
Epistemologically, by remaining open-ended, it seems more acceptable than
behaviourism in general. I have already shown the close connections
between Strawson's workvon t'pargons? and the phenomenological apéroach
(see part I, chaptér 4)3 epistemologically, phenomenology often does the
work for Strawson, and ontologically, alihough often using terme such as
pelf, mind, eto., pﬁenoménology ig often in consonance with Strawson's
"person”. Both Strawson and the phenomenoldgiste attack the Cartesian
approach to the study of man; both refer to a 'pre~reflexive' "unity";
in phenomenclogy's terms aé "being=in-the-world", "embodied subjectivity"

etce, and in Strawson's term "Person" - and related to it, P-predication.

In conclusion, I think phenoﬁenology greatly servee to keep
behaviourist philosophy in check: 'Neither behaviourism nor phenomenology
have any justified claims to epistemic priority. Both psychologies, like
science in general, must do without anchorg or firm foundations at any
pointe A1 knowing is highly presumptive, involving presumptions, not
directly or logically justifiable’. te But logically, phenomenology's
epistemological pomition, although not prior to behaviourism's, in a gense
incorporates it (in-thé better phenomenologies) and is certainly broader

and more acceptable at an everyday level of knowing.

But abcepting phenomenology's virtues we must aluways keep in mind
that although it can rightly criticize behaviourist philosophy, it cannot

and should not keep behaviourist psychology, i.e. experimentation and

1e D.Tsndampbellz."ﬁ Phenomenology‘of the Other One"s; in "Human Action™,
Ede Te !&1BChel' PEe 66.
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empirical *‘siuéiesg in check. Thus phenomenology can criticize the
paradigm of psychology from. without tut should not oriticize the work
that goes on within the behavidurist paradigm using c¢riteria or

'\'éxpec'tati?ons" from the phenomenological paradigmn.
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CHAPTER IV

A _COGNITIVE APPROACH =~ XELLY'S CONSTRUCT THEORY

Having invegtigated the gchools of behaviourism and phenoxﬁenology
I will now look at other approaches, systems or theories in psychology
which are no doubt behaviburisf or phenomenological or both to some
extent, but neverthelems still distincts Let us begin with the cognitive
approach. Cognitive psychology is, as expected, f‘ull of behaviourigt
(especially in comnection with leaming theory) and phenomenclogical
labelss But rather than deal with the empirical findings on pattern
recognition, memory, etc., I would like, briefly, to evaluate Kelly's
Pergonal Construct theory which can be classified as a "cognitive' theory.
I have chosen Kelly's approach firsfly for he has a particularly clear
and unified theory, and secondly, and more important, because he, unlike
g0 many other psychologists, maken explicit use of the concept of the

person.

For Kelly, "person" is the primary term; he defines it as: "This
term is used to indicate the substance with which we are primarily
concorned. Our first consideration is the individusl person rather than
any part of the person, any group of persons, or any particular process
nmanifested in the person’s behaviour'. 1s Kelly's concern with the person
ae such is, I think, very close to Strawson's view « ‘the concept of a
person as logically irrednciﬁle and primitive; the primary concept from
which any part of the person, group of persons, or processes involved in
the behaviour of the person, is derived. Kelly's theory revolvés around
one central or fundamental postulate: "A person'’s processes are psychow

logically channelized by the ways in which hé anticipates events". 2s

1s Gehs Kelly, "The Psychology of Personal Constructs", pge 47.
2 ibid.l’ PEy 46‘
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It is not altogether necessary to go into Kelly's theoxry of personal
congtructs in detail to appraise the philosophical foundations of his

theory.

Bapically, Kelly takes a specific model of man, viz. maﬁ—the~écientist
as the paradigm for investigation. Man-the-scientist is the anticipator of
events, the pre&ictor,.the controller. This view although it hag its
weaknesses, presenis a rather positive qontrast to man-the-machine,
man-the=behaving organism, or man~theeanimal models of man. Kelly's
theory, although a formal theory in its own right, was devised for clinical
applications; and thus the aim of personal construct theory is concerned
with liberation through understandings Thus the ambiguity of the
scientist (man~the-scientist) is cleared up - understanding and explanation
are the goals, not prediction and controls Thug prediction is not an aim
but a means of putting our understanding to the fest. 4nd control, in any
full gense of the word, is not the aim of the theory, tut if taken as

such could be dangerouss Te

But back to our concept of the person. It seems to me that Kelly's
concept of a person is too individuated or iéolaxed, and too 'mentalized'.
By 'individiuated' I mean the gocietal aspects are greatly overlooked; i.e.,
thg effectgof society on the person and his constructions are not
sufficiently taken into accounts The (I think artificial) separation of
person and society overlooks the immense and extremely complex interplay
between the two. The social nature of science i.gelf must be recognized,
and hence the same for man-theegcientists By "mentalized' I mean not
involved enough with the body, with action, with human héhaviourc The

relationghip between congtructs and behaviour is surely very intimate and

1e For & concise summary of Kelly's work see D. Bannigter and
P+ Frangella: "Inquiring Man".



- 64 -

complexs It is interesting to compare Kelly's approach to that of

1o

Vendler, for Vendler's "subjective perspectives" are remarkably ¢loge
to Kelly's "constructs"s I think that an understanding of Kelly's work

becomes clearer when it is realized that basically he is in the

philosophical paradigm (Aristotelian) of a person as opposed to the .
psychological paradigm, even though he is predominantly a psychologist.
Yet hies philosophy lacks the 'phenomenoclogical’ ingights of the person asg

being through and through both corporeal and societals .

Perhapg Kelly's emphasis on the individual 'mental® person is
reasonable since his theory is a cognitive theory; Kelly even talks of

2e

an "intellectual model™. These criticiemg then, may be more
appropriate of cognitive psychology than of Xelly's theory in particular.
They are essentislly *Strawsonian® criticiems; viz. that one person
vimplies other persons, which in turn, implies.a societys Bannigter gays
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 criticized. 3.

The Strawsonian critique of
Kelly's over-smphasized *mental' person is of course quite evident in the
fact that behaviour is a logically adequate criterion for the ascription

of states of consciousness (constructs) to other persons.

I think Kelly is on the right ontological track with the concept of
a person, though thie linguistic gimilarity has some conceptual shorte
comingss Bagically I think that his concept is too one-gided or not
holistic enoughe However, the fact that Kelly's theory is clinically
orientated and is essentially a cognitive theory is to come extent

Justificatory.

- /
1+ See Part I, Chapter 3, pge 22.
2. See Kelly, opes ¢ite, pge 130. |
3. See the quotation from Hamlyn above, Part I, 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 ané there are strong signs
to show that neuro-physiological explanation provided a model which
influenced Freud's shaping of the concept of unconstious mental activity.
Thus, although in his later works Freud abandone& fhe neuro—physiological
model, he gtill saw the mind =g a piece of machinery, and with thls goes

the 'causal! language and’ the notion of determinism. Following Brown 1e

four postulaxes underlie Freud's péychoanalytic theomy; thoy are: '
psychic determinism, the role of the unconseious, the goal-directed nature
of behaviogr, and the developmental ¢r historical approachs

Of these four basic postulates I think the role of the unconscious
is the most revolutionary - and it‘ishthis that giVes'Freudés theory
originality; psychic determinism, the goalﬂdirectea_nature'of behavioury
&rd the developmental or historical approach, are (separétely) 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 Kanﬁ'S'"ding&an—sich", which is directly inaccegsible by
definitions But this defines it negatively, and Freud is more positive;
the centrality of the unconscious is shdwn'fgé it is the area of primary
process. Furthermore, théréiis that which is unconscious tut has not been
repressed (although everything repressed is uncomscious)s Also, the

unconstious im responsible for the direct causal effect of the infant on

1s  J.A.C, Brown: "Freud and the Post-Freudians”s Ch. 1,
“"Bagic Concepts of Peychoanalysis", pge 1=16.



the adults Thus the unconscious is omnipregent and exérts‘a eontinual
causal influence upon conscious thought and behaviour. 'struetqral'
approaches to the unconscious ﬁave been developed recently. Lagan‘s
work, which attempts to show that: "the structure of the unconscious is

1.

the structure of language" should be interesting to compare with the

work of linguistic philosophers,but ie beyond the scope of this thesis.

Freud's main metapsychological or philosophical task then, I think,
is to justify his concept of the unconscious. The justification runs
along the lines that i% can accouni for behaviour which cannot be
sccounted for in conscious intention. Dreams and neuroges are examples
of expressions of this type of behaviour. However this is only justifi-
cation in the week senses Explanations in terms of unconscious wisies
stcs are certainly eppropriate (but perhaps only appropriate) to cases
where there is some kind of lapse, or to cases where it is inappropriate
Y0 agk what tﬁe point of the performance might be; or when people simply
give hopelegsly unconvincing reasons for their behaviour: But we have
already seen the much stronger thesis of Freud's, viz# that of all
¢onscious behaviour being unconsciously determined. However, tﬁere is a
difference (perhaps radical) between explanation in terms of conscious and

uncongcious pro¢esses.

Peters interprets Freud in terms of the weaker thesis: "His‘claim was
not that hig theory could explein most humen actions but that it could
explain phenomena for which either no explanation had been forthcoming or
2.

~only crude physiological explanations had been attempted. it is this

weeker thesis that I will be later concerned with. Thus, according to

1e Jo Hiel: "Jacques Lacan and the Structure of the Uncongcious"
in: "S‘bruc‘turalism". Ed. Je Ehmann, PEs 980
2+ ReSs Peters: "The Concept of Motivation”, pge 55



Peters, Freud's contribution to psychology shows us that neither the

rule - following purposive model of man (i.e. men~the-conscious<being)

nor the mechanical model of man are adequate for conceptualizing his
revolutionary insights. Philosophically, this puts Freud in historical
perspective. He ig, it seems, a Cartesian, but unlike the cartesian
picture of the mind as self-conpcious, rational intellect, Freud introduces
the unconscious and makes it the more dominant and determining part of the

- 'mind's

In relation to other theories of human behaviour Freud stends half-
way between two atiempte to correct the Cartesian theorys The first
attempt we could call the behaviourigt attempt -~ viz. to reduce "res
cogitang” to "res extensa" - thus the explanation of ‘mental! states and
processes are explained (reduced) in térms of physical siates and processes.
The other attempt admires Descartes' antonomy of mind so much that it
denies any dependence on the physical; the existentialists come to mind
here, especially Sartre. Sartre is quick to see the implicatiocns of Freud's
unconscious; he says: "The profound contradiction in all psychoanalysis is
that it presents at the same time a bond of causality and a bond of under
gtanding between the phenomenz that it studies. Thess two types of
relationship are incompatible"s 1e Causality and understanding ave
certainly different, but why "contradictory"? Surely behaviour can have
both causes and reasons, or, to put it another way, reasons can have causes.
Sartre says: "For our part, we do not reject the findings of psychoanalysis
when they are obtained by the understanding, We limit ourselves to the
denial thet there is any value or intelligibility in its underlying theory

-

of psychic causality™. 2 1 think that explanation in terms of the

unoonscious is not ceusal (or not predominently causel) in character, but,

1¢ J=Ps Sartre: "Sketch for a Theory of the Emotions", pgs 54.
2« 1ibids, pgs 54
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I disagree with Sartre, for some sort of causal account of *unconscious?

behaviour geems in principle quite legitimaté.

It seems to ﬁe that Freud intreduces a third contender to the cause-
reason controversy, viz. motive. A person's behaviour gan be caused (and
I think that in & sense all behaviour is‘cansed)é & person's behaviour
can have regsons ~ this occurg with rational conscious action; and finally
a person's behaviour can be motivated - this occurs with emotional
behaviour, sometimes conscious and other times unconscious. Perhaps the
split between conscious and unconscious is not discrete but continnons =
ie.te not a split tut a spectrums In this light motivated behaviour can at
one end {the conscious end) be explained in terms of motives or 'emotional!
reasons, whereas at the other end (the unconscious end) the Behavieur can
be explained in terms of unconsoious motives -~ we don't like to talk of
"meonscious® reasonse S0, uncangcious explanation is half-way between
- causal explanation and reason or rational explanation, and yet distinct

from both.

But the term "half-way” is, I think, not quite true for there is gtill
e stronger cleavage to reasons than to causes. Thig I will try to explain

with the Strawsonian models Strawson's person can be analysed, we have T

already ceen, by examining the language we use to deseribe him, vig. P= )
and Mwpredication. I would argue that ascriptive statements that refer to
unconsciously motivated behaviour will still involve P-predicates (rather
than M~predicates)s Thus if one accepts that unconscious motives (cegs X
did Y beeauge of aﬁ Oedipus-complex, because of projection, regression etc.
in such~and«such oircumsténces, e¥cs) involve P-predication, this has
important consequences for P-predication - viz., that the person has both

stetes of consciougness and gtates of unconsciousnesgs - and thus to be
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congistent, to ascribe states of unconsciousness to oneself one must be
prépared to ascribe them to others and vice versa: Furthemmore, behaviour
(including verbal behaﬂiour)1' must be a "logically adequate criterion"

for the ascription of states of unconsciousmess.

Thus the philosophical implications of Freud's work in regard %o
Strawson's concept of a person goes a long way to chowing that a persont's
"mental? states form a spectrum from conscious to unconscious. We have
elready seen in the philosophical criticisms of Strawson's theory an
argument for a ‘bodily-meéntal' spectrum, i.es a spectrum of M- and
24

‘P=predication, however thisvabOVEamentioned.Bpectrum is found within

P-predication itself.

..In the above I have turned the tables on Straweon, and, rather than
give a Strausonisn critique of Freud, I have found it more profitable to
give s Freudian critique of Strawson g0 as to point to the adjustments that
are required in Strawsonts theory. This I think surely points out the
greatness of Freud's work, for here we have a peychologiocal theory which
(however weak in parts) is able to provide new philosophical insighte Bu$
. now to turn the tables once again, a oritique of Freud and psycho-analysis.
Firstly, Freud's ontology; criticisﬁ of Freud's strongef thesis ie needed,
vizs that g8ll behaviour is unconsciousiy determineds The unconscious,says

3,

HacIntyre, is presented by Freud no longer as an adjective or adverd,
but as a noun. !This firstly commits the Cartesian 'fallacy ! « the belief
in a mind as a thing like the body, and secondly undermines or usurps man's
congcious activity. Strawson’s argument sgainst the Cartegian bicture we
have already dealt with. As for the iceberg theory of the 'mind! (which
- points to the predominance of the unconscious), it is firstly unteétablé

1a éee Je Miel on Js+ Lacan above.
- 2¢ See Harré and Secord's oriticiem, Part I, Ch. 3, pg+ 23, and also

their "The Explanation of Social Behaviour', pg. 109-113.
3s See A.Ce HMacIntyre: "The Unconscious" - a short but excellent booke

'E

)



and I think, simply goes against the facts of our conscious existence.
Furthermore, if an ommipresent unconscious causation ig exerted upon
conscicus life, then in clinical practice there is definitely a semse in
which the noneneurotic is more deluded than the neurotics This paradoxical
position can only be averted by resorting back fo rationality; Freud
said: "where id was, there ego shall be". MacIntyre in fact points at the
clash between the two languages in Freud - the langusge of rationality and
responsibility, and the language ofvdeterminism. He further maintains
that Freud promoted, though he tried to conceal this, a moral ideal, of
which rationality wag ctentral; and of course the conscious, rather than

' the unconscious, mind is associated with rationality and responsibility.,

Freud's concept of the unconscious brings with it great epistemological
problems -~ problems of verification and problems of explamation,; since the
uncongeious is not a directly observed entity. Verification (or, rather,
testability) of statements involving the unconscious have three main
difficulties; the first centres on theAconcept of resistance. Failure to
acknowledge the correctness of an interpretation may be due either to the
patient?s resistence or due simply to the fact that the interpretation was
wrongs Secondly, the conceiat.of ambivalence creates a difficulty (i.es
for example the interwchangeability of love and hate)s And the third
difficulty eéSives from Freud's idea of overdetermination; viz. that there
are always more than sufficient causes of a neurceis, and thus the fact
that & particular explanation did not produce a remedy never means that
the explanation was incorrect, but rather, that it was incompletes ¥rom
%he above I think we are strongly influenced to believe that clinical
experience could never logically provide adequate verification (or falsifi~
cation) for Preudian theory as a whole. Thie fact leads me to believe in a

degree of autonomy of psychotherapy as distinct from psychoanalysis or
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psychoanalytic theorys However with changes in terminology, many of
Freud's hypotheses can be tested (end hence verified or falsified to some
degree) without recourse to his theory. Another viewpoint is to take non-
verifiability (or falsifiabnity) poaitively,. as NeOs Brown (as we shall

see¢)y; and Herleau-Ponty do. Merlesu~Ponty says:

"Prend's contribution is not to have revealed quite
another reality beneath appearances, but that the
enalysis of given behaviour always discovers several
layers of signification, each with its own truth, and
that the plurality of possible interpretations is the
distursive expression of a mixed life in which every
¢hoice always has several msan&ngs it being imposéible

to say which of them is the only true one". 1

This ig in keeping with the "ambiguity"™ that pervades Merleau-Ponty's

philosophys

As for the explanatory nature of Freud's unconscious, we must decide
whether the uncongcious 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 desceribe rather than explain

behaviour? Many philosophers 2°

think that Freud has not given an explanation,
but rather has given what Wittgenstein called a "wonderful r&présentationﬁ

of the factss. Instead of explaining & dream for example, Freud is said to
desoribe, decipher or decode ite Thus the unconscious functions Bs &
classificatory label, a category into which parts of a personts life can be
fitteds On the other hand, Freud's unconscious is certainly more than

merely descriptive, even though its predictive power is rather *low'.

14 M. Merlean«Ponty: "Themes from the Lectures at the College de France,
1952«1960"; pge 50
24 MacIntyre, for example; ops cite
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Surely Freud's theory is both descriptive and explanatory? ‘'But why
quibble about words?' you may ask; what is behind this descriptive/

explanatory dichotomy?

I think the question of whether psychoanalyeis is a science is in
Question heres And since 'explanation' is one of.the strongest oriteria
in classifying some theory scientific, to0 accept the unconscious as being
an explanatory concept, to mome extent, éhowa markinge of a 'scientific!
theory. Of course here the issue revolves around the view we take of
gciences Brown, for instance, shows a positive value in being unscientific,
ory rather, non-scientific, though, nc doubt, maintaining a particular view

of sciences

“ees the basic structure of Freudts thought is committed
to dialectics, bécause it is committed to a vision of
mental life es basically an arena of conflict; and his
finest insights (for exemple, that when the patient
denies something, he affirms it) are incurably 'disleoticall.
Hence the attempt to make psychoanalysis out to be
;scientific' (in the positivist sense) is not only vain but
destructive, ﬁmpirisal verification, the positivist test
df science, can apply only to thet which is fully in
consciousness; but psychoanalysis is a mode of contacting

" the unconscious under conditions of general repression,
when the unconscious remains in some sense represseds To
put the matter another way, the 'poetry' in Freud's thought
cannot be purged away, or rather such an expurgation is
exactly vwhat is accomplished in 'scientifict textbooks of

psychology; but Freud's writings remain unexpurgatable'. Te

1¢ N.O. Brown: "Life Against Death"; pgs 279.
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Another problem of the 'scientific' nature of psychoanalysis concerng
the reference ares of the theory -~ a problem common to all general'theories
of psychology. Ih other words, can any psychological theory (and for that
matter, any overall theory of a humen or social kind) be seientific?
MacIntyre proclaims that no doubt a general explanation of what human
beings are and do is in some senme possible, for neurophysiology will some
day give ug a full account which itself will be reduoible to chemical and
physical explanations. But then he asks whether thig 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 or
the artist rather than the scientist, will be nesded.’® This view puts the
person above science or confines (and defines) science to the 'natural!
gciences w‘pich is limited to the material world to which persons belong,
tut not exheustivelys This type of belief brings us into the next approach
in psychology that I wish to examine, viz, the existentialist~humanist

approach.

1« See A«Cs MacIntyre: "The Unconscicus™, pge 97-98.
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CHAPTER' VI

EXISTENTIALIGM  AND . HUMANISH

We should falk‘of the existentialist-humanist *paradigm® for there
are many different, and sometimes conflicting, approaches within it.
Firsfly, existentialism is predominantly the outgrowth of European thought,
whereas humanistic psychology is an American product. Furthermore,
existentialism is an autonomous inquiry, whereas humenistic psychology
{the so~called "Third Force") is closely allied to existentialism. It is
also important to notice that existential-humanism has ne clear bounda:ies '
to its thought. It has clear overlaps with other approaches, especially
phenomenology (many of the existentiamlists and humenistic psychologists
being phenomenologiste - e«ge Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Rogers, Giorgi, etc.);
thus many of these psychologists are really philosophers. It is also
closely linked to psychoanalysis and neo~Freudianism (the 'ego'-centred

s ang like psychoanalysis (and even Kelly's cognitive theory)

variety).
it has strong ties with the therapeutic, practical, clinical world; i.e.

with pgychology as therapy rather than theory.

A good description of the confusion of existentialist (and humanist)
therapy in America is given by May. He says that the writings on existential
psychology and paychotherspy seem to be a "Tower of Babel" for there is a
great confusion of tongues. Te Some say that existential psychology is
Adlerian, others that it is Jungian, and others that it is all in Freud.

Some identify it with Zen Buddhism snd other enti~intellectual trends,

others with super-intellectusl philosophy (espscially of the Germen variety).

1+ For example see: "Pgychoanalysis and Existential Philosophy",

: ade HoMs Ruitenbeek.

.2« See R¢ May: "Dangers in the Relation of Existentialism to Psychotherapy",
in "Pgychoanalysis and Existential Philosophy", ed. H.M. Ruitenbeek.

F
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May maintains that most of these spokesmen seem unaware of their contrae
dictions, namely that if existential peychology end psychiatry is one of
these things it cannot be any of the others. The existentialist wing

seen to write off ‘psychology as a science - the person is simply beyond
scientific inquirys The humanistio psychoiogists have, T think, a similar
belief, but different intentions - they simply (6r not eo simply) change

the definition of soience to include their field.

Existentialism is perhaps best known through the work of Sartre and
Merlean-Ponty, however men like Binswenger, Boss, Buitendijk, etc., are
more actively involved in existential psychology eand existential peycho-
thérapys Beceuse of space I will limit myself %o only one theorist -
Ludwig Binswanger. As Freud's psychoanalysis was an attempt to show thét
tan had insfincts,vBinswanger goes on to show that men also has a "epiritt.
Binswanger's Daseinanalyse is strongly influenced‘by the philosophy of
Kent and Heidegger. Central to his work is the concept of the Existenﬁial
A_Priori: "they are the universals or forms that stand to the experience
of each human being in the samé menneyr that the Kantian categories of the
undersgtanding stand to the objects that we know.”j' Yet éhey are broader
than tie Kantian categories for these are just one mode of Being-in-the-

World among others ~ vigzs, the mode of objective knowledge.

For the Saké of continuity with the previoué chapter I shall deal with
Binswanger's 'critique' of Freud's unconscicus. Thig involves two new
concepte, that of the harizén and that of thrownnesse 3Both terms I think
,eignificantly alter our conception of the unconscious. Bagic to the
concept of the horizon is the indeterminacy of an object or a meaning.

For Binswanger the relation between the present and the past experience

1s Lo Binswanger: "Beingein-the-World", transl. with introduction by
Js Needlemen, pge 27.
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of an individual is not determined by that very past (es 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 camses or basic drives as psychoanalysis does. It looks

for that in the individual which makeg it possible that these causes and

basic drives have the efficacy that Freudian psychoanalysis ascertains

then as having". te Binswanger's concept of thrownness is also a strong

conceptual tool empecially in hegling Freud's 'psychic' gplits of past and
present, and ego and id. For Bingwanger the unconscious is only one
manifegtation of the Dasein -~ viz., that of thrownness. Binswanger
emphasizes that throwﬁness is an a priori constitutive element of the
Dagein; i.e. it is constitutive of the gelf to a degree - hence we gee |
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 Strawson's,
I do think there are points of contacts Parallels can certainly be drawn
between the a priori and holigtic Dasein of Binswanger and Strawson's person,
and between the concept of thrownness and Strawson's M-predication. The
existentialists in general seem most aware of the given (a priori) uwnity of
the person containing within it a distinct mystery, a uniqueness., 1In
Strawson's (linguistic) terms this is the ability to ascribe both M- and
P-predicates to man, and it finds counterparte in almost every exigtentialist
writer, often with new, interesting and insightful terminology. We have
already witnepsed Binswanger's case. Sartre formulates it most extremely
in his "pour-soi'" and "en-goi" terminology. 2 One further example ig that
of Ricoeur who speaks of the voluntary and the involuntary, 3. Central to

his philosophy is the reciprocity of the voluntary and the involuntary -

1+ Ls Binswanger, op. cite, pg. 138. v
2. See J-P, Sartret "Being and Nothingness".
3+ Bee P. Ricoeur: "Freedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the Involuntary".
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the "primacy of conciliation over paradox". 1 Ricoeurfs freedom ig a
willing freedom (the voluntary), and, as important, it is an incarnate
freedoms He talks of the "central primitive fact of incarmation" 2.
which is also fully in agreement with Strawson's concept of a ﬁersoh.

Existentialism thus greatly amplifies and enriches Strawson's very clear

tut simple ontology.

As for the humanists perhaps Rogers is a good example to choome.
Typically he shows a breadth of influences - viz. phenomenology,

existentialism, self-theory, etc. He mays: "We need no longer live in an

3

inhibited science of psychology"y and calls for "... a more inclusive

4 He refers to three ways of knowing,

and a more profound gcience”,
objective, subjective and interpergsonal, and shows the relatedness of them
all. °* He is thus optimistic about "..s & newer philosophy of science
which wiil 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 carry within it a view of man as a subjectively free, choosing,

respongible, architect of self", S50 optimism and science are side by

side in humasnistic psychology.

The Articles of Association of the American Association for Humanistic
Psychology define its role as follows:
"Humanistic paychology is primarily an orientation towards

the whole of psychology rather than & distinct area or school.

1+ P. Ricoeur, op. c¢it., pge xviii (transl. introd.)

2« ibide, pge 87« (See also Merleau-Ponty: "Phenomenology of Perception™)

3¢ C.Re Rogers: "Toward a Science of the Person"”, in: "Behaviorism and
Phenomenology", ed. Wann, pge 120.

40 ibid-, DEe 118.

e ibids' 868 P 110-118,

6. ibid., pge 131
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It stands for respect for the worth of persons,
respect for differences of approach, open~mindedness
_as to acceptable methods, and interest in the
exploration of new aspects of human béhaviouf. As &
*third force' in contemporary psychology it is '
concerned with topices having little place in existing
theories and systems: e.ge. love, creativity, self,
growth, organismy; basic needpgratifiéation, gelf-
actualization, higher values, being, becoming,
spontaneity, play, humcur, affection, naturalness,
warmth, ego=-transcendence, objectivity, autonomy,
responsibility, meaning, fair-play, transcendental
experience, peak experience, courage, and other related
concepts. (This approach finds expression in thé
writings of such persons as Allport, Angyal, Asch, Buhler,
- Fromm, Goldstein, Horney, Maslow, Moustakas, Hogers,
Wertheimer, and in certain of the writings of Jung, Adler,
and the psychoanalytic ego-psychologists, existential and

phenomenological psychologists)'s 1e »

More specifically some of the aims éf Humgnistic psychology aret=
1+ a human orientated écience,
2+ & view of man that is fruitful and enriching to his life.
3. to fight depersonalization and the man-as-object influence -
thus a fiéht for dignity.

4+ to explain the 75~90% of man's potential which today is

largely latent. °2°

1« 'FoPu Severin (ed.): "Humanistic Viewpoints in Pgychology",

- Introduction, pg. xv-xvi, ,

2+ See J.F.T. Bugental: "The Challenge that is Man®, in: "Challenges
‘of Humanistie. Psychology". eds J.F.T. Bugental, pgs 5-11¢
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If one aske 'why still mcience?', one can surely reply ‘snd why not?!

We muet realize that it is not so importent what we call this inquiry

(or any inquiry, for that matter).as what our inquiry is concerned with,
and discoverss Maslow, for example, cries out for theydesacrilizaxion of

" The other points (2, 3 and 4) clearly exhibit the ethical

sciernce.
_ and political nature of psychology, pointing out how important humen
interest is (or should be) in psychology and the social sciencess

In the same line Giorgi liste the three presuppositions of psychology
as a human gcience:. - . l

Yo Fidélity to the phenomenon of man as a persons

2+ Special concern for uniquely human phenomenas

2o

- 3¢ The pgimgcy of relationships.
Giorgi's presuppositions are very Strawsonian in character, for'Giorgi
is concemed with the model of man~the~person, and with those phenomena
which are vnique %o the person, and what makes each person unique - which
corresponds to the 'realm® of P-prsdication, in Strawson's terms. And
furthermore, by referring to the "primacy of relationships™ Giorgli points

to the 'intersubjective' (or objective-subjsctive) foundation of S$rawsont's
3‘ . j\ ‘

theory.

Thus from & Strawsonian point df‘view,,l think the existentialiste
humanist -'paradigm' is most aware 'ontoloéically', of the subject matter
of‘psychoiogys' I% shows concern Qith the whole person, i.es the person's
unity, and his uniqueness. Thug deseriptively it is in 1in9 witp Strawson's
concept of a person. However it is not limited to descriptioﬁ for it is
- deeply concerned with the 'normative! or prescriptiVe field, i.00 with vhat

t

1. See AJH, Uaslow: "The Paychology of Seience”, caps che 14s E
2. See A. Giorgi, "Psychology as a Human Science%, pge 184«187. .
3+, See Hamlyn's thesgis quoted above, Part I, Ch. 3, pgs 24+



man should be and what values he should cherish. This is witnessed in
its concern for man's dignity and for a view of man that is "enriching'
to his lifes This concern with the 'normative® field implies that ethics

1e

is central to psychologyi and also, obviously, that the person is an

ethical concept.

Thig concern with the richness of life is, however, in conflict with

a particular view of sciences Rudner sayst

", svthe mistake (about science) .« consists in assuming
thet it is the function of science to reproduce "reality"
and concluding that science is defective from the fact
that it accomplishes no such thing. Basioally, this error
rests on a confusion between a description and what is
describeds Albert Einstein once remarked that it is not

2e

the function of science 'to give the taste of the soup'™.

This is called the reproductive faliaby of mcience and is applied %o the

gocial sciences as well.

- I think the existentialist-humanists can quite legitimately search
for the richness of human life and focus on the ethicaly religious and
political veamlm, but this constitutes no valid criticism of other
approaches which choose precision as an alternative aim (e.gs the
behaviourists)s Whether this search can be termed 'scientific! is another
matter; for the ‘reproductive’ fallacy must be sériously taken account of .
Strawson makes no claims as to the relation between his concept of a

person and the nature and workings of science, bhoth natural and sgocial.

1« See, for example, A+R. Louch: "Explanation and Human Action".
2+ HeSe Rudner: "Philosophy of Social Science", pg. 69.
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So héré we enter infb %ﬁe realm of alternatiVeSs 1 fhink they‘boil down
to treatzng the ccncppt of a person as eifher an informal (cammonasense,

everyday) or a formal eoncept. ‘The existent:.a.lists and the humamsts

both employ the informal concept; ,the former, then,‘generally disregard.

their work as bemg scientific, though gome, especially 'bhose phenomeno-—
'1ogically incllned, see it as & preface to -cmentiflc work, fhe latter

' reconcileathis info;mal concgpt of_a,perspn'witp the 'scientificﬁjiabelg

We shall return to formalization laters
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CHAPTER VII

DEVELOPMENTAL  PSYCHOLOGY

As with Exigtentialism-humanism, developmental psychology is better
conceived as a paradigm than as an approache It is concerned with the
history and growth of the person tut contains many different perspectives.
One way, for examplé, of characterizing these perspectives is in terms of

functional and structural approaches.

Cne of the main criticisms of the philosophical psycheologists is that
they tend to see the adult person as 'given', thereby overlooking the
importance of the development of the person from the baby to the adult,
Alternatively, man& see this development as irrelevant to our understanding
of the mature adult., In this section I intend ezamining the relevance of
developmental accounts to the philoéophigal foundations of psychology in

general and to the concept of the person in particular.

I shall begin with the most influential theory of develoPment today,
viz. Piaget's "genetic epistemology" which clearly exhibits the structural
approach, Piaget maintaing that:

"By ite analysis of the most elementary stagss, genetic
epistemology hae been able to show that the initial

forms of knowledge differ from the higher forms to a

much gréater extent than has been believed, and that
consequently the construetion'of the latter has had to
follow a muoh longer, more difficult and more unpredictable
path than one wouid have imagined. The genetic methodology

thus lende support to constructivist conceptions.e." 1.

1e J« Pigget: "The Principles of Genetic Psychology", pg. 93.
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The theory of Piaget's as such, and the complex interplay between the
philosophical and psychological elements of the theory are much in debates 1s
For a brief view of thig debate I shall begin with Hamlyn who believes
that the philosophical and psychological (or empirical) imsues are
unfortunately mddled up together, for philosophical questions cannot be

angwered by appealing to empirical evidence, or vice versa. He msayst

"On this I can at present only be dogmatic .se If I am
right, however, my answer to the question; "What
relevance has genetic epistemology in the more orthodox
senge?, must be that in a certain senge genetic episte-
mology presupposes a traditional epistemological position.
If it has implications for eﬁistemology, it ie in that
sense and for that reason, and not because of its status

as & peychological theory". 2s

The traditional epistemological position {and philosophical tradition)

which Hamlyn vefers to is the Kentian one. Toulmin exhibits Piaget's
variation on a Kentian theme. Piaget might have started with a2 Kantian
training, but the developments of the disciplines of higtory and anthropology
could not be ignored. Toulmin compares Pisget's 'Kantian' psychology o

Yax Planok's *Kantian' theorstical physice.

"For both Planck and Piaget, complete rational cohereénce
was no longer an all-or«nothing affair, tut rather an

| ideal to which men approached by sucoessive approximations
sss In Plaget's hande, the Kantian scheme thus becomes an
ideal of final system towards which all rational thought

develops as its inescapable and unique destination.” 3.

1¢ See "Cognitive Development and Epistemology™. eds T+ Misgchel.

2+ DeWs Hamlyn: "Epistemology and Conceptual Development", in Migchel,
PE s 19.

3. 8. Toulmin: "Human Understanding", pge. 423.



-84 -

Hemlyn, in appraising Piaget's theory, says: M.ee I am still inclined
to think that a theory that rests directly upon both empirical and philo-
sophocial congiderations must have a degree of incoherence'. 1o 14 is this
'separatist® notion which is at the bottom of the controversy. Toulmin,
unlike Hamlyn, welcomes this mixture. He believes that the mixing of
conceptual and empirical issuce is to some extent unavoidable. And this
mixing is gggyunnaxural nor confusings Thus for Toulmin a philosophical
critique of developmental psychology performs a necessary preface to under-
stending (Piaget's) empiricel findings. So philosophical defects in Piaget's
conceptual work will certainly damage his psychological account; but: "we
shall arrive at a better "theory of cognition™ - or, to use the traditional
phrase, al better "principles of humen understanding" - only in the light
of both better conceptual analysis gnd better empirical information®, 2

The trend among philosophers is, I think, to accept Toulmin's account;
but cur concern is with the psychologist and it is even more importént that
psychologists themselves examine this 'open' approach. _FlavellB;xemplifies
this‘attitude; he ig interested in the pbssible contritutions that philoe
gophy might make to developmental psychology. He sees the work of the
cognifiVe-developmental psychologists as describing and theorizing about the
ontogenetic history 61’ the adult mind. However this requires some idea of
what conceptual processes and structures eventually get developed. One
further contribution that Flavell thinks philosophers can make, is conceptual
analyses of the processes and structures of developmeni itself, in contrast
to the products of that developments Some philogopherss virtually abandoning
philosophy, look almost entirely to psychology, believing'thax the future of

epistemology is in the hands of the advances to come in psychology.

1+« Hamlyn, ops cite, in Mischel, pge« 23. ,

2+ S. Toulmin, "The Concept of Stages in Psychological Developmeni®,
in Mischel, pge 55

3+ See J.Hs Flavell, in Mischel.
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See, for example, Quine's paper: "Epistemology Naturalized". T omat Quine
here refers to geientific epistemology which can be distinguished from -

Strawson's 'everyday' epistemology.

Another ‘approach to developmental psychology, and in particular,
cognitive development, isjthax of Malcolm's, an&‘others;“whotgéﬁéraAIy
- congider cognitive structures and processes to be mythss Malcolm believes
that both philosophers and psychologists are not quite clesr of what they
mean when they épeak of cognitive structures and cognitive processes. He °
elucidates:
"Imagine an eccentri¢ who smiles at end says "Hi, John", to
_every tenth pérS@n he passes; and who has never ééen this
John béfére; Given those facts, his emile end uttérance
on this ocecasion wogld not be an expression of recognition.
On theﬂother hand it ié eas& to imegine a situation in ﬁhich
 suéh & smile and greeting would be an expression of recog-
nitions vThus, it is the factég the eircumstances surrounding
that behaviour, that give it the property of expressing
recognitions This prﬁperty is not Gue to somefhing that
éaes on insides It seems to me that if thig point were
unﬂerstodd,by philasoﬁhers and psychologisats, they would no
llonger have a mbfive‘for.constructing %heorieé and models
for recognition, memory, thinking, problem solving, under-

standing, and other "cognitive procegmes", 2

.Mélcolm‘applies this very seme argument to the field of language and

langusge~acquisition. He says:

-1+ In “The Psychology of Knowing", Eds J.R. Royce and Ws¥Ws Rozeboom,
' Chs 2y PEw G234

2+ N Malcolm: "The Myth of Gognltive Processes and Structures"

| in Mischele pge 387
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"that is wrong is the assumption that either the languegelike
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-responge

nythology with a mythology of inner guidance systems™. 1

Compare thig with Nagel who says: "«s. fortunately, we don't need to lmow
how to digest food, for we do it in the right way automatically. Language-
learning may be similar ... We simply arrive at a command of language after

24

a certain period of exposure «s." Heverthelese, this does not prevent
en inquiry into this 'automatic' acquisition, just as a soientific study of

digestion is quite in order.

I think Malcolm's arguments exhibit an inadequacy in regard to
explanation. He overlooks the fact that explanation can have many levels.
Perhaps Malcolm confuses explanation with complete explenation. This is
Dodwell's view. He believes that Malcolm is simply unwilling to grant any
validity to any specific level of explanation or investigation of human
behaviour. He agrees with Malcolm that appeals to memory, for example,
cannot yleld a complete explanation of remembering, tut why, be asks, should
this feot 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. If this were the case, which empirical relationships would be

investigated,; and who would choose them? - surely not philosophers.

1. N. Malcom' OPpe Cit.' PEe 392.
2. T« Nagel: "Linguistics and Epistemology™ in "Language and Fhilosophy",
Ed. Sa HOOk' PEe 182.
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Dodwell maintains: "It is a fact of life that scientific explanations
are not coextensive with common~senss ones, and scientiste are in the
best position to decide what is, and what is not, worthy of inéestigation

1 Meny thinkers, Dodwell included, believe

and scientific explanation".
that scientific theories in psychology are often valued mainly because

they camnot be reduced to common~sense. That there are scientific theories
in psychology, then,is oben to debate - one which centres around the

question of 'how common is commonegense??

Louch is of the‘Opinion thai psychology can either be reduced to
physiology or to common~sense (or both) - he plays a variation on Malcolm's

theme; he saye:

"Explanation of hﬁman action gtill regides, for all the
efforts of psychologists, in the ad hoc proncuncements
which we make with confidence about the notices and
intentions, desires and anxieties, the anticipated
pleasures and the feltvpains which account for this
or that human acﬁion. It ie possible to imagine the
laborious analysis of behaviour into measurable.units
serving as the structure and the evidence for physio=-
logical hypothesis. But psychology as a science with ité
own explanatory laws, falls in a no-man's land between

physiology and the ad hoc deliverances of every~day life". 2

But here we need to ask, ‘even granting that thie is true, is this a
necessary or a contingent fact?'; i.e. how necessary is it that peychology

never transcends Ycommonesenge'?

1s Ps+Ce Dodwell: "Iz a Theory of Conceptnal Development Necessary?",
in Mischel, pg. 383.
2¢ AsRes Louch: "Explanation and Human Action®, pgs 38.
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But such farnreachihg questions which we will roturn to later have
taken us off our initial inquiry & vize, deveiéphenial paychologys Having
discussed the philosophical implioatiﬁns of developmental psychology in
general, I would like to enter into the development of the concept of a
person - and question whether a develppmental account will in any way cast

light on Strawson's concept of a person.

Piaget maintains that the young child at first cannot distinguish

between internal and external data:

"0n the question of sensorimotor action, J.HirBaldwin _
long zgo demonstfa%ed that the young child does not
exhibit any consciousness of self, nor of a fixed
boundary between data given internally éand: those given
axiernally; ana'that this 'adualism! continues up to
vthe time when the construction of the =elf becomes
possible in correspondence and in oppoéition with that
of othersi We have ourselves observed that the priﬁitiVﬁ
universe of the child does not include permanent objects
until this interest in others as persons sppears, the
first object considered as permsnent being such persons.

These results have been ve?ifie&vin:detail by The Gouine .
' \

g s 1
Décarie see" ¢

This in fact validates Hampshire's view that for any language %o be possible
(which necessarilyvinvolves‘identiiication) it must be possible st least to
distinguish persons from one another « and to distinguish persons is to
distinguish objects. (which pérsoﬁs,'among other things, are) from sense datae
It further ‘validates® Hampshire's point that we must telk of reality as
consisting of permsnent or persistent things, for otherwise we could not use

1

1. 'J. Piaget: "The Principles of Genetic Psychology", pg. 20.
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language to identify things (both persons and objects). Strawson's point
about the self involving other selves ("in correspondence snd in opposition

with that of others") is also 'validated'.

Piaget continues: "In short, the co-ordination of the subject's
actions, inseparable ag it is from the spacio-temporal and causal co-
ordinates which he attributes to reality, is the origin both of the
differentiations between this subject and objects and of the decentring

1. Thig clearly ties up with

process on the level of physical actse.."
the ideas of both Strawson and Hampshire and the central role of action for
the person. As Straweon seys! "Firet, I think & beginning cen be made by
moving a certain class of P-predicates to a central position in the picture.
They are predicates, roughly, which involve doing something a.«." 2 s
here we have an 'account® by two philosophers (and, further, linguistic
ﬁhilosophers) which does not clash with the developmental account of
Piagets Perhaps then we see the '"teleological! aspect of developmental
psyéhology as being fundamental; i.e. to give an acount of the adult

person we must in a sensme begin with him.

Piaget's acoount involves the deﬁeIOpment of concepts and structures
(e.g.'reversibility)a However we have already asked just how relevant the
whole theory of genetic epistemology (i.e. the epistemological tradition)
iz to these empirical qﬁestions. It is thus interesting to see that
Merleau~-Ponty gives a similar account of the development of the concept of
a person without any recourse to Piasget's schemas. He too shows that there
is a first phase in which we find an anonymous colleofivity, that ig, an
undifferentiated group iife. Next occurs the distinction of individuals.
This occurs by objectifying one's own body and constituting the other in

his or her difference. Merleau-Ponty continues more specifically:

1« Je« Piaget, op. citsy, pge 224
2¢ Ie pge 111,
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"The I arises wheﬁ the child understands that every you

that is addressed to him is for him an I; that is,

that there must @e a consciousness of the reciprocity

of pointg of view in order that the word I may be used

oo Use of the pronoun I comes still later than use of

the proper name, at least ag it is undergtood in its full
méaning, i.es in its relative meaning. The pronoun I has
its full meaning only when the child uges it not as an
individual sign to designate his own person «.. but when

he understands that each person he sees cen in tarn say I
and that each person is an I for himself and a you for
others. I%t is when he understands that even though others
call him you he can nonetheless say I, that the pronoun I
ig acquired in all its significancesss A% around three years
the child sse stops confusing himself with the eituation or
the role in which he mey find himgelf engaged. He adopts a
proper perspective or viewpoint of his own - or rather he
understands that; vhatever the diversity of situatione or
roles, he is gomtone above and beyond these different

s

situations and roles”.

Herleau-Ponty's éccount,‘being cloge 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 here; for the»ascription of the concept of a "person" to oneself
necessarily implies preparedness to ascribe the concept “person” to another,

and vice versas

1. ¥, Merleau~Ponty: "The Primacy of Perception', pg. 150-152.

2., "viz. that it is & necessary condition of ascribing states of
_gonsciousness .es to Oneself ... that one sghould also ascribe them,
or be prepared to asoribe them, to others who are not oneself."

I. pge 99
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Thue I think developmental psychology (the Piagetian and Merleau-
Pontian variety) adds support to the philosophical (conceptual, or even
metaphysical) standpoint; and a good philosophical account of the person
(viz. Strawson's and Hampehire's) provides the "terminus ad quem” of
developmental psychology. Though the empirical and conceptual accounts
are not directly dependent on one another, I think to divorce them is
artificial (just as theory and observation are virtually insepareble in
practice), and thus taken together they brosden and enhance our knowledge,

as Toulmin has clearly pointed out.
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CHAPTER VIII

AN__OVERVIEW OF PSYCHOLOGY

In this chapter I hope to summarize the issues arising out of the
previous chapiers. Firstly we muet ask what does Strawson's concept
of a person offer psychology? We have seen that the person implies a
"wholeness", ise. both M« and P-predication must be ineorporated' é
person is "... a type of entity such that both predicaxes ascrmbing states
of consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal characteristics, a
physical situation etc. are equally applicable seo"} Te and, further, both
M- and P«predication must be taken fully. The person is, then, a thing
among other things in the world, but he is not only this, he is algo an
agent in the world; <the body is not only in space, but also "inhabits"

and "haunts" space 2 (ieee the 'lived' body ~ viz. the person).

Furthermore the person impliss a unity., The point is that this uni ty
is "given" (in the phenomenological sense) for we experience people fully,
as people, and not as being divided into minde and bodies (this division
ie only made ‘artificially® - or on the 'reflexive! plane). Thus the
person is subject to explanations on the causal sphere as well as the
sphere of reasons (and, again, thiz divieion is a result of reflection).
The person, then is certainly to some extent liable to be given a causal
~account of his actions ~ though, of course, this is often a highly inadequate

account.

But to the extent that a causal account of behaviour or action is

applicable to the person, so both behaviourism and physiology, as a partial

e I, Pge 102,
2+ BSee M. Merleau-Ponty: "The Primacy of Perception”, pge 5.
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study of the person, are in order, What we have, then, in varying degrees
in both cases is a formalizaxion of %he eOncept of & peraon (the persen is
' construed as an o:gwnlSm, or a respond;ng mechanism, etc.)s Bit this formal=

| ization obviously has its effects on ‘our ooncept ‘of 'unity of the persono
SO the unity of the person cannot be approache& wzthout taklng 1nto
'_'account the informal usage of the concept of & person (and here we have &
’:pointer to Polany1 8 "tac1t" knowledge). “ This infozmal (phenomenological)‘
aspect Qf tie-;e;sen‘was taken into agcpunt tp some extent by thg phgnppepe-
Iégia%s, éﬁég%entialistsg anafhuménistés' Qf'ebﬁ?sé thie whbiépess ?nd unity |
‘of %he person is "oagic! and "prlmitivn" aﬁé therefoie'poses prﬁblg@s for
the scientific (and evén non—soientifie) study of the pérsan. The.possibility
_ of reflexiveness and seif—reference alone put the person into o unique realm,
for & scientif1c study of the person must be done by none other than personse.
.Otero makes the dlstinction between "total" psychology and sclentifio
psychology (which im never total) and tr:es ta show that the former is 1ittle

’ more than an exgrassion of good@ill.' He sayse',

. -‘"Thékgoai_gf‘é‘"totalﬁ‘psychology is”to‘captﬁre;the uni§u¢; ,-“':;
nqn—xecurring fea#nres.of‘ea@h;in&ividuél‘human'experience:';.
' whax‘ﬂfrOm'wﬁthinﬁ-apgeafs.és"én'unobjeetifiabléuaot. 8
fleeting instant of “concrete temporality"s ?ﬁhévvery:.
 eubjeotematter of peychology would be by defimition .
'.inéapable of ﬁegcming an abject‘for écienee;- ana‘hérdiy.
‘en object for philosophy either vas In the end, this type
. of psychology ﬁould not even allow it own inclusion in
‘discourse, éﬁcept.thrpughvmetaphor,;given %ﬁejguppéseaiy f
. ineffable nature of its_subjectématter.-jPéetI&:énd‘SilenCQ el

Re

would be the only two means for its adequate expression”.

1s. See M, Polanyit "The Tacit Dimension™s v
2+, M.H. Oterc: "Philosophical Problems of Scientific Psychology", in
"Contemporary Philosophy"; eds R. Klibansky, vols III, pge 223«



Thus we mee limits to "totality", in the ontological sense, in pesychology.
More specifically this is a result of the limitation of formalizability

and, related to this, the inexhanstability of the *informal® person.

Epistemologically, I have emphasized that Strawson's concept of a

- person shows the necessity of both subjective and objective approaches in
conaunctlon for a true account of the person. This calls for‘a ‘&ialeetic';
I ghall try to show 1n the next chapter a 'dlalectioal' development whereby
both the subjectiveand objective approaches, and the 1nf9rmal and formal
approaches, to the concept of a person are taken into account so as to deal

with the ‘unity' and 'wholeness' of the person more satisfactorily.

Bnt.to return to the essential guestion of‘the nature of the inquiry
.on manj what.gg the relationship between science and the person? One'of
the Yshortcomings! of Strawson's work in "Individuals“ is théi he has not
said anything explicit about the relationship between his concept of a
person and science,and between‘hié,concept of a person and ethics. Iete~
physios - desoriptive or otherwise - cannot avoid the clutches'of either
science or ethicss In a nuishell, Stéawson remains siient on the tOpioél

issue of the gocial sciences.

There-are, I think, two broéd approaches %o psyéhology (in felatiéﬁ to
the notion of science)s One is an 'optzmlstzc' and positivistic (in a broad
sense) approach which ' aligns psychology with ecientxfic 1nquiry, g6 that
even though it may recognize certain shortcomings in the scientific approach,
it still advoéates'peychology a8 é science. This approach fiﬁds (vanying
degrees of) hope in psychology as a developing study, and in the possibility

of exciting empiricel findings.



The other broad approach - more pessimistic (or pé?h;ps réalistic) -
 focuses on psychology as it is now end pronounces it pre-scientific; this
being in some ways gimilar to T. Kuhn's conception of psychology as being
"pre-paradigmatic®s The judgemént inherent in this pronouncement varies
between contingency and necessit&s Let us begin with thie latier approach.
Louch, for example, begins with the concept of action which we have séen is
'centralvto the concept of a person; he says: "The concept of action itself,
. I hope to show, is in & broad sense a méral concept™s. 1e Enlarging on this
he shows that the behavioural sciences have become established, and experts
in these disciplines play professional roles in political and social
sfrategieSp ‘Louch nowever maintains that even though.theiprofessional and
scientific rearing of children, treatment of the mentally ill, and designing
of policies, to give his examples, are greatly desired, "the obszervations
pertinent 4o these areas are piecemeal, the conclusions tentative, and

dependent on & moral point of view". 24

That psychology's observations ﬁre piecemeal” is ceftainly some
gtumbling-block (this critioism {s Popper's also); that its conclusions are
tentative is, I think, Louch's stumblingbbloék, for such is the nature of

,all‘séience - and thig is a positive aspecﬁ, for with "tentativensss" comés
icritiéism and"bpenness" That psychology ie dependent on a moral point of
view is perhape the most interésting critique; for when we move from the
natural sciences to the soéial scienees we see the intrusion of *human
interest! which}is moral and péiitical; when a social scientist expresses
his work in concepts hié‘céncepts nécesearily (?) ere, to some extent,
reflections of his culture.vi;e. projections of human interests (socio-'
logically this is a Marxist oritique)s It is interesting that Hampshire,

a philosopher go close to Strawson in go many ways, should says

1¢ A.Rs Louch: "Explanation and Human Action", pge vii.
2e ibid, PEe Se '
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"I hoped eoe %0 bring moral argumént nearer to the philomophy of mind,
and the philosophy of mind nearer to moral arguments 1’2 For the philesophy

‘of mind should certainly affect psychology.

Louch elaborates a>further'%hesis, viz. that? "Psychology‘s successes
are essentially successes in the mechanica of controly and not in the

2s Explana‘tion rather ‘l;ha.n OCm‘trol igy

I agree, the cantral eriterion for science, and centrol a8 an end is a

explanation of normal human action".

clsar prnof 0f a moral po;nt of view. Louch is prepared %o aall psychology
(and the sosial sciences) a mcience, but makes it clear that then it does

not have the safie meaning as natural science ~ for it is ratherlan "engineering"
pcience. He believes that we are always ready to bow down to anything that

!

is labelled 'scientifie', and confronted with soientific method we often

t

2dopt & view of humsn action that is inconsistent with the.pzcture presentea
to us as reeponsible moral agents. He sayst |
"1, call this attitude gecientific becausévit is urgea}upon
us in the neme of the sﬁccess-énd progress of}ecience-ana
the ameliorating effect it has on human 1ifes But I
‘should rather call it an engineering,gttitu&e,‘for its
more natural affinities are with those practical disciplines
whoge-ébjeét is. not to understand nature so much as %o bend
it to our purposges. Ue think,»especiallj once we ére imbued
with positivist metaphysies; of physics as the most obvious
"ingtance of an enterprise designed and eminently smited to
control nature. Yet the major advances of physics have been
reflective in natures .The major aim has been io sort onf the .
facts, not t0 exercige dontrol over them. The scientific

is not like thls; it is rather the engineer's attltude vaet 3¢

1 - S Hampshire: "Thought and Action", pge 9
2. AdRs LO'lJ.Ch' Q'Git-g PEe 36-
‘3. lblda, PEe 23g



- 97 -

Thus s¢ience and the succéss in applying its results (ises technology)_
mst be clearly distinguished. I think Louch correctly shows that the

two are very often confused especially in the behavioural sciences.

Another exampie of this broad attitude is given by Andreski who titled
his latest book "Social Sciences as Sorcery"; he sayst "I argue on the
pagesvwhich follow that much of what passes as scientific study of human
behaviour boils down to an equivelent of sorcery, but fortunately there are
other {things as well%. 1e - 30, notwithstanding the possibility of true
social science, Andreski presents a scathing attack on what presently passes

as social science. He concludes his book as followst

"Instead of entertaining visions of & final victory of
reason over magic’' and ignorance, we have to reconcile

" ourselves fo the fact that the norme and ideals whioh
'pe:mit the advancement of knowledge have to be defended
in every generation againet new enemies, who reappear
like the heads of the Hydra as soon as others are
decapitated, and who employ ever-new labels, catchwords
and slogans to play on the perennial wesknesses of man-
kind ... The pioneers of rationalism inveighed against
the traditional dogmas, ridiculed popular superstitions,
campaigned against priests and sorcerers, and castigated
them for fostering and preying upon the ignorance of the
masses ~ hoping that a final victory of science would
banish for ever the evils of unreason and organized
deception. Little did they suspect that a Trojan Horse
would appear in the camp of enlightenment, full of streanm-

lined sorcerers clad in the latest peraphernalia of scienceu"gz'

The core of Andregki's book im #n enumeration of the "latest paraphernélia".

Te S. Andreski: "Social Sciences, as Sotcer&",’pg. 10.
2¢ ibids 3 PE» . 237-2380

1
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On the other sidg (though there is no clearcut liné betweén) - that
which claims that-psyéhblogy can be scientific (and more broadly, that the
social sciences are really scientific) - we still find many differént views.
Most of these thebrists, although claiming validity for psychology'(and
other sdcial sciences).aé being scieniific, have important reservations to
make. We have already seen some peculiar differences between the mocial
and the natural séiences. Now we must ask whether these peculiarities alter
the stetus of the social sciences - viz. from science to ideoiogj. Ryan

points out an interesting fact here, namély what Kuhn's work1‘

on the
philosophy of science has achieved: "We have bsen ssgnming that if the
social scientist can emlate the practice of the natural scientist
sufficiently closely, he will produce social science rather than class
ideologys But what ¥uhn has done is %o undermine this assumption by

aspimilating the status of the natursl sciences to that of ideology". 2

B&an, however, dispells much of Kuhn's ideas and opis for the existence
‘of 'facts?, ise. "objectivity”, however diffiocult thisg is to achieve in
social science: "It may well be almost impossibly difficult for social
scientiste to remain objective and not to allow their hopes and fears to
coléur their‘ﬁeliefg;- but there is a world of difference between setting
out to do something very difficulf, and setting out to do somefhing which
mekes no senses 1%t is the arguﬁent of this book that social science is
difficuli®, >° Thig understanding yet positive approach is perhaps most
needed today. ‘ ‘

Seriven writes particularly on psychology and hig reservations for
peychology~the-science are most interesting. Seriven believes that psychology's
wéaknesses have nothing to do with its Malleged youth". He does not deny the

possibility of great discoveries forthcoming in psychology, bul says:

1¢ See TeS. Kuhnt "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions".
2+ A. Ryan: "The Philosophy of the Social Sciences, pg+ 233.
3. ibido.' P& 240-241.
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"] wish only to claim that a certain kind of fundamental discovery -~ the

kind that unified astronomy and mechanics (the law of gravitation) or the
kind that retransformed the whole of physics (relativity being one example
1a

and quantum theory another) - is wholly impossible in psychology" This

reninds us of Peters ("The Concept of Motivation") when he states that the

role of the Galilec in psybhology mist remain forever unoccupieds e

Scriven gives three reasons why "radical dsvelopméntS" aré impossible
in psychology. Firstly, Scriven believes fhai psychology is greatly con-
strained by the realm of commonesense. Secondly, Scriven believes that
psychology's territory is constantly being usurped by other sciences = viz.
biochemistry, biology, genetics, physiology, etc. And thirdiy, many of
peychology's problems cannot be solved with precision because of the
inaccessability of many of the variables needed, and thus: "... many
problems of unconditional prediction in psychology are simply unsolvable".B’
In comparison with the natural sciences, Scriven ie able to meintain that:
"The good fortune of classical physice and the misfortune of psychology lie
to a large extent in the kind of prediction problems which they inherit", 4e
4 Thug for Scriven psychology is limited by common sensé, by other sciences

(i.es by reduction) and often by the inaccessability of erucial variables.

‘Seriven's resiraining arguments have been attacked. ofero, for exahple,
has this to say: "Acoording to Scriven, then, psychology ig in dénger of
losing its substance to common sense and to related éisciplines. However,
his assertion merely indicates a constraint; it in no way proves the
impossibility of any fundamental discovery, since, on the contraty, réduction

itself only becomes possible ag a resuitrof a fundemental discovery". S

T+« M. Seriven: "Views of Human Neture™, in: "Behaviorism and Phenomenology".
Ed., Wann, pg. 166. '

2+ See gbove, Part I, Ches 5, pgs 40.

3: M. Scriven’ ibidb’ PEe 170'

4o ibid-’ PEe 1124

5« M.H. Otero, ops Citey D8y 227,
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And as regards Scriven's third point, Otero shdws that the Galilean advance
in the natural sciences: "... rested precisely on the choice of issues
gufficiently schematic in_themselves %o admit of aﬁstract treatment oo™ Te
rather than the complicated treatment that Scriven calls for in Qé&chology.
Thus for Otero, paychology may well be 'pre-Galilean' - tut thisAis a'

contingent fact for him.

But besides Seriven's pessimism over psychology's advancement, he does
present some useful ideas for psychology. His most useful proposal is, I
think, ecliecticism in psychologys Firstly, he talks of the compatibility

‘ betwéen behaviourism and phenoménologys But more important, he suggests

the possibility of different approaches in'different‘aréas in psychology:

"The physicist‘interested in cryogenics (low-temperature
physics) should, by and large, act as.a'determinist, and

he does. But his colleague, interested in particle inter-
action, should not and does not .. People think of physics
‘in a monoclithic way if they are outside it. Within physics
determinism has its rolé just as indeterminism doess In
psychology we can reasonably argue that the area of sengation
will best be handled within the framework of a carefnllpheno—
menology, that of scheduled motor 1earning15y a careful

behaviourism, and sc on." 2.

This touches on the question §f coherence in psychology. We have already
accepted the pluralistic nature of psychology. But Feyerabend takes this
pluraliem further - urging for alternetive approaches and theories within
each field of psychology; i.e. he prescribes an infra-eclecticism. 3f In

connestion with this Feyerabend puts forward an "anarchistic epistemology". 4.

1« M.He Dtem' Gp» Cito’ pes 287«
2¢ M. Scriven, ops Citey DPEe 177 ' .
3s» See P.K. Feyerabend: "How to be a Good Empiricist - A Plea for Tolerance

in Matters Epistemological", in: "Readings in the Phllosophy’uf Seience",
Ed. BsA. .'Brody

‘ 4+ See P.K. Feyerabend: "Against Method" Minnesota Studies in the PhilosoPhy
~of Science, vols 4.
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1e about the nature of social science give us a further

example of reservations about the adjective "scientific™. Yinch tries to

show that the notion of a humen society brings with it a set of concepts

(or & conceptual scheme) which is logically incompatible with explanations

given in the natural sciences (i.e. causal explanations). Briefly, let me

quote Cohen who gives Winch's ideas in terms of five arguments and then

provides five counter-argumentss:

"1,

2

3e

4

Se

1« See Ps

social phenomena are ideationai; but it does not follow>
from this that all social conduct is affected by any kind
of iden; nor does it follow that all social phenomena are

ideational_to the same extent.

The explanation of social conduct consists not only in the
elucidation of meaning but also, necessarily, in the

analysis of cansal comnexionse
Decision-making, and other aspects of social oconduct,

rule out determinism, but do not entirely rule out

causation.

Statistios do, of course, have to be ihterpreted; but

‘the interpretations can often be subjected to statistical

tests themselves.

The social ‘sciences may owe. a great deal to philosophy;

and sociology, in particular, may be inseparadble from

it; tut muoch of sociology has not only benefited from the

method of science but could benefit from a great deal

nore of it." 2°

Wincht "The Idea of & Social Science".

2. P, Cohen, in the discussion of E. Gellner's "The New Idealism"
in: "Problems in the Philosophy of Science". Ed. I. Lakatos and
A. Muesgrave, pge 409+
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Points 2 and 3, I think, quite rightly bring out the‘possi%ility,'
{and necessity) of causal explanation in the social sciences (and in
psychology)s We can cefwéinly give causai éccoﬁnts'of thé pefsén; in
regard td.expiaﬁatiaﬁ‘alifﬁmﬁpredicative' evénts-GOﬁld be 5exhanéted‘.
6auga11y5 an& all 'P-predicative! events could be explairied @énsélly to
sbme'extént;‘thOﬁgh, we have al?eéﬂyiéeen,.nét exhaistively. - But there
",vélsb exists.the‘exéi%ihg'pogsibility tha$ in th§‘futﬁre‘bf'séiéngei(ige3_

. with,post&éuantnm revﬁlutioné 5;@).cag§al explanations ¢6u1& come to &
full aeéounﬁ,af'the‘!mental' aevel‘(i§ea ‘prﬁe&iaative'=éventﬁ) for our
éonéept:éf teausality' could well shift or bfoaﬂen, just as-écéurféa'when |
e mc#edffroﬁ thé‘preﬁNéwtonian fo'thé'Néwtéﬁian 'paraéigﬁ*g' Buf jﬁsﬁ how
‘or why these @araaigﬁs (d+es cdnceptﬁai schemes, vaéaﬁéepts of fétionality)
'shift' ig (at least at present and surely for much of the future) beyond
"'scienée, that is, - they ars parascientific or metascientzfic questions of

 the highest order.

'ngmariziﬁg, théu, Stréwson*g c@néep%‘of\a person‘is<arphilos@§hical
véﬁceQWtan& an.infOfmallconéeptw ?sychaiogy; being a aivefse digéiﬁliné,
 emp1stV&iffe;en%'coﬁéépts of o person in its various‘fielas aﬁa theorées,V 
'_“ yeﬁ‘ii some itvlacks‘%hievconcept altogether. Thésg‘¢oncepts ﬁaxyﬂiﬁ s

‘ dégrees of forméiizaticn;» For‘exampie, thé existéntial psychologists use - |
an informal concept of a pers@n, whereas Kelly's Construct theory formallzas,
to gome extent, the concept of a person. Behamiouriem, in;generalg-does‘not
'emplay this coneept, bezng.a,raxher‘formaliZe& psyéﬁoidgicai apprbﬁdh. )

. we see fhaf Strawsonts coneeﬁt af‘a person,. being philosophical, is a Qgﬁgf

'éeienﬂfic concepts The extent of its fornalisability, which is a’_function'
,  of precision and seient;fio applicabmlxty, is thus rather small. Ps&choiogy

._as a dllcipline Gan (for conven;ence) e divided into theor;es or 1nto fields.
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Strauson's concept of a person, tﬁen, is relevant to theories which are
relatively unformalized: o.g. existentialist and bhumenist theories; end
to fields or areas that are sufficiently holistic and do not call for too

much formalization. I think such a field is social psychology.
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CHAPTER IX

STRAWSGN'S _ "PERSON" _ IN _SCCIAL _ PSYCHOLOGY

If psychology is at the pre-@alilean stage, as meny critice have

already pointed out, then psychology is at that crucial state of choosing

fhe correct set of conceptes with which %o manage its reference area. In

this light I think Strawson's concept of a person is of great use in

peychologyy and especially in social psychologye

o

Te

Harré and Secord's work, = which I will be following, provides an

excellent case of the use that Strawson's concept of a person (and

Hampshire's aleo) has. At the outset, Harré and Secord maintain that:

"In our view, an adequate social psychology can be
developed only as e co-operative enterprise between
psychologists, philosophers and sociologists. No -
one of these groups seems able to be successful alones
Psychologists have often been concerned with oo
narrow & conception of social éction, and have been

severely handicapped by conceptual naivete «se" 24

Here we gee an eclecticism at the *maocro-? stageg'and,'also. implicit

' belief in the *heterogenous' (rather than ‘incoherent!) nature of psycho-

logy, for we are ooncerned with social psychélégyv.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 therefore has the peisohality

(individual) and physiological levels below it. The implication of this

is that in termes of inclusiveness social'psybhology is at the positive

extreme.

e

2

Rs Harré and P.F. Secord: "The Explanation of Social Behaviour"
(see also their new journal: "Journal for the Theory of Social
behaviour" which began in April, 1971).

ibiac’ DE e 2



- 105 =

 Harré and Secord develop what they call the "anthropomorphic" model

of man which advocates: "... the treating of people for geientific
‘ Euggbéeé as if they were human beingss This model is rooted in contemporary
ideas about the nature of a person, ideas that stem frdm‘ihe‘ﬁay tﬁat
concept functions in the grammarvof our langusge and in the system of our
commonest thoughts'. te These "contemporary ideas" refer %o the work of
Strawson and Hampshiie among others, and.indicate the linguistic aspect

of their philosophies.> The acceptance of this model has important
cbnsequences, for it regards personal reports as being cruecial in psychb—
logiéal study. Thue what people actually say is taken sericusly anﬁ is
'éeén as réally répofting data which are relevant terxblaining behaviours
Traditionally it hes been argued that statements aré merely signs of a
state of minds Harré and Secord show, on the contrary, ﬁha£ et least some
self-reports themselves constitute thét state of mihd. Furthermore: "It
is through reports of feelings, plans, intentions, beliefs, reasons and so
on that the meanings of social behaviour and the fulés underlying‘social

acts can be discovered". 2

The Strawsonian character of the above
passage is .quite evident. #nd further, a harmony with the phenomenoclogical
‘approach is evident. For the Behaviourist appraisal of:the status of

" *gelf-reports! (especially Taylor's view) see above, Part II, Ch. 2.

Following Hampshire Harré and Secord suggest that the central
condition for being é person is that thé individual be aware oé what he is
doing. Thus he mist be capable'of saying what he was up to. This condition
does leave voom for desception in ascribing mental predicates (or rather
P-predicates), and furthermore does not require full attention (what Harré
and Secord call "attention in the second 6rder of monitoring"). Like

Strawson they maintain that in order to have the concept of oneself as a

Jds Harré and Secord, op« citey, pge 6.
2¢ ibidey pgs Te
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~ .
person others should be able to recognize one as a person. £o unless we

see that

others see us as persons we cannot see ourselves as suche It

muet thepefore be possible for one person to know that another person is

aware of

what he is doing. 4nd thus we see the incorporation of Strawson's

LI

epistemological positions

Given this theoretical platform, Harré and Secord attempt a remedy for

social psychology; this is their outline:

",

2e

Yy

4a

De

6.

Human beings must be treated as agents acting according to -
rulé, and it mist be realized that it is unscientific to

tréat them as anything else.

Social behaviour must be conceived of as actions mediated

by meanings, not responses caused by stimuli.

The theory of movements, physiclogy, must be clearly
separated from psychology, the theory of actions.
It must be clearly asppréciated that most human gocial

behaviour cannot be made intelligible under the mechanistic,

. causal paradigme

Reasons can be used to explain actions, and not all reasons

can be treated as ¢auses in the mechanistic sense, though

in some special cases causes may be cited as reasons.

Lay explanations of behaviour provide the best model for

psychological theory, and properly considered they can be .

seen to be actually more in accordance with the actual

'methodology of real naturasl science than is the positivist

methodology which provided the old models of science which

psychologists have copied.” 1e

1+ Re Harré and POF. Secordy opa Ci’td.’ PEe 29
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We have encountered the above points in nany places heforéa Point pix .

is, I think, the most assertive for it attaches great importance to common -
seﬁseA(“critiéal common ﬁense*) in social psychology; this is.a result of
the influencé of linguistic philosophy. But the fact that this appfdach

is more in accordance with the actual methodology of the natural sciences,
is cortainly open %o disouseions I oannot deal with it however for it
obviéusly involves going into an elucidation of the intricate methodology
of the natural sciences,

@
+

More precisely, and in Kuhnian terms, Harré and Secord's remedy .
involves an‘attempt to !shift' from one paradigm (the Old one) to another:

* This New paradigm revolves arcund the concepts.

paradigm (their New one). 1
of ordinary language: 'As Harré and Secord put it: "Social psychologists
chould turn more of their attention to 1ife»situaxions, but they need a
technique to do this. Ordinary language concepts are the only concepts we
have for describing action-meaningful behaviour. The use of ordinary
1anguagé allows for explanation of behaviour in termsz of the actor's point |

2

of view". Some theorists would reply that because these are the only
.écncepts we have for describing 'action', it does not stop them from
developing new ones - this reflecte the view that seiensewmust«traﬁscend;

the level of common sense o be worthwhile sciences  On this view, everyday
concepts, like Wittgenstein's ladder, must be thrown away after we have
folimbed? them; these concepts being only *the scaffolding to a building'. 3.
Thus 1 think Harré and Secord's comment mist not be teken dogmatically,

hence preventing further theorizing (vig. 'super-paradigmati¢® theorizing),
ut we certainly'ehauld nccept their point when interpreted as: ordinary |

langusge concepts are a very good place to start working in.

1o See R. Harré and P.Fs Secord, ops cite, pge 19-22.
2e ibido’ PE« 10.
3+ See J. Passmore: "A hundref Years of Philosophy", pge 529.

\
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He still need to decide on the clear demarcations of explanation of
human behaviour in terms of ordinary language conceptss Harré and Secord

express ‘themselves concisely on this point:

"Having a power or liability is being in such a state
that one is likely to behave in a particular way. The
ascription of powers may be characterized according to

the following formula:

3 #+s On, then B is virtue of N.

I£ €,y Cpy C

- G represents a sot of conditions foming an open dise
juction, B represents the enguing behaviour, and N

represents the nature and state of the individuel, in

‘virtue of which he is capable of doing B should any of

the conditions C. «ses On obtaine. The C and B elements

1
teken together we call the Dwcomponent of the powers
ascriptions Both the D«component and the Necomponent g
c¢an be expressed entirely in ordinary lanéuage terme.
Sometimes, however, they relate fx’-eadily to ordinary

language or become é part thereof. Pgychological terms

may form a part of the G- or Nee components, but can be a

part of the Betomponent only if consornant with the logic

of ordinary language. Physiological terms form a separate
scientific vocabulary and may enter into the Cecomponent

or the N~component, tut not the B-component. This is what
distinguishes psychological from ordina‘ry medicines Thus,
physiological ¢conditions and Nestates and processes per-
'ta.ining to schizophrenia may be specified, but schizophrenic
behaviour may only be described in ordinary terms and

certain related psychological terms". Te

1+ R. Harré and P.F. Secord, ops cite, pgs 18.
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Thug what is beginning to emerge iz a theory with different &gxgigf ‘

We have a physiological level, tut to identify physiological entities {
alweys depends upon indeﬁeﬁdently identifying gsz¢ho;¢5iggl phenomena.

and 5o oanmot be substituted for them. .We also have a psyohological level .
(ﬁhich'involves theoretical and conceptual terms), and finally a level, or
realm, of ordinan& language termss These terms have limited usags for they
do not characterize the individual in all settings or levels., But they are
particularly‘uéefui_in those c¢contexts where man interacts socially with his

fellows.

Thus the pergon as a whole ig characterized by all three levels. 1s
‘A very similar picture is given by Baison; 2 he too refers to three levels
(physical-descriptive, behavioursl and theoretical) end shows that no
explanation at one 1ev€1 alone is sufficient - all three are needed for a
full account of the person. I have characterized this 'multi-level! approach
earlier ss being "dialectical™ - for it combines objective (physiological)
with eubjective (ordinary language usage reporis) approaches, and adds a
theoretical dimension to it {viz. the psychﬁlogibal level). This reminds
one of mimilarities with Popper's "Episiemology Without a Knowing Subject® 3.
where three 'worlds' or levels are developed. The third 'world! being the
theoretical, scientific world. This would correspond with Harré and Secord's
psychological level, only the gimilarity is greatly woakened by the restrainty
that Harré and Secord put on this level (viz. the necessary harmony with

ordinary language concepts).

One further aspect of this 'dialectical' characterization of Harré and

Secord's approach is the combination of the informal and formal aspects of

1« See J.X.C. Jones: "Logical Reduction and Social Psychology". Journal
for the theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 3, No. 1, 1973, pge 3=21s

2. See Part'I, Che 5, pgs 41=42.

3. Reprinted in: "Objective Knowledge"y; pge. 106-152,
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the persons Strawson's coﬁcept of 2 person is no foubt an informal concept
(which centres around ordinary langusge usage); but the possibility for
formalizaxion'is'evideni in thig new approach. Te Formalization obviously
takes place at the phyéiéoadQSCriptive; physiological level, but the
possibility of another formalizaxion could take place at the psychological
(theoretiéal) level. This formalization, however, will not be as strict
as the physiological.one, for we have seen it has restraints’iﬁposed upon
it; in a sense, it would be a compromige between formal and informal, i.e.

a synthesis in the true sense of the word.

With our new approach we must expect a new methodology. Harré and
Secord devote a chapter of their book to research strategics in the
behavioural sciences which involve some new methodological directions. To

illustrate one of the new methods:

‘"Method Exploiting and Exploring Ordinary Language

Example Person Conceptis

(a) (i) Most studies have provided participants with a
language and %erminologyi
(ii) The 'experiments' have not usually involved

real interaction with real people.

(b) . The analysis of free interview accounts of
other people can be done, and has already

produced very illuminating results.® 2

The new methodology, then,certainly involves the collaboration of philo-
sophers; for much of the work to be done is conceptual and linguistic in

character.

1s Tor the point about formaiiZation - see Ziff above, Part I, Ch. 3,
pge 20=21.

2+ Re Harré and P.F. Secord, ops Citey Dpgs 293,
see Che 14y pge 293~318.
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So basically Harré and Secord have tried 1o establish the conceptual
foundations for understanding the nature of humen societys That is, they
have tried to establish a new social psychology. Their central axiom is
that a human commmity is essentislly linguistie: "It is the web of language
that makes for Ypeychic continulty’ between peoples 1if A1l thim, I think,
is intimateiy linked to Strawson's concept of a person, for the person
'necessarily implies a gocial aspect, an& furthermore, both the person and
society (or commmnity) necessarily imply the "web of language" or, at least,

some symbolic interaction.

It isy I believe, this Ytrilogy! of the concept of the person,y the
commnity (or society) end language which underlies social paychologys And
here o broad view of Strawson's philosophy, covering eath aspect of the
trilogy, is of great value. Thus Strawson's work on the person, his work
on language, viz. his theory of communicationaintention,2“ end hie ideas
about philosophical logic 3+ vocome highly relevant, and I think are all

interdependents I shall first spell out hig theory of communications

intention; since the person is predominantly a sdcial being his language
mist necessarily be comminicative, and since the person is uniguely describable
~in terms of P-predication the idea of consciousness must ke present or at
' least implied -~ hence the person and his language must'be "intentionals
Thus Strawson'é comminication«intention theory of language presupposes the
person and sociéty» As for Strawson's work on philosophical logic; it could

also be yeferred to as social logie for it aime at uncovering the structures

e
™

of human society which; we have seen,_é;gmte e large extent linguistic in
character. Thus the theory of philosophical logi¢ (as opposed to formal
logic) presupposes the person, society, end language which are all interwoven

with great complexity.

1s R. Herré and P.F. Secord, ope. Cit., pgs 1234

2o BSee P.Fe Strawson: "Meaning and Truth", in: "logico-Linguistic Papers",
Ch« 9, pgs 170-189.

3+ See P.F. Strawson: "Introduction to Logical Theory", esp. Ch. 8,
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In conclusion I think Strawson's central concept of a person,
together with other related aspects of his pioneering philosophy (viz,
lenguage ‘and phildsophiCalllogiQ)j should become firmly entrenched in

‘the eﬁnceﬁtuai’fdundations of social psychology in the tiﬁe*tozcéme;"‘
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