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xﬂcultlvatlon req%&xes the establlshment of a thlnklng

Ly ABSTRACT ‘

Part One of - thls the513 proposes a; theorv of the
A

;nd1v1dua1 Whlch characterlzes psychology as an attempt

to apply in the fleld of the psyche the same prl’Elples

’and strategles whlch have met wlth ficcess in the

X

cultlvatlon of external‘nature. It is argued‘that

“ 3 i

.entity whlch abstracts from the'general flux of. nature

‘as‘irrelevant‘to, or interfering with, the de31red

kY

by the thinking self. Using this strategy,jmankind'

those patterns moét 11kely to prov1de predlctable,

“-recurrlng gratlflcatlon. These patterns arf‘emphasized

at the expense of other aspects of nature whlch are seen

'
: ‘x-."

patterns. Thus, theyn;%%ral equilibrium is skewed im

- favour of those aspects of nature deemed most desirable

established a new relatiomship with nature_hased on the’

unprecedented expectatlon ‘that it mlght actommodate hlm
A :

'.
4

instead. of he 1t.

The ini‘tial é»uccees“ of this expectation has Geenw
counterbalanced, in regent decades by the increasingly
serious envi&bnmengg;yconsequences resulting from our

growing propensity to seriously disrupt the natural
systems with which we interact. It is suggested that if
psychologA is to av01d belng an inner ad junct to this

‘ {
essentially destructlve process, it mult find a way to

free itself from the Cartesian'impoSition of a thinking

' self‘which sets itself over and against human nature.

R c v

[y
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_ In Part de, f1ve ma jor schools of psycholog)——

those of the lntropsectlonlsts, psycheanalysts,

v

behav1orlsts, humanlst1c/existentialists,’aﬁd the s

'systemlc theorlsts—-are examined in terms of the theory

developed 1n Part One It is found that 1nsofar as
A

these schools have been consolldated 1nto théfretlg‘l

p031t10ns, they perpetuate the Cafte:ian dlscontinu1ty

‘/

because they 1nterfere w1th the na{ural flow of language
' ‘ RN

fdn the Same way that the thi nklng,human belng has

dlsturbed ‘the ge}eral flux of nature.~ Thus, only

\

) B \

Cartes1an psychologyy 31nce 1t does not seek to

establish itself on fixed - thE?Fetlcal grounds. Using
the philosophy of Ludv1g Wlttgensteln the possibility of"

a non—theoretlcal, and thps non- Carte51an, psychology

! @ v?l"‘“
hlnted at by the 1ntrospect10n1§¥%‘1s explored

v

e . i

. . . o

“

~r

1ntrospect10n is found to offer the p0551b111ty of a non- "~
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\@nd action there would:be no need for -the vargdhs

4 attempts that have been mgge to determine the unifyi;;
7

!
o INTRODUGTION

Thtis sis began as an attempt to understand the
J . .
concept of thHe individval. Understanding this concept
N .

4 -~
~

, , S : A
seemed a worthwhile froject for a student of psychology - *

because someé sort of conception of ourselves as separate
. . ;Z"Q, '\ h
personalities seems indispensable to psycholagy::1£f we

were all hombgenous in our patterns of thought, feeling

%4

pr1nc1ples whlch underlle our dlverse chfracters Thus

A

attemptlngv to(uﬁ txstand the concept- of th&lnd1v1dua1

seemed a plausible way to develop a broafler (\\U et

understanding of what psychology'is all apout.'(

In agcordance with this origihnal intention, Part I
. X

of thfs thesis constitutes a'éheory of the individual.

, This theory develops from a Qwo—p}onged investigation: |, =

Chapter One qpvestfbates the blologlcal aspects of

ind1V1duallty. while CE&%ter Two looks .at the cultural

-aspects of individualism. * These two aspects proved to be

clbsely enough related that it was possible.to erriye at &
a unified theoty'which sees the individual es a -
byproduct of a tertain atti.ude toward natdre Best

exemglified by the activity of cult.vation. It is

argdedtthat the concept of the imdi\fﬂuai ariges from an a.
ipﬁgrd turning of the process ol culti{etion and is in

fact part of'ap attempt to apply in uﬁé field of the

psyche tHe same principles and attitudes which have met

! 1 > . \‘
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L roon I

- . ! #
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L T JEN o ) i S
with success iY/our relationship with external nature.

In othen words,

<

an integ;al‘pait of a culture-wide project aimed at

the concept of the individual isi'seen as

V]

~domesticating human nature.

- " . P

In the second part of the Eﬁesis_it wasloriginally

hoped that this theor} of the individual could be used |,

‘ . o J
to sgw that- all the major. schools offpsychologyaare in

one way, or another attemgta‘to'further this impiicit7
. o a

: . ) . N
cultural 'project of domestlcgtlng{ﬁﬁhan'nature.
'Howevé%, various develonents ledsto the abarddonment of

. . L
¥ ; \
this origimsl intention.' If is difficult to clearly ~

explicate all of these, but-two‘majd} factors seem to

v

4
!

‘conscious/unconscious dlchdtomy, that each individual's

"inner experience" is private and known only to - W

. Cof y

 themselves) could be considered .analogous to the
cultivator's fixation on those aspécts nature he

1 - » ) ] "
considers most important (e.g.c, the cr, of highest(

yield, best food value, shortest growing season,
greatest hardiness, etc.). This realization emerged
P i o - .

" from the res arch’}nto the history of .individualism, =~

: y
\whicE relegled a striking parallel {27the way human

(',
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'thepretical psychologies of the twentieth century had

beings approached first external nature and then
internal, or human, nature. Thus the course of

psychology shows a movement from spontaneous

observations to fixed theoretical positions which
represents an internal recapitulation of the historical

movement from hunting and gathering to cultivation.

. From this it became apparent that it is not essential

that psychology operate as a theoreticél discipline, but

‘that this pred;lpction'sfmply represents a stratégy we

‘have fallen into out of ancient habit. This realization

was driven home in Chapter Three during the examination

-

NS

of William James' The Principles gi Psychology, a book

which could be described as belonging to the -pre-

cultivation stage of psycholqu,-before the greét
- . . )\4 . . .

been foumded. It was this reinterpretation of James'

introspection that led to a reconsideration of the

original, assumption thaE'péychology must.neéessarily aim
at the domesticatiop ofahuman néture.

A secopd:develoément which. furthered this

. ( .

recongsideration of the original courserf(the thesis was
the realization'ﬁhat the .attempt to pharacterize.
theoretical psychology as @ form of cultivatlon was
1tself a theory (i e., p01nt of view whlch one seeks
to fix), and thus perpetuat¢¢‘many of the same
problems it was intended to dénounce{ -This helped

v

explain a certain ‘sense of strain that had accompanied




v ot S

-

kthe;development of.the theory. Throughouﬁ the‘process?
there was a senﬁe of striving to establish onte-and for
all that psychology was indeed a form of cultivation,
but of never being able to.conclusivq}y do so. It was.
dnly after e;counte;ing the philosophy of Wittéensﬁéin,
és déscribed‘in Chapter Five, that it became apparent

‘
that such a feeling of Strain will alyays accompany the

: L
construction of a theory because a theory is alwéys
founded on cert 1 key woids or concepts which ar?‘oniy;
part of languag~ and sp must inevitabl}ﬁéonflic; Qith
the whole field of language from which they have been ”
abstracted.  Like the plapts in a garden, the natural
tendency of the words we co-opt for our theories is
alway$ to return to a natural.équilibrium with the

o . :

surrbunding environment, in this case the natural play
of language which is their "original home"
(WiptgenStein, PI, #116);9 ﬁ&eé patural "meaning-

fields" of language, like any large natural system, are

~comprised of an unending series of relationships sthrough

b ,

-which each part ;sbtied to all the rest and from which
it cannot bevabstracted without distorting thé:whole
which lends that part its meanipg. But evefyifheor;, in
order to fix its basic tenets, depends on sevérihg thé
‘natural web.of‘languagé at some arbitrary point and

thereby must eventually breed contradiction and

confusion, though it may satisfy some initial, short-



&

-

‘philosophical pr1nc1ple by Descartes, but is evident as

A

_Cartesian underpinnings of our present approaches to

term requirements. The inevitable‘discontinuity whichh
every theory thus'inf ‘vi.es into language is o ' L
recognizable as th: _ = J:ontinuity which has

characterized{man(s elatiogship'uith nature ever since
he began to think This gap between a discrete thidking

entlty and the medium in which it operates was f1rst

formally recognized and made into an exp11c1t

a sort of unconscious oper&ting principle throughout

-
the entire course of human thinking. To this’ day the
ubiquity and powerful effects of this discontinuity
remain,largely undetected.‘ Especially in our relations.

. o : - '
with language do we remain unconscious of the way that

our thinking distorts the natural systeoms with which-it

‘interacts. From @all -of this, it became apparent how it

is that even those theories which seek to renounce the

3 « -

of the way they treat the language out of which they are
H
constructed. In Chapter Six this unwitt&ng ‘Cartesian
. ) x,\_“ L L .
conspiracy is illustrated with the example of two

prominent systemic theorists.

Thus “the encounter vith the philosophy of

Wittgenstein in'Chapter Five is the occasion of a

gignificant shift in the course of this thesis. Here ...

the original intention of creating a theory'is abandoned

K 2

N

psychology ‘are in fact perpetuatlng then, 31mply because

3
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course. As has been observed:to happen in‘:other aresds
~of human endeaVor, once the original intention to shape
»

the course of events~in}such'a way that a desired end

 (in this case a theory) is achieved was let go, the

» ’ L)

strain which had accompanied the writing of the .thesis
: the
was dissipgted and it became much easier to accomplish

the origin goal--though it was no lohger.the. goal!

This paradoxical effect seems to be related to the
N
.

différencg betweén having to marshal language into a

convincing solidarity around a preconceived position, 4

)

'énd allowing a position to evolve, or arise
sﬁbntaneously, from the natural play of the language-
iames involved in a given investigation. It ;g-this
latter phéqdmenon thch beﬁohés our médel for a non-
theoretical, and tﬁus non—Carﬁes;ahf psychology.

A phil&éopher kMalcolm, 196}),9nce_remarked that in
order to feel thé strength of a prevailing philosobhital
bosition’"you must partly be its captive”" (p. 98). " This
thesis was most instructive when it displayed the
writer's own Cartesian conditioniqg, revealed %ﬁ the
original intention to build a fixed position ‘in the
ﬁieid-of 1anguage. The rgalizagion that any theory is‘

- Cartesian in the sense that it separates a center of..

\Cu

" thought from the field in which it operates emerged as

the most important learning in the course of‘wfiting

this thesis. It is hoped the following pages are in



o

L

Some way able to convey this lesson and the si

’
- ’

gnificance

it bears for our understanding of ‘what psychdlogy is all

¢

about,
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 PART ONE
. A THEORY OF THE INDIVIDUAL
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Chapter:One o - \
N X
A NATURAL HISTORY-OF-THE INDIVIDUAL
The concept of the individual holds a powerful but

'.enigmatic p031tlon -in our culture, as indicated by the '

entry afforded it in the chtlonarz of Phllosophy and

Pszchologz

The concept of the individual is at once one of the
most familiar and the most difficult both in’the’
world of common sense and in the world of
philosophy. That the beings which are to be
found in the world, whether inanimate objects or
living beings, whether material or mental, are
individuals, i.e., are distinct, singular, and
unique is a matter of common bellef«and report.

But what constitutes 1nd1v1dua11ty, or what is the
principle of 1nd1v1duat10n, has been a matter of
controvergy both within the realm of special
science and from.the point of view of logical and,
metaphysical.definition. (Baldw1n, 1960, p. 534),

As Baldwin indicates, what gives this concept its
iwidespread_currency is ite usefulness in describing a =~ ,u 3
certain quality of all th. things around us:,namel}r
that however closely they may resemble other members of
their cllass or species, the} are never enact'copiesf

/

there is always some sort of difference whigh

' distinguishes one nndlvidual from another. This

v
~ S
L

1nsistence on the ultimate uniqueness of each thing
around us provides hn interesting counterpoint to the
'general.tendency in Western thinking t; remove from‘
consideration as medy features of thingg‘es can possibly
be considered "incidental;"’thereby arriving at the |
- gr.at underlying regulgrities of nature upon which

e

our science is supposed to be 'based. Furthermore, it

o
9 ;
. :
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2 - '%*w'*’*lm.f“ﬁﬁff

is notable that .our respect for individuality is
- P . Q ; 3
not uniformly applied to nature, but follows a‘ggadient

whereby .e are least concerned with' 1nd1v1dualityﬁyhen

IS

\

sc1ence ‘is examining aspects of nature which we conhider
furthest from us,fand mbost 1nclined_to 1nsist on
1nd1v1dua11ty when we are Purselves the subJe%t of
gscientific scrutiny. With the further observation that

the rise of ind{¥vidualism as a phllosophy occurred about

the same timefthat evolutionary theory was beginning to

sketch the place of man in the scientific world view,

rthere.arises the smspicion that'fhe antithesis between’

thESe Lwo attitudes is‘not'accidental: in. many ways it .
appears that the concept;of the individnal is a kind of
buffer‘against'the completion of the scientific picture
of man. 'Though we will permitlscience to outline a~
portrait of man, we reserve the right to fill in the’
contours with an indiyidual personality which is
"nearly entirely COmposed_of that which is

e -

scientifically ‘accidental" (Bass, 1968, p. 33).

All of this leaves psychology in a peculiar

position. Since it aspires both to be scientific and

to account for the "finite individual minds" which make

up our separate personalities (James, 1890/1950, p. vi),

psychology has situated itself directly between the

antithetical attitudes represente%‘on the one hand by

the scientific viewpoint and on the other by the respect
$ e
\\



11

¥ - , .
for individuality. 1Inasmuch as it seeks to synthesize

A

thege. two currents of thought into a single set of

.principles psychology sets itself up for failure, for

even from the discussion so far it is apparent that a
"science of individuals"” is a contradietion in terms;
This may help explain why, psychology has always been

dogged by philosophical and methodological confusion.

"It possible that psychology'exists only because

there is an antipathy between these two attitudes,: -

otherwise we would not know it because it would be

Lo

subsumed .by science and/or philosophy. It will be part
of the purpose of this chapter to demonstrate how

> . v .
psychology is related 56 the essentiml tension between
d. : . ’

the scientific view_and the principle of individuality

'by exploring the biological aspects of individuality.

) I
It will be seen that however the scientific view seeks to

" ’ ¢
quash the importance of the individual, mancinsists with\
- <« } )

remarkable ingenuit? on restoring its prominence. It

. - A N
will be argued that this persistent resistance to the

scientific picture of man stems from a certain attitude

toward nature which demands that we separate ourselves

from it in order to achieve certain ends. This

4

~attitude, in which science, individualism and psychology

all have their roots, will be the subject of the second

Ghapter.

The Individual in E;olution - L

A peculiarity one encounters early in the process

v’ ~

e

~
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of.trying to unde®&Eand the’ééﬁgept of individuality is
that though an individual is defined by the fact that- it
is discerhibly'different fdép'evgrything around it, we
.ééqnot_see what individualixy ié simbly by looking at

v

one individual. Like the meaning of a word, the
. e | )
v significance of an iné&ividual is not self-contained blt
is revealed in the relationships that individual has

with various aspects of the world around it. Attempts

to understand the individual, then, invariably look
. ) :

befand it. In psycholdgy, ¢far example, Freud Sbuggt to

understand the individual thfoqgh the sexual

. o A
LRV
PRy

‘réelations that bind him 6r hék:}é-fhe human species; the
beha&iorists'through the behaQiBral gatterns tﬁat relate
man to the fest of the animal kingdom; and the
phenomenoiogists through the relationship éf the
perceiving suﬂﬁect with the perceived world, The game
principle will apply in our investigation of biological
individualiéy: the me;ning of the individugl isrmost
ﬂcléarly éeén by considering its réle'fn.nature as a
whole. In this respéct bilegy is fortunéte in having
at its disposal the broadest theoretical framework
science has yet develdped'for understanding the
ﬂhrelationships of living things, the theory of evolutiqn.
It is through understanding the role of the individual

in evolution that we can best arrive at the biological

meaning of the individual.
* ¢



| ihd1v1duallty Jullan Huxley (1912) noted that’ the

™~
\

| ' : /
In an early stddy of the question of biologital

mean;hé of the individual was most intelligible as part
‘

of the total movemént of living matter toward an ever

greater independence from the forces of inorganic

nature" (p. 28): "We have seen the totallty of 11v1ng

thlngs.as a contlnuous slowly—advanc1ng sheet of

protoplasm out of which nature has been ceaselessly

trying to carve systems complete and harmonious in

themselves" (p. 152). .According to Huxley, ‘the movement:

of life can be seen as a quest for the perf- ct

indivldual, who would be, inj his marvelons phrase, "the

-

Subduer of space and timeﬂ{(ibid;, p. 21). (This quest,

hoyever, runs into "the linitat}ons of the material with
whlch life has to work" (ibid,. p. 152). A finite
extension in time and space defines all living
creatures; it is evidently not possible to construct
from protoplasm an.individual who will carry on life's
project sufficient unto ltself. "Since," says Huxley
(ibid.), "through nractical difficulties, Life has not
been able to reach this perfection, she has had to
content hefself with the next best, continuance of the
kind of individual as opposeo to the individual itself"

(p. 21)% This solution, with its medhanism of

reproduction, allows life to escape its mateéial b

" limitations and pursue an evolution toward ever more

pe;fect individuality. No longer need life seek a

»
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permanent residence, but is free to pass from one .

individual to the next, gradually 1mprov1ng the quality

: a
of-its host through the dynamlcs of natural selection.

Thus it emerges that the individual is only a vehicle

through which life pursues amfulterior motive. As Paul
{M"

A AN
r

”,etlon is the tool of the

“'k

Halmos (1952) put 1t,,"iﬁ

e

S

species and not its purpose“

(p 12). The first lesson
of evqlutipnary theory, then, is that:individuality has
no’intrinsic :eaning, byt carries,signific\éﬂ’ﬁce only in
reiat;on to ¥he evolutionary process.

Huxley's conceptualieation of'the gole of the

individual in evolution contains anthropomorphic and

teleological elements distasteful to'modern biological
theory. Howevet, with only slight revamping it comes
very close to more moderns:statements of the same theme

<

(e.g.: Alexander, 1981; Dawkins. 1976; Hamilton, 1964;
“Leigh, 1977; Williams, 1966; Wilson, 1975). For-
ekample, E.0. Wilson (1975) tells us %hat

in evolutionary time the individual organism counts
for almost nothing. In a Darwinist sense the
organism does not live for itself, Its primary
function is not evefi to reproduce other organisms,
it reproduces genes, and it serves as their
temporary carrier . . . part of an elaborate device
to preserve and spread them with the least possible
*‘ochemical perturbation. (p. 3)

L.

In modern biological theory the genes have taken over
life's place as the beneficiary of evolution, a

8

conceptualization made scientifically tenable by the

-wb}gaking ef'the genetic code (Watson, 1968) and recent

147
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insights into self-replicating, irreversible processes

. as‘organiz?né'pr{hcipleg’of.the nézg;gif;grld (Prigogine
&‘Stgpgeﬁf; 1984). Th; spirit of Huxley's .

iﬁtgrpretationnahowé;grﬁ‘remains intact: thé bioldgicai

iﬁ%ﬁf?dualﬂhas significance only in terms gf }

relationship to the-groces;ﬁgf life, its evo ion

y a5

‘ : o & ’
toward an ever more refined #¥ganization. Except as a ///

carrier of geres, the individual has no part in

evolution! P.B. Medawar (1957) emphasizes this point in
" the following passaée: ' . " ¢

It is deeply neces$Sary for a clear understanding of
evolution to distinguish between the genetical
structure of a population, which is quife i =g
wonderfully malleable and responsive to!the
impress of thS\EEVTronment; and the
genetical makeup of the iadividupl, which . ... is
almost miraculously stable. (p. 14) 1

e
The individual does not evalve; evo¥ition occurs between

/

individuals, when mutaticn and fecombination off genetic
,Faterfal takes place. As Besteson (1972) puts it,
\;Eaptation is a stochastic; process occurridg aﬁ'the

"boundaryApoin;s" between iniividuals (p. 264) . )

' We have now reached a point where the

psychological implications of hiclggiﬁél individuality
have become Tore apparent. The in&{zigual ?rganism,
which at first appears-to,be‘the_basic currency)bf
life, bears significance only in relation to the

process of life. Each particular phenotype is an

"extremely temporary manifestation . . . the result of
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an int&gaction\between genotype and environment that

\

produces 4H3Q§ we recognize as an 1nd1v1@\?1" (Williams,
1966, p lg%hat is to say, individual human beingé are
secondary to an ongoing evolutlon in whichb,as we will

see, they necessarilf-play only a passaye role. The
bafticular manifeStationsAwe call human individuals are,.

in this sénse, the best thaﬁoli{e c§uld do in ;.giVenl )
situation, The same can be said of the whole hﬁman.
specfgs: we are a makeshift‘coﬁpro;ise in the search for
"the subduerhof space and time." .This is far from the
premises on which hggan beings have built their self- o
imagé. Man has ne&er been a creature incl?%%d to gaze
willingly upon his own insignificance. Rather, as Fredd
(1916/1974)~ﬂo£ed,hhe has always considefed himself.?hJ ‘f ;~
special creature, installing himself at éhe_éenter of‘the.

universe and relinquishing his "naiwve self-love" to

only the hardest blows of science, which, whitever its

* ——

."

shortcomings, has been one means through which man has

reluctantly iie{ied his megalomania before the ’

"scarceiy imagined vastness" of his own fnsignificance. - g%

* -~

(p, 326). Copernicus dethroned man from the center of
the universe and Darwin from the center of creation

bgfor; Freud went inside to gnseat-thé ego. But, as
J.S. Bruner (1957) remarked, ";f we have learned
'anyphing.from the last half centufy of psychology, it is

that man has powerful and exquisite capacities for

defending himself against violation of his cherished
~ R

. .
. o .
o ol
‘e
. . .
)



self-image™ (p. 278). Each of these insurrections has

s M \

been marked by profound and fierce resistqnce,qfanging'

from blatant censorship to subtle persuasion. Two,
centuries was not enﬂugh time to allow resistance to the

Copernlcan revolutlon to sub31de to the point where

‘Galileo could adopt it ;as the basis for a new

astr‘onomy.1 After more than a century the theory of
evolution arouses scarcely less, albeit more subtle, ;

resistance. It is not surprising to find, then, that

man has forged a subtle path'of escape from what our

survey of evolutlonary theory has told 'us--that
1nd1v1dual human beings are of 11tt1e 1ntr1n51c

gignificance. _ ) o

The Lamarckian Conceit

Lamarckism in biologicai evolution.” In the early
nineteenth century, Jean Baptiste de Lamarck proposed a

theory of'éVolution which embodied the ancient human

v
.

yeannlng to ‘be the master of our own destlny "Lamarck

proposed that environmental 1mpact could dlrectly affect

.\ .
\

‘the genes of the 31ngle individual” (Bateson, 1979, p.

{
131), that characteristics acqulred during one's

lifetime could be passed on to.the next generation

(e.g:} the brawny arms of a first generation blacksmith

éoUld\Pé expected to appgar among his’children). The

2

appeal of ‘this hypothesis lies in the fact that it

allows the individual a causal role'in evolution, as it

17



-infers he may direct the course of his develop ent
through judicious éeléction of experience and th§$
diligence of his peréonal efforts. This appeases "a'
certain deeﬁ—seaged sense of the fitngssvbf things
[which] is gratified by the belief tﬁat an animal's own
agtivi;ies, accomplishments and‘endeavors should
- contribute to the heritage of its yoﬁng" (Medawar, 1957;
pg. 13-14). Lamarckism offers man thevpfgspect of a
.kind df evolufionary’karma; through'whié he may
gradually approach a gfeater and greater‘biological 
perfection.

Uﬁfortuﬁately for man's battered self;iﬁage,
Lamarckism has been thorougfly disquélified as a

A

principle of biological evolhtioﬁ.‘ Though”some debaFé
'continues'(e.g., Steele, 1979), "{e]xpefimental-studiés
‘have yieldedano‘scientifically accéptaﬁle evidence that
acq#ired characteristics are inﬁéritable" (Munn, 1971,
p. 56). ‘More:cqmpelling than thé experimental evidence,
ho;ever, is the philosophical in;bns%stency ofv

_ pamarckism with evolupionary theérj.‘ Batéson (1979)
points out that if the hyﬁothesis §f agquired
characteristics were true, it would assure a quick
demise for ény given species, as the whéle gamu? of

somatic adaptationsgundergone by each individual would

. g C{‘?
be imposed.on its offspring, resulting in a drastic loss

of adaptive ;}ex}bility. Thus "the whole process of

el

evolutiom{gnd living would become tied up in the

3
k4



'riglditieé of genetic\aeterminationv and eVen;ually
grihd toravhalt‘(p..l69)f What saves thevevolufiopary
process from fhis prématurg,end is just that adaptation
‘QFpendg on random ;vents (mutatibn and recombinatiqn ofe
genetic malerial) and is thus a stochastic, as opbosed
to detérmiﬁistic; brqceés. It is necessary fof
evolution to continue that each individual orgaﬁism
maintain ehough-sométic flexibilit§ to protect its
genotype from environhental perturbatiog. If the
genetic maéerial were more malleablé it would begin to
reflect the‘ndahces of lOcél enyironmgntal,cincuméténceé
and eyéﬁtually succumb to.the inevitable shifts in ﬁhese
condltions. Lémarckisﬁlis thus.poth exgeriméhtally
and philosophically disqualified as a mechanism through’
which mah might exert control over his destiffy. One
might.expecthﬁhaﬁ with it would have died any:hope of
retaining tﬁe gself-determination usurped by gvolutionary
theory. But ;ith its ﬁsual acuity, human self-interest
has-de?lsed an ingenibﬁg means of propping.hp‘fhe corpse
‘of Lamarckism "inteﬁ;‘;itting position” (Medawar, 19574
p. 26). There is a unique feature of human evolution

that allows this resurrection of the Lamarckian conceit--

cultural evolution.

Lamarckism in cultural evolution. ' It is to
B : ~ -

cultural evolution that man owes his dominant position
‘in the n.tural world: "Tradition is, in the nafrowest_

/

»
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techﬁical éense, a bié%%gical instrument by means of
which human beings conserve, propégate ahd énlarge
upon those proﬁerties to which they owe‘their present
biological fitness and their hope of becoming’still
figfer" (Medawér, 1957 p. 142). 'And what is most
grétifyidg\§3~the human indifidﬁél is,that "this

néﬁer évolution is ;o Abviously.Lamarckiaq,in
Jibé};%tep" (Medgagi; 1960, p. 99). Thevindividual ma;
:ﬁbﬁe tolieérﬁ usefﬁl skills.ffom:his culture énd‘paSS'
them‘on’to his children; he is tﬁus;no longer limited
’by the immutability éf his genetic makeup. ‘In this
sense, culture-allows the individuai to_survive‘his
biologicalitime>spén and méke considérable progréss‘
toward the conquest of both time and épace. ‘"In

tradition ‘and-in books an }ﬁtegral part of the

-—

individual persiSts,‘and a part which still works and _

is active , for it can influence the minds and actions

A

<

ef other iﬁdiViduals in ..fferent glaces and at
different times" (Huxley, 1912, p\}ﬁéé).. It is as if
ﬁthe upward‘prog;ess of terrestrial life toward [its
goal of,perfect] individuality . . . finds wingé, and,
iéughing at métté;; flies over‘lightly where }t‘could
ﬁQt climb" (ibid.). Bronowski (1973).dffers"some '

perspective on this dramatic cultural upsurge:’

The history of man is divided very unequally.

>
A

First there is his biological evolution . . . then

there-is his cultural history. . . . It took
at least two million years for man to change

from the little dark creature with the stone in his

19
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hand, Australopithecus . . . to the modern T
form Homo Saniens. That is the pace of | (.
biologlcal—EVolutlon——even though the

biologigal evolution of man has been faster

than that of any other animal. But it has

taken much less than twenty thousand years for

Homo Sapiens to become . . . artists and -
scientists, city builders and planners for the
future.. . . that is the pace of cultural evolution;
once it takes off, it goes .as the ratio of those two
numbers goes, ‘at least a hundred times "aster than
biological evolution. (p. 59)

What allows this tremendous acceleration of the

evolutionary pfocess is the fact that cultural evolution

vmev broceed without ,awaiting random biologicel.events i
-sucn es the nutation and recombination of genetic

.material .Tnis means that evolutionéry change may

occur withln, as opp%sed to between,vindiv1dua1 ‘é

lifetimes,vwhich in turn allows the 1nd1v1dua1 to
perceive himself as the agent offsuch change. Thus, the
process of cultural evolution seems directiy accessible

to individual intervention; any individual may

PR

concéivably contribute to his culture (with a booky

idea, invention, etc Y~in sucﬂgﬁ way that it is-

forever modlfied and so ultimatelyoinfiuence man 's

biological fitness., Culture thus allows man te

¥ N

transcend his geneticzimmutability and accrue two great>

psychologicel dividends: (1) a sense of inuividual

inportence, and (2) a sense of control'over his destiny.
It is its apparent independence‘from-the stochastic4

processes that inform oiological evolution that

qQ

distinguishes cultural evolution and allows man-to



believe that, in this arena at least, he_mayvdetermine

his destin.. In all other respects, cultural evolution

)
*

is remarkably'similar to biological evolution, as.

4

Medawar (1960) points out in the following*passage:

In both styles of evolution we can witness an
adaptive radiation, ‘a deployment into different
environments: there are wireless sets not only for
the home, but for use in motorcars or for carrying
about. Some gredt dynasties die out--airships, for
example, in common with the dinos&urs they were so
_often likened to; others become fixed and stable:
toothbrusheg retained the same basic design and
constitution for more than a hundred years. And,
no matter what the cause of it, we can see in our
exosomatic appendages something equivalent
to vestigial organs; how else should we descrlbe
those functionless buttons of the cuffs of men's
coats? (p. 98)

Cultunal evolution thus proceed actording to the general .

"laws"a‘of_ail gvolution, but Heing non-genetical is no
longer bound to biological individuals and therefore may
advance much more rapidly--hence the commoﬂ}lece
observation'that man has gone from the‘horse and buggy
to the moon in a single generatioﬁ; |

The evolutionary nature»of materiel culture is
feirly easy to Hiscerq. It is less obvious inneon—v
mate;ial‘culture, the system ofllanguages, symbols and

thought‘that is thé'distinctive'featﬁre of man (von

~Berta1anffy, 1981; Huxley, 1948) “This is perhaps

s.ﬁ

because we are so deeply immersed in our "universe of

symbols" (von Bertalanffy, 1981, é@ 1) that we do not

T

think of it as anythlng other than what is" (and

therefore as an ‘entity in the‘world that has sufficdent

s

e




)

Tndependence from it to evolve in relationship to it).

t o

Bdt the world of*ggmbéls does not coincidé_withvthe
world at 1afée; there is'aiways an abstraction from "all
that‘is the case" (Wittéenstéin; quoted in Kenny, 1973,
P. 4).5 -And,‘as von Bertalanffy (1981) goes on to

note, it seems to be ‘the world of symbols in which we

prefer to live: "Except in the immediate satisfaction
’ ‘ ‘ .

of biological needs, man lives in a world, not of things .

but of symbolé" (p. 1). Ihus man lives in his own
world, ,only occasibnally aware that this as n kind of
parallel hniversé, but indirectly in contact wipﬁ tﬁg
fest of nature. |

Though evolution is easier to discern in matefial
’ culture, it isAnonetheiess e;ident in the symbolic |
uniyerse. Batesoﬁi(1972), Bronowski (1973, 19785,
Cassirer (1944, 195?—57),.Monod (1971), amnd von
Bertalanffy (1981) are but a few of the more .
hisfinguisheq scholars td'hgve examined this aspéctoof
evolution. Genetaliy;”the origins of symbolization are:\

" ‘ ‘ ‘ A

seen to lie in mythipal and magical thinking where, for
instance, the animal sfmbolized in a cave baintinglnight
be fhought to embody some eséential aspétt of the |
animal, the éontfol of which exerted a corresponding
control over the‘fate of the actual aﬁimal (Jgn

!
Bertalanffy, 1981, p. 75f.). Thus, manipulation of the

-
e
v

symbol‘exerted'cdntrol in the biological world. As

Bronowski (1973) poihts out, there is an actual power at

23
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3
work here, not just an imagined or mythical connection--

it is "the power of anticipation: the forward 1gbking

‘imagination" (p. 54).. Because he could anticipate and

thus plan for the hunt, the symbolizing man grégtly

enhanced his chances of suécess.6 Thus was initiated "a’

formidable and oriented selective pressure the likes of
‘ A >

which no [non-symbolic] species could ever experience"”
(Monod, 1971, p. 133). Without filling in th¥ history
of the intervening years, we can éeé the rapidity and

pervasiveness with which this evolution became the main
v ' -

thtust of men's overall evolution, superseding the slow

. . . . '
progress - . biological evolution and providing the force

majeure behind material culture.
More than even material culture, the evolution of

symbolic culture appears well within the control of

individual human beings. Each of us, on a daily and

hourly basis, manipulateé various systéms of symbols
(most noggbly language) with‘;n accompanying sense of
control and direction. It-seems indisphtéble that
throﬁgh his own’efforts an iﬁdividual may exert an
influence on the course of his cuiture, and so
ultimately on the biological sfatus of his species.

Surely here the Laﬁarckian hope, "the poésibiiity that

in#vidual evolution may lead to collective evolution"
v A} ‘ 3

(Ferguson, 1980;\p. 76), is realized. However, in the

following section it will be shown how the evolution o&

o s
o g
N

g
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the symbolic life of man, which may also be called the

*

evolution of his consciousness, is a strictly biological
evolution, governed as all‘suchievolution must be, not
by human intention, but by "chance and necessity"
(Monod, 1971).. Thus its apparently Lamarckiah Eharéctgp )
offers man an ilaysion of but no real control over his  ‘¥
biological fate. In other yprdsf the evolution of
consciousness follows the laws of all material “ S

evolution.

The fallacy of cultural Lamarckism. ‘The

persistence with,whigh mah'has méintained the Lémarckian" :ﬁff'
conceit that at least some part of evolution falls under

his control is becoming more appafentu,'Under the
preésure of advancing scieptifi; underSf@nding , o ‘;J

Lamarckism has been obliged to relinquish its“ofiginéii SO

position in the sphere of Biological evolution ahd’éeek‘:iw‘.
’ N ) PR Ty e 10 s

refuge 1in cultural evolution., Here, especially with = = oy
. 3 L "

respect to symbolic culture,.tﬁe conv;ction .hat énq- s
individual may intentionally infiuence the course of ",." iy
evolution is held almost without reservqtion.’ Thus, '.‘ f_ﬁafl
whatever influénce the'indivifbal lost at one end of the o ,f@»

spectrum of evolution, he has gained at the other. In this. '?;g@b

manner the antithesis between our scientitic 3,

understanding and our need to assert the principle of
individuality has been maintained.
This antithesis, when it represents the opposition

of two equally valid descriptions of the world, is

¢ .



perhaps vital to maintaining a balanced and dynamic
human understanding. However, it will be argued here

. , ‘
tK;t the attempt to rehabilitate Lamarckism as a -~
<

i /

principle of cultural evolution stems not from a valid

antipathy between two competing descriptions of
»

reality, but from a psychologigal need to maintain a
sense of control over nature. In this section it

will be demonstrated how the existing scientific

w und&rstanding of evolution compels us to abandon the

»

Lamarckian conceit even in the sphere of cultural

1Y

evolution.

One way to appreciate the fallacy of cultural
Laﬁarckism ié by seéing how we ha;e been misled by
certain assumptions that underlie the distinction .

between biological and cultural evolution. One of the
. Y 1

most important of these assumptions is that biological

xévol?tion is a material process, while cultural
l material ,

¥

évqlution is a mental process. . Thls distinction between

*» + the mental apd‘the'physical, one of the hallmarks of

“

WeStern culture, allows us to assume that a different

'“ggéﬂ_kind of evolution may occur in culture than occurs in

R N ]
o v

G,

: e . ‘ o
b: "+ - “nature. -Thus the érguméhts that: diesqualify Lamarckism’

in biological evolution neeﬂ;nbt mecessarily apply to
s éultural evolut

2

- .
o, One way to.demon3trate the fallacy

S T

v

of cultural Lanmig

o
.

¢lism, -thren, .4's to demonstrate that the

[ 3
)

- ‘upderlying assumption ogia'discontinuity between
. _

4 ’
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material and mental é#olution——betwéen consciousness ,
and matter--is false. If we are able to establish the
continuity of conéciousness and matter; tﬁen it becomes
inconsistent to maintain thaf incompatible<mechanisms of
change are operatiAg in what is eséeqtislly one domain. ~
For this difficult task we have a powerful ally--the - ;
approach to consciousness elaborated by mgﬁérn physics
ip the development of quantumvmechanics.

Consciousness became a concern of ph&sics when

3 v
the exploration of microscopic phenomena reached the

3

level at which the effefrs of observagioh produced’
measurable distortion of the objects of study. In ,
attempting to isolate subatomic particles, physicistsg
discovered that the act of obsegrvation disturbed the

sought-for particles to such an extent that gaining S

”~

orthodox knowledge of their existefice in terms of space
o\

and time was not possible. Their relationship with us
) \

wag discovered to be indeterminate, and whatever

knowledge could be gained as to their nature was always
a function of how thev were observed. Thus the observer
and the obsirved were found to be inextficably linked:
"it was not possible to formulate the laws 'of quantum
mechanics in a fully consistent way without reference to
the consciousness" (Wig;er, 1967, p. 172).
The advantage of considering consciousness from the
perspective of quantum mechanics is that‘it approaches ﬁﬁ‘

consciousness simply and directly; as it were, from the




g
4

- b
outside. That is, it makes no assumptions about the

nature of consciousness, except to note that the entering

of impressions into consciousness (i.e., the act of
. K '3 ’
-

observation) ﬁroduces a diécernible effect on nature.j
Throygh qUanﬁum mechanics phyéics_finally approaches .in

the subatomic real the edges of consciousness, as if it

\

were just another c-osnstituent of the naturqgﬁworld whosg

turn for study had come. This is a pr- dlglous feat of
‘abstraction, but for all the potent1a1 for self-
deception inherent in such a pesuliar approach, it is
this deeachment that allows the maximum poseible

ebjectivity in approaching the subject--which is the

Subject! Quantum mechanics has therefore evolved
Weepts that are "undoubtedly more concrete than those

ofrany other language for dlscu531ng eplstemology
(ibid., p. 196).

ko

o Whatuquantum mechanics has done is to place

consciousnegs back into the realm of nature. It has
erased the boundary between mind and matter and
dem;ﬂ;trated this separatien to be.an artifact, a
product 'of human thought. This notion is perhaﬁs best
expressed by David Bohm in his theory of tﬁe implicate
order. Bohm (quoted in Webber, 1978) propeses that what
we take to be reality is only a superficial explicate

dimension of a vast background of energy he calls the:

implicate order:

LB
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the present state of theoretical physics implies
that empty space has [immense] energy and matter is
a slight ripple on this tremendous ocean of energy,
.having some relative stability and being manifest.
my suggestion is that this implicate order
" implies a reality 1mmense1y beyond what we call
matter. Matter is 1tselﬁ merely a ripple in this
‘background. Cﬁ 30)
'? Bv
The fundamentally new M@tlo% “in. Boh% s theory is that of N
-~ W

und1v1ded who@eness, in whlch the observ1ng 1nstrument

[includlag consciousness] is not separate from what is
observed" (Bohm, 1980. p. 134). "Ultimately, the entire
universe (with all 4ts 'particles', including those
canstitutiag hgman beings, their 1aboratories,

obs rving ipnstruments, etc.) has to be understood as a

single undivided whole, in which analysis into
separately and inde&gndently existent parta has no
fundamental status” (ibid.} p. 174). From this it is
clear that no fundamental diatinction between
coaaciousnesq and matter can be ﬁaintained§ the

separation of the two in thought and language .

‘artificial, made bi-han rather than nature.
Bohm (1980) explores the”;elationsﬁip between

consciousness and matter in great detail. He points
)
out that when Descartes made'his famous distinction

bethen the two, he relied on God, the omnipotent third -

party %&ﬁt31de and beyond both " to provide the "clear a0
E .

and disttnct notions" that 1nform the two and govern

their rélationship. "Since then, the idea that God takes

care o{;this requirement has'generally been abandoned,
¢ |

k1
- qv
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" but it has not commonly been noticed that'therebfvthe

possibility of comprehending the‘relationshiP between
matter and consciousness has coliépsed" (p: 197). "This
may explain éur pe%plexity at érying to relate the two,
gnd why attempts to 5; so frequentlyiinvoké the
"spiritual aspect" of-man'(e.g.,\TeilHard de Chardin's

conception of evolution as proceeding toward an "Omega
. ————— v '

Point" of worldwide spiritupl consciousness). But if

matter and consciousness afe conceived as different

explitations of an underfying implicate order, it is

possible to "comprehend

heir relationship on the basis
o . .ok
of some common ground" (ibid., p. 197). Thus Bohm

(J
(quoted in Webber, 1978) proposes that

consciousness . . . 18 in the implicate order as

all matter is, and therefore it's not that

consciousness is one thiﬁg*and matter another, but

- . rather conseciousness is a natural process . . .

' that ‘manifests in some explicate order as does
matter in general., . . . consciousness is possibly
a more subtle form of matter and movement. (p. 33)

Consciousness, then, cannot be ultimately separated from
all other material: processes and thus may be expected to
follow the general laws that apply to material nature,

including the laws of evolutiion.

-

Demonstrating the continuity of matter and

]
4

consciousness briggs in;o‘qdestion the widely held

. distinction between biologicallagp.;ulﬁural evolution.
This distinction.)is maintainéd by thé deeper and more
pervasive divisidn betwéen matter and consciousness D

which is at the heart of "the‘great 'schizomorphic'



stru;ture_of Western intelligence" (Gilbeff Durand,
quoted in Smith, 1982, p. 104). Thus, it has been

implicitly assumed that (non;material)xcultural

evolution, which occurs in that domain of consciousness,

ig exempt from the laws which govern material

(biological) evolution. This allows mechanisms such as
. J L

Lamarckism, which have heen ruled out as organizing

principles of the natura® world, to Qggrate in a

~special domain, which is man's alone. . This confers to

man a special place in nature, a harbor in which he has.

o

profected various”s -aggrandizing cuncepts‘which could
. A .
not survive the heavy /seas of scientifi£ %crutin}.
When tHe ﬂistinctipn betwéén ﬁétte: and conscigusness is
dissol#ed; héwever, the distinctioq between materialland
cultural evolution must also disappea?.‘ it’theﬁfbécomes
einconsistent to éxempt certafn phenomena fromvour-
'genera1 écienEif§c ugderstanding.simplf because they are
held to be w;thin the doﬂaiﬁ of.consciousness; Given
. ,

the evidénce from'quantGw mechanics negating this
‘distinction we may now 1opk again at cultural-evolufion,
bearing in mind that a mechanism of change such as
Lamarckism isjvery unliki}y to operate in only ‘one pa;tv
of the totgl field of evolutien.-

We begin this rep}ise by asking again what-we mean

when we call cultural evolution "Lamarckian". As we
L .

have seeh, we mean that it is independent of the

&

PX . W
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stochastic processes of change in the biological
organism, in the sense that’it ma&y proceed without
relianée on random mﬁtatiop and reéombination of généti;
material. Cultural change may thus occur within an

individual 1ifespén (as opposed to between individual

lifespans) and thus appears accessible to control by the -

individuals of a ulture. Through this mechanism, life

seems to have escaped its bondage to biolocical material
and become independent of the unit of its currency, the

individual., But what is not generélly seen is that.

cultural evcelution i; not independent of its currency,

the units of tﬂbught. Just as biological evolution

proceeds by working on a population of given

‘individuals (themselves products of evolution, but

evolutionarily static), so-cultural or mental
evolution proceeds by working on a population of given

b R
units of thought-8ymbols, words, ideas, concepts,

images, etc.--which aTe similarly static (i.s‘,vthey are

" material and thérefore conditioned).7 Because we do not

often perceive the material® nature of consciousness, we

do not see its static, conditioned nature, and tend

rather to think of it‘as an infinitely flexible
' . 3

medium, apart from matter and therefore capable of
apprehending its most subtle aspects.  But the
developments in subatomic physics show that ws‘are

nearing a threshold in our investigation of nature where

‘the physical mechanisms of thought are of roughly the

La]
ar



séae subtlety as the phenomena being investigated,
“with the result that the investigator has been turned
back on himself. E.P. Wigner (1967),sumharizes this
recufsive aspect of the quantuh theory: |

According .to quantum mechanical theory, all of

our 1nfo;mat10n about the world derives from

"measurements". . . . In order to obtain any
information of the outside world, in order to make
_any measurement or observation, it is necessary
‘that one already possess d crude knowledge of his
surroundings. It is true that this crude knowledge
usually comes from other observations but this only
_transfers the problem one step further back . . . the

"acquisition of our original and mo$t crude knowledge

is surrounded in mystery. It is probablyg not only
contemporaneous,with, but also part of th
awakening of our consciousness. . . .
Furthermore, this or1g1na1 knowledge was probablr
not acquired by us in the active sense: most of it
“must have been given to us in the same mysterlaus
¥ way, and probably as part of our consciousness

[italics added] (p. 197)
In pursulng quantum mechanlcal phenomena the phy51c st
is driven back to the o .gins of his own thoughts. And‘
“he finds there that he may tlaim no credit for their

"inception; his role in their genesis was passive. The

individual thus bears the same }elationship to

—

‘cultural evolution that he does to biological

evolution: He is the vehicle which transports units of

information‘toward their next trhnsffrmation.ﬂ All that
is requiféd-df.hih from a biological and cultutal point
of vieu is that he function as a medium through whith
the vast stothastic processes whith have producéd>and

P ]
informed him fay continue. ‘ S ,// ‘

Wigner (ibid.) prbv;des the further insight that the

D
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flnward evolut1on, a n&%ural selectlon f?ﬁm glven un1ts

o l , : ' F

units comprising thought will always be realized,

usefulness to u$ (n..l99). That is, the units of-

_ thought can reflect only those aspects of reality that
1

may be evolutionarily useful, though Wigner recognizes

e ns1s N : . .
great varlablllty in how necessary each unit mlght be.

What takes place 1n human thlnklng, then is a kind of

thought. Batemﬁm (1979) has recognlzed thisg and talks

A ‘5’}

) f
of twongreat stochastlc systems e e one withln the

1nd1v1dual called learnlng the other out31da,. ..

called ’olut1on (p. 165) .Thus,'“"the. me}ntal?;proce‘lsse

generate, a large number of alternatives and there is a

7

selectlon among these ‘determined by somethlng like

J

‘relnforcement" (1b1d., P. 164)

The pergeptlon of the mental processes as a

2 P4

'.stochastic system parallellng b1010g1ca1 evolutlon

‘prov1de5¢the final tool necessary for dlsmantling %he

Lamarckian facade of cultural evolntienJ As Bateson
sugge;té,‘there arise from mental activity'a great
number of‘elternative‘ideas, cdncepts, imaées, ete.,
amongetawhicb there will be a ;election’df'thelmost

useful. Erom the previous discussion of, stochastic

processes 1+/ig clear that what is g g to be ‘most

: %
useful ‘will be unpredictable; there must,be\z\thingé or

random element involved which allows‘the,flexibility

B . ‘

because they are products of evolution,. .in terme.of their

of

S
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characteristic of .viable, evolving systems. In

ﬁdltural evolution, then, the next new idea or concept
cannot be‘predicted, nmuch less-determined in advance, but
must be allowed to come into being in the due course of
systemic change. .Our‘éubjective'sense of guiding or

controlling cultural evolution, then, cannot correspond to

the actual state of affairs. Instead we can see this

‘sense of control as being itself a product of mental
: T : *

evclution. That is, the entity that appears to bé
ch0081ng ' and ' dlreqxlng the coursé of cultural
evolutlon—-varlously called in our culture the "I," the
"me," the self";fi%wgn epiphgnomena of the stochastic

5

processes of mental evolution. This entity does not

" form thgicourse of thought, but is formed from the‘

cOurée of thought. The reason fof‘this we have already

encountered in Wigner's work--it is useful to us.

“The usefulness of constructions such as the self is

that they provide their "owner" with a sense of control

and self-direction which allows a modu’s vivendi (the N

/
individual as autonomous agent—-the subject of C%ﬂpter

Two) whlch has been, in 86 efrespects, very suoéessful

N/Tﬁis success reinforces the ps;zﬁ/log1cal value of nhese e

‘vk « R . , s “ .
entities and over time they céme to "exist" .morg;and~more'
AU D =S

concretely, so that now the development of a strong
sense of self is a highly esteeme¢rgoal"iﬁ»Western

culture. Thus develops the ironic situation whereby it

. 14
has come evolutionarilygﬁxpedient to evolve in man a

v
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sense of control over evolution! In a most ‘ . -

extraordinary transformation, the yodqgest child of
“evolution has become its apparen&ﬁpaster.
-, \
. N " .
‘The fact that cultural L?ﬁarckism, the precept that

man controls his culture, is not even questidned is :

testament -to how well nature has done her job. It is

"taken as a .matter of fact that man. i

~a determining agent
in the course of his cultural evolgtion and thus

ultimately of his biological fitness.' Thus is man

provided with a cornerstone of great psychologlcal
e

—
~ R
B

‘'gecurity: the concept that human- cuwlture, which has’

’

f : '
transformed the world is at his command as he meets$an ¢

'r&f

unpredictable future.” As Lew1s Mumford (193}5 puts 1t, 1t 3
is through such me;}s that "the human mind has in an

increasing degree overcome [the] biological limitations

of the brain: its frailty, its 1sclation,-1ts privacy,

its brief life-span” (p. 29). Yet it has be the task
of this chapter to deﬁonsﬁrate that this sense of -  ©
control over culture (andpﬁhus evolutidn)'must be an \

Y

iliusion. There 1s¢@g entrty whichﬂdirects thought into
the forms of cultuff 'but rather such entlties are , i
:generated by thou{ht aSauseful currural formsa~a¥or can
* this illusion be considereg as merely-a benign adaptive
mechanism. The growing ecological crisis in which

Western man nowffinds himself te113'us that a radical

. revision of our present mode of 1iving,wou1d béiﬁdghfi‘*e

% 5
. P
- A
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advisable. Perhaps it is time to abandon the Lamarckian

conceit.

N f )
Conclusion

In surveying iblogicallindividualigy we have
"relied heavily on evolationary theory.‘ This is because™
evolutlonary biology is th% only natural science wlth any
truly general theories abput life" (Alexander, 1981 P.
‘510). As such it is perhaps the only évailable means of
exglaininé rather thqn juét describing, order émong the
cémalex diversity of the living wonld.s' Indeed, so}
=~ 8

deeply doesievolutionary theory probe into.life that
“ -_ . . N . J
theoretical biologist G.C. Williams (1966) maintains

<

/““

that it provides
. P , -

an abstract criterion whereby life may be defined

and recognized. We are dealing with life when we

are forced to invoke natural selection to achieve a
complete explanation of an observed system. In this
sense the principles of chemistry and physics are

not enough. At least the one additional postulate of
natural selection and its consequence, adaptatlon,
are needed. (p. 5) ’

Evélutiohary théo;y strongly suggest; that the role
of biological individuéls islseconJary to the ongoing
pfécess of evolution. Individuals are not an end‘of
evélution, but the meaﬂs through which it i; realized;
not a fundamental biological unlt, but only a temporary
solution (literally a sophisticated, gg}f organ1z1ng

physico—chemical solution incubating the genes) through

~which life QFrpetuates itself. Fbr this purpose some

~individuals will prove better than others, but onlfsmk
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relation to the selective pressure of the environment.
] . .
Since,the fluctuations of the environment are,
/
oy ! . .
unpredictable (b?Fause "neither organism nor environment
contains information about what the other will do next"

(Bateson,;1979, p. 198)) no intriﬁsic superiority may

be attributed to a given individual; the most unlikely

Y

céndidate for survival may pfove the most durable given
gsufficient environmental change. Ali that life (or the
genes) requires is that sufficient diversity betwéen

indiv}dualé exisf’to-ensure its perpetuity in ;he face

. . . ¢ . .
of unforeseen environmental change. Thus it is the
. y

difference between individuals that is significant, not
.the individuals themselves! Bates;n (1979) has |
discussed how difference, which "being of the nature of
relati?nship, is not located in space or time" (p.~109),
may-no%ethelgss prove to be a fundamental concept in
"understanding how life is organized. A relationship‘of
differences, in the form of an arrangement of
hetefbg;heous.parts, was also Huxley's (1912) first
critériﬁn for defining an individual. Yet we live in a
society which pld@és great emphasis on the intrinsic
worth of individuals and have drawn various conclusions as

g N . ﬁ
to what qualities characterize a guperior individual

(this latter tendency is especially relevant when
considering the role of psychotherapy in our culture;
as we will see, it is the attempt to cultivate these

qualities that attaches psychology to one of mankind's

]

,




bl@ést traditions). This would appear to constitute .
what Baﬁeson (1972) called an "epistemological error'
(p. 4?9), an incorrect assumption about.the nature of the.
world upon which subsequent action gnd cognition is.
based. The results of ;;ch misguided activity he has
desc}ibed‘as "greed, monstrous over-growth, war,
tyranny, and pollution™ (1979, p. 241).

It is because of the stochastic (unpredictable)
natﬁre of evolutionary change that it is very definitely
non-Lamarckian in character.i We have seen that the
ipheritance of acquired  characteristics would rigidify
and finally sabotage the process of biological
'adaptation. Yet the Lamarckian hypothesis Aolds great
psychological appéal because inyimputes»to human beings
a sense of individual importanc; and of control over
their deétiny. Thus it has found refuge in culturél
evolution, where it is-held to be "quite clear, of
course, that man has begun to control his own evolution™
(Muﬁn, 1971, p. 169). But we have shown that this |
apparent clari&y ié based on distinctions that are
false, iﬁ the sense of being taken for actual divisions

of nature rather than artifacts of thought. And, as
Ve

Bohm (1980) has emphasized: "To be confused about what

e

ig different and what is not is to be confused about

éverxthing" (p. 16). Thus, in conceptualizing

evolution, the artificial distincﬁiontbetween matter and

. '
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consciousness has produced confusion by allowing man
suppose that a different meéhanism @ight'account for
_change in cultural evolution as Jpposed to biglogical
evolution. When the diétinction between consciousness
and matter is erased, af>the evi¢ence from physics\
suggesté_it must be, the unity of thé total field of
evolution becomes apparent and there is no refﬁge for

the Lamatckian conceit. h ”

-

We may now begin to ask, what are the

4 '

‘implications of our survey of Bio&ogical individuality
b . . o
for a theory of psychotherapy? First, i+ is @

. * X '
-

o 2. ’F%

DI £ N

that any theory which maintains the Lamarck;aﬁ“
is likely to perpetuate confusion. That is; any{" w B
therapy which_holds: that psycholdgical change can be
directed toward a more ideal sfate, which can be

determiﬂed by thought, fails to take adequate éccount of
both the nature of change in living systems (evolution),

and of the nature of thought. Sucg thefapies depend

on drawing at some point im the gield of coﬁsciousness

.a Qistinction between what must be changed and what need
no: be, so thaE-some part of‘thought (be it in the
therapist, client, or both) acts as an agent of change

upon the rest. An artificial distinction creates the
changer and the changed, when both are aspects of the
hydrajheaded course of tﬁought and both are-involved in

vast gzochastic.systems which are themselves constantly

changing and which have produced in man the véry idea
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that he may %%vide off a corner of thought and use it to
manipulate the rest! Thus is perpetuated ta mode of
thought thatvimplies unending devélopmént of chaotic and
peaningasgs conflict" (Bohm, 1986, p. 16§i

If we operate from the Lamafckian conceit that we ban

somehow guide or shape the processed of psychological

) hagﬁe then we can only perpetuate this train of

A

csnfusion and contradiction, since we partake in the
underlying tradition of setting ourselfiagainst nature
from which bézg the conceit and the confusion&arise. In
J4Fhé practice of psychothérapfq then, y,we will d%nﬁ«;o
avoid any theory positing a éet'of conditions (goals)
toward which a client may 'grow" or "evoive" and/or any
position maintaining that the course of change can be
planned, directed, or even foreseen."Réther, we must
“work toward a mode of therapy whicﬂ relinquishes all
authority to the inscrutable. stochastic designs of
nature. The next step in QRProaching such a»theraﬁy
lies in a fuller explication of the cultural history of
individualism, Only throuéh understanding the grip this

concept holds on the Western psyche can we hope to

escape its grasp and move beyond it.
o
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Chépter Two ~
A CULTURAL HISTORY OF INDIVIDUALISM
An intéresting characteristic of the concept of
in&ividualityvis its vaguen;;;i Though, as we have seen,
it represents a powerful current in our thinking--strong
enoughneven to oppose our s;ientific world view-- ‘
individualism has never emerged into a clear and distinct
philosophy. A% Steﬁhe; Lukes (197?) noted in hié_‘
excellent survey of the concept, “findividualism' is a

~ /

word thaé has comé to be used with an unusual lack of
precisiqnﬁtfsometimes ev;n réferring to a variety of .
disparg?ﬁﬁgi cepts within the same passage (;. ix). 8
Indeed, it sometimes seems as if we would prefer not to
clgfify the meaningvof‘this concept. Aé was the case with
Lamarékism ig biolggiigl and cultural evolution, one

gets thelimpréssion that there is a kind of

intellectual resistance at work which causes us to find
indirect expression for a tendency . n our thinking we .
would rather not examine too closely. This chapter

‘will attempt to uncover what lies behind the

éonfusio@ surrounding fhis concept Fol%owing

Lukes, an\attempt will first be ma;L to redhce this
-confusion with'anﬁinjestigation of tﬁe semantic history

~

of the term individualism, but then, looking much . -~

further back into human histbry>than does Lukes, a
further will be made attempt to uncover the psychqibgical
roots of individualism,. |

1o - .
42 -
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Semantic Origihs

""Individualism" is a nineteenth century word derived
from the Latin individuus, meaning "undivided or

indivisible" (Reese, 1980, p. 250). It was taken into

>

English from the French term individualisme, first used
| ) -
25 Alexis de Toqueville to ;;fer to a "kind of moderate
selfishness, §i§bo$ing-mén to be concerned only wiig theig
own small circle of\family and friends" (Pennoék, 1972, p.
162). Once coiﬁed, this term was quickly employ;d to
cover gbbewildering array of sdcial, political and
philosophical trends. Lukes (1973) has done an admirable
job of éorting and claséifying these trends, starting .
with a distinction between the French ard German
conceptjons of individualism.

As indicated by de Tocqueville's original use‘of the
term, the French conception of indiv{dualigm was somewhat
- disparaging, lamenting "the social, moral and political
‘isolation of individuals from social purposes and social
regulation, the breakdown of social solidarity" (Lukes,
-1973, p. 15). fhus, "the characteristically French sense
of 'in@ividualism'ois negative, signifying individual
isolation and social dissolution" (ibid., .p. 22);7 In
contrast to this, the German tradition of individualism
was esséntially.pégiRaye, signifying "the notion of

individual uniqueness, originality, Land] self-

realization" (ibid., p. 17). It was this tradition which



7

quickly became "virtually syﬁonymous with the-idea of

individuality" in Western culture (ibid., p. 18i.

-~

Georg Simmel exemplified this mo6ovement when he wrote in

1917 of "the individualism of difference, with the

deepening of'individuality to ﬁﬁe poinﬁ o% thé
individual's incomparability, to wﬁich he is 'called'
both in hfg nature and in his achieveﬁent" (quoted in
ibid., p. 18). The task'of this "specific, irreplaceable”
individual was "to realize his own incomparable image"
(ibid.). Thus there arose~§n "individualism of
uniqueness . . . as against that of_singleﬁess" (ibid.)

in which "the individual's fundamental duty . . . was to
cultivate his own differentnésé 30 as fo distinguish
ﬁimself_from all other men and thus contfibute to the

diversity of the world" (Coates & White, 1970, D. 54);

It is.this Germanic conception of individualism which best

“characterizes what is generally thought of as Western.

[

individualism.

Though the explicit formulation of individualism as

“a philosophy and/or way of life belonged to the

2

nineteenth century, its réofs lie much deeper in human
history. To.uncoverlthes? roots requifes-first‘a fuller
understandingﬁof ghe ;ompi;x of ideas that :onstitutes
individualism. |

As can be seen in the G;fmanic tradition,
"individualism stresses the self-directed, self-contained

and comparatively unrestricted individ -1 or ego"

'
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(Pennock, 1972, p. 162). Thus the assumption of an
aqunomoué center of mental activity is basic to
individuaiism. Tﬂis in tur;'suggests'that thé conception
of the s@lf iﬁ"aA fmportant«philo;ophical precufsor of
individupalis= and indicates one di;ection to follow
in tracing back the historylpf_indiVidUa}iqm béyond its
semantic roots. . e |

Aﬁonher significant idééfiﬂcorporatedrin the /%%
conceptupl framework( of indiV?édaiiém is that of "the

supremne And intrinsic vglqu or dignity, of the

individugl human being" (Lukes, 1973, p. 45). This

‘"yltimaty moral principle” (ibid.) was "the great

cbntribukion to individualism" of Chrisfianity (A;D.
Lindsay, quoted in ibid.) and "has com; tq pervadé modern
:ethical ynd social thought in the West" (;bid.jop. 48) .
This hig& éétimatioﬁ of ordinary’hqman beings ;iso.
indicatey the close relationship of individualisﬁ to
humanisn, which, if not the same:thing; ?afe at least

first coqysins" (Morris, 1972, p. 3). Thus another root

of indivydualism goes back through the traditions of

. Christigyity and humanism:yv

A third "unit-idea" of individualism emphasized by

Lukes (1?73) is that of Qrivéci, the idea of "a private

exisfean within a public world, an area within which the .

individyyl is or should be left alone by»othe}s and able

to do apng-think whatever he chooses”" (p. 59). Lukes
a : | .

’
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Given this portrait of the individual, we can begin to

The Cultural Ancestry of the Individual

]
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points out that this cpncept, which we take for granted,
was “largely absent from ancient civilizations", and even as

late as the Mlddle Ages (1b1d ). Hannah Arendt (1959)

has written that in such soc1et1es

A man who lived only a private life, who like the
slave was not permitted to enter the public realm,
or like the barbarian, had chosen not to establish
such a realm, was not fully human. We no longer
think ‘primarily of deprivation when we use the word
"privacy', and this is partly due to the enormous
enrichment of the private sphere through modern
individualism. (p.35) 0
Another root of individualism, then, runs through those
developments that led to the conception of a personal

private life held to be separate from the communal life:

0

~around it.

These‘three unit-ideas—-autonomy, dignity, and
prlvacy——descrlbe the central core of individualism which
will be investigated here. Taken together, they 1arge1y
descrlbe the type of person which we know as the modern
1nd1v1dua1: a self- determlnlng, 1ntr1n31cally worthwhlle

being acting from private motivation and dellberatlon.

determine when this type of person first appeared.°

€

The "conventional account” of the emergence of this
/MM\.

~ type of'ihdividual "attributes it to the Italian

Renaissance of the fifteenth century" (Morris,.1972, p.
5). Before thls tlme‘\S}é medleval empha91s on "the

overrldlng importance ‘of law, and of the church as a.



_that the Renaissance was not $§
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legal institution” (Lukg$,¢1973, p. 46) meant that there

was an "absorption of the individual by the community or

by society" (Ullman, 1967. p. 32)/4 ‘However, various

scholars (see Devane, 1948,5p. 6f.) have pointed out~”
e much-the birthplace of
individualism as it}was'a_"tra sition'period between the

medieval and mddern ages in whi h'; .. authoritarian and

individualistic pr1n01ples and concepts ex1sted side by

side" (Groethuysen, quoted in 1b1d., p. 17). Though the

Renaisgance saw the emergenceiofdthOSe qualities prized

by the modern. indiVidual there was as vet no distinct
‘ . *

philosophy deserv1ng of the name . individualism."' Rather

than 1nd1v1dualism, the philosophy which best

‘ characterizes this period of history is humanism

Humagism. We have already remarked on the close
relationship between humanlsm and 1nd1v1dualism. ‘The
humanist assertion of @the essential dignity and worth

of man and his capac1ty to atheVe self realization

through the use of reason and the sc1entif1c method"‘

(Webster' S Third New International Dictionary) =

encompasses the three aspects of 1nd1v1dualism we have .

emphasized——autonomy, dignity and\\bivacy. Only the

latter is not.obviously contained in the above ;,

: definition, but clearly- there can be no autonomy unlessf

there is a private domain, separate from the lives of
other individuals, in which’ the 1nd1v3dua1 may operate.

Thus humanism is an important philosophical precursof of

RTINS
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individu@lism in which those qualities brized by the
modern individual were‘aquady_finding expression.
8 ,

There is, howp%er, a genefally;perceived difference

(N

9

between individualism and humanism.v,Hhman%7m expresses a .

more general admiragion.of'm%n thanﬁdoes,inﬁividualism;
» '4 . . . . .

more of a "sympathy with, and delight in mankind"

~ (Morris, 1972, p. 8), while indi&idualismﬂemphasizes the
. . ’ N //'— \‘ )

specific, irreplaceable indiviival, elevat. g.him above:

the general regard for manki . Thuéithe "hard cof%”.of;

individualism, which separac~:
o : g

‘the psychological experience . . . of a.¢1eaf.distincti0n ¢

between my being and that of >ther people" (Morris, 1972,

p. 3). However, this difference is not so much one of

»

+ kind as it .is of degree. The ingivfdualistfs expériencé

of a clear distinction from his fellow man can be seern as

<

;a natural consequence of the humanist emphagis.on

autor .7, as.the exercise of this,autoﬁomquust

«
necessarily separate. one man from'anotherﬁ—one cannot act

-bbth:autbnomously and in céncert'difh'one's {elloWs.

L o o C .

Thus even along this primary dimengjen of distinction
L] ‘ : ' '

[}

" humanism and individualism afe linked. bThis_éugéeéts

that individualism’is a later form of humanism in whigh

the pursuit of amtonomy has produced it§ natu:ai i

consequence--a focus on privqte,aé'obposed'go public
life. T .
Autonomy thus emerges, as a:ériticél philosophical

HRR

p)

. . T
it from humanis?,-"liei in ¢
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postulate whlch both ,unites and differentiates humanlsm
and 1nd1v1duallsm. Corliss Lamont (1949) prov1des a

concise summary of this important humanlst~pr1nc1ple: 5
‘ b c : ‘ -
Humanism believes, in opposition to all theories
of un1versal predestination, determination or

fatallem, that human beings possess true freedom of

, creative~action and.are, within reasonable 11m1ts, R

the mastefh of their own destlny. (p. 20)
e ﬂ

" The radical assertlon oﬁ humanlsm was that man could

Pid

R
SN

'become autonomous from the ‘world around "him. For the‘

A
first -time men conceived of themselves as free agents,

\.-‘ \\ |
casting off_millennia of subordination to, a series of

masters ranging from environmental neces<ity through
various gods to feudalism; This cleared the way for-
‘ . : P

reason to claim theﬁsuewardship of ‘'man and set the stage

3

for the ensuing scientific'and industrial revolutions.

So- successful wasakhis.dEVelopment that humanism has

bdeome the dominant thrust of all human culture, as David

Ehrenfeld?(1978)7§iphasi£es in the following passage:

‘Himanism is at the heart of our present world
culture--we share its unseen assumptions of control,
and this bond makesﬂmockery of the more superficial
differences among communist, liberal conservative,
and fascist, among the manager and the managed, the
exploiters and the«preservers. (p. 20) v

What upites humanists worldwlde is "faith in our abvllty

-

‘to control our owm destiny (ibid., pp. 9-10), to exercise

? " .
our autonomy from™ the background of nature.

AAcritical aspeot of the conceptyof autonomy is its

presupposition of a division between the agent which is

perceived to act EUt%nomdasly and the background against

R
* <
’
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which it exercises that autonomy. In order forw
autonomy to be realized, there must be an entity which

acts more or less independently of a relatively fixed

background. Thus autonomy implies division. As

William Galt (1940) makes clear in the following passage,

this means that the dévelopment’of humanism and

‘

subsequently individualism has been a movement into

~

fragmentation, as the individual must establish autonomy-

1

not only from the backgrouﬁd of nature, but also with

respect to other individuals: : @
' fo ) & . :

"there is [in Western~culture] a weaning of the
child from the sense’.of biological continuity and
solidarity with his kind, and the establishment within
him of a sense of personal identlty; motivation and
authority which of it nature must be in conflict
with the 1dent1ty and motivation of “others of his
social group [italics added]. Expressed
differently, the total social behavioral pattern
which is the biological heritage of the human
infant, as it is of other animal species, is disrupted,
and an undue individuation takes place. This '
individuation, which in the course of time sets up
an autonomous individual with private hopes,
desires, wishes, gains and losses, of necessity
" brings about severe conflict when the desires of.
y two or more elements or indiy 1d§bls happen to
‘ 1nterfere with one another. %g ,405) R

The stronger our sense of indiv1dua11ty, the more surely
we are\dlvided both from nature and each oth

PO Man %ag nature. We have now traced the origins of
indiv1dualism back through humanism to one of the
latter's primary sources: the human impulse to‘masﬁer
_nature. With fire,‘aéricurﬁuré: technology——in short,

with his cultmre--man could maintain a nurturing

environment over a wide range of otherwise inhospitable.
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habitats and through the seasonal and diurnal variations }

of any particular habitat. Nature thus became the - M

background against which man exercised his autonomy.

‘Humanism is a natural extension of this drive toward a

\

perceived independence from nature, a sort of

phjlogénetic equivalent to the adolescent's rebellion

2

againat his parents."As'Ehrenfeld (1978) 4points out,

humanism has always contained "a strong anti-nature (at R

v

least raw Nature) element" (p. 6). In isolating this
fundamental aspect of humanism we have arrived at a theme

. 1 . .
which can be followed far back into man's history dnd

organize our examination of the déepest roots of
: .‘, . LY .

individualism. ' B P T R RN C
The cultural sire of humanism was the classical 7%
' - . o 4

e ¥

R

: : : R S
heritage of Greece and Rome. It was the "rebirth" of
this more or less forgotteh legacy that constituted the
Renaissance,”mltf;ould seem a likely place, then, t6

‘continue our search for the origins of the human

&

égstrangement from nature that we have identified as

. Late, \;E
j I3

central to the etiology of individualiém,
ﬁven a brief examination of the%Grgék view of nature
reveals that the estrangement was by this time'already
well established, Aristotle, the fineét Greek’néturalist,
held that "[i]t is evident thét plantg are created for >

‘the sake of animals, and animals for the sake of men"-v

(quoted 1in Durgnt, n.d., p. 531). Whatever his acuity in

&
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surveying and classifying the variety of the natural .

world, Aristotle's whole outlook was already sHaped by

the assumption that all of nature was ultimately a means
to the end of man. Thus,."thé archaic but still
enormqyély popQ}ar doctrine of final causes” (Ehrenfeid.
19?8, p. 7) already had a firm grip on the Greek psyche,
telling them that man was a creature apart toward Qho; ‘
N : :

the rest of creation was oriented. Perhaps the single

a

2 -
most renowned maxim summarizing this view was offered by

Protagoras: "Man.isvthe measure of all things". As
Durant (n.d.) noted?of this terse announcément, it is here
"that individualism has found é voice and a éhilosophy"
(p. 360).

Evidently, then, the origins of man's estrangement
from nature "go back beyond the ancientnéreeks"-
(Ehrenféld, 1978, p. 7). Before turning an eye t§ pre-
history, it is worth noting the unbroken linp connecting
the Greek attitude.tbward'naturé with later humanisﬁ
‘attitudesavhich'Still dominate our outlook koday.
,Chrigtianit&%@ave'great impetus to the doctrine of final
causes, asserting.that "the featu;és of ﬁhe natural
world—-mountaifﬁ, degerts, ri?%rs, plant spekcies,
climate--have all been arranéed gy.God for certain ends,
primarily the benefit of humanity" (Ehrenfeld,.1978, p.i
7). Thomistic doctrine, for instance, mainta;ned that

"the entire universe acts as a *medium, whereby the

individual man is perfected, man possesips;thé priority

*
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of final cause with respect to-th%VheénE? (Neimeyer,
1951, p» 29) - According to St. 'T%omas, "animalé and
plants and other things of this klnd are only secondarily
part of the universe, because they rather pertain tollts

well-being than its primary integrity" (quoted *in ibid.,
: ¥
p. 30). "Thus the idea of using a Nature created for us,

o

the idea of control, and the ldea of human su@erlorltj
became associated early in"our hlstory (Ehnenfeld 1978,
p, 8¥%. The tradition continues unabatédsinto our own
day.., Clarence Glacken expressed it in modern idiom when
he observed that we regard nature as "a gigantic
toolshed" (quoted in lbld., D. 177).' Even our newfound

. N
‘englronmental concern is based on the assumptlon that we

are superior to nature and must act as its caretaker

(ibid., chap. 5).

_ If the Greeks were already estranged from nature,
[ )

g )
F "

where might the origins of this separation lie? We can

-begin to answer this question by con51daring wha ? is

known.of man' E earllest relationship with the n

ur 1 Ay
: els S Ty
worl%ﬁ 4 : - ”-.‘5\5. “h /. @d\97

.

a Accordlng to the modern consensus (Pﬁ&beam, 19&4}, .
. J& . .__.5’\. :
creatures of the genus Homo have been on earth for at : '

"least two millions years. For almost the entire length
of this time man's relationship with nature was | -
relatively constant, and is aptly characterized by the-

1 H
phrase "hunter-gatherer". ‘Man took a living from nature
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/As nature made it availéb?éﬁ his we{fare was not sepérate
from tﬁe rhythms and cyc%&s of his sdrroundings. In this
respect man's.relationsﬁipﬂwith nature did not differ
from that“of his immgdiaté hominoid ancestors, or indeed
any other liviné qfeature, but theie.gggg two important
features which did.%istinguish the first hominids'from
their natural heritage and provide'a clue as to how man
came to establish hié unique relationship with nature.

Palgontologiéal and archaeological evidence

'indicatgs:tﬁat the.garly hominids were distinguished from
their immediate hominoid ancestors by.an increased
‘cranial capacity and "a shift in diet to include more
animal food" (Pilbeam, 1984, p. 96). The significance of
these fgatures is that they indicate the central part

v pl;yed by hunting in ﬁhe ge;esis of man. Hunting has
béen‘;he strategj of a great numbér‘of animal spedigs who
over time developed tﬁe biological equipment to allowl
excellenég in the pursuit and killing of prez.y Mén bggan
his hunting without the‘géﬁefit of sﬁch,resources, énd

so, as Bronoﬁéki (1973) relates in the following

»
-

passage, was obliged to develop new strategies:

-i&@f A«slow creature like man can stalk, pursue and
corner a large savannah animal that is adapted for
flight only by oco-operation. Hunting requires =
conscious planning and organization by means of
language as well as special weapotie. (p. -45)

If hunting 1s to be more than "a hit or miss scramble for
)4

food", it requires "faorethought, a studious, carefully

\\
L.

rehearsed strateéy [based an] intimate knowledge . . . of

.‘F

- Vo o | . &

Nt
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the hunted creature" (Mumford, 1967, p. 118). In other
words?‘to,become successful in the jhunt, man>had to begin
‘to think.

Thinking about %ature. J. Krishnamurti (in

“~

Krishnamurti & Bohm, 1985) offers a simple but insightful

~

definition of thought: "thinking is the response of

memory" (p. 56): This definition seems especially useful
when.considered in the é%ntéxt'of early man. Memory, in
tpe form of’storéd knowledge of the habits and movement
of game, would be a great resource to the biologically

v

erior ‘man {n his early attempts at hunting. Through

‘ntimate association with his quarry, man would‘zgme to
kAo; its past, and thought would suggest that this past
is likely to be répeéted at some future time when
conditions were right. Thinking can‘thus be seen as the
ability.to project the past into the fuﬁure; a seeking
for continuiéy, the_attempt.to repeat desirab1é~’v
prerience, isloﬁ>its essence. Freud expressed this -
insight in his remark that all thinking "is mefély a
dgi?ur from™the mémbry of gratification" (quoted in |
Marcuse, 1955, p.331). A less illustrious but %o less
striking comment on the haturé of thought was offered to
Admiral Peary.by-one of his Eskiﬁo-guides. When Peary
asked him what he was thinking, the guide replied: "I do

not have to think, I have plenty of meat" (cited in

Durant, 1954,.p. 6).
O



. ‘L . ‘ . . 56 '
Memory, tben, and its response as thougbt, appear ts
bevamong’thebmbsﬁ ibportant of‘those factors which set
man fon his partlcular evolutlonary path. This helpsl
By

o explaln why the shift to aanal food and the increase in

baﬁif size'were concurrent-and are generally considered

o

{%;bg "11nked causally (Pllbeam, 1984, »p. 96); Slnce it

ﬁls wldely held that the "brain alone makes possible the
M

‘reception and storage of 1nformatLon, functlons which

)

underlle all mental processes (Munn, 1971, p. 161), the

&

1arger braln of the early homlnids suggests an increased

capagity for memory with consequently greater probability -
‘of's&ctﬁss in the-hunt. -The increased ability to prociure

food would in turn reinforce the reliance 6§C%emory and

thought and so would emerge a strong selective orientation.

Eventually, probably with the ‘emergencepof Homo Sapiens,
this.pétté;ﬁfbésametassociated with "the ability to

symbol" (thts, 1959, p. 3) and an increasing d;&ree gﬁ

abgtr ©.on bécame possible. This development marked the

efflorescence/of culture that man generally uses to

define himgklf § %;d ). Thus, the univsrsal base 0%9 V
culture [is]f;pe‘punter s knbyledge of tb?aanimal that he
1ived by and sﬁg{Léd" (Bronowski, 1973, p. 50). The
entire structu human culture can thus be seen as a
consequ;nce of .2 uniqué ability'of human beings to make

. of bh; past a guide to the future; in other words, to '
spén up tbe dimension of bime. After this momentébs

development man competes as a four-dimensional creature

r3
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PR

amongst"those.limigéd to three.

Sinc? though: seeks to repeat in the future :hat
memory has stored as the past, it will clearly be a
factor of continuity, obliging the thinker to move in the
direction of that which has previously brought

. \
gratification. As Bronowski (1965) notes: "It islmemory
that gives us the power of foresight: we push into )
tﬁe:futu;e with the images in which we have fixed the,past"'
(p. 84).> Thought brings about an order based on ‘the past
and segk&\to perpetuate this order through repetition.

For this reason, Mumford (1967) observes tha .
"habituation was . . . man's nurse. . . ., the achievement
of:order by increasingly fofmalized repetitive acts [is]

. : , o :
basic to:the whole development of human culture" (p. 64).
Thought seeks to "subdue finite change by making the
pleasing aspect of . . . existence és permanent as
posgible", tﬁ "control the fickle transiency
of experienceﬁ (Suhr, 1959, pp. 98, 167). This "cdgrdion
of the finite into something resembling the infinite"
(ibid., p. 102) means that the world of the thinking man,
wha£ von Bertalanffy (1981) calls the "universe of : ;.
symbolq"‘(p. 1), must exist at g,distance from the $
natural world, which is in a constant state Qf . r
unpredictable flux. Thus magnbecame; iﬂ von , >

&ertaianffy's words, "a denizen of two wbriQé,

He is a biological orgerism . . . [But]'ét the same tihe,
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he creates, uses, dominates andif@# wi¥inated by . . . the
universé (or universes) of symbols" (fﬁid., . 17ﬁﬁ'

We can now see the tip of 'the wedge that has driven

a split betweem man and nature. ' As thought rose to

prominence in the evolutiorr of man, it imposed i-

peculiar pattern whereby the past, stored as memory, is

sought in the future. This means that the thinking man
had to leawe the ceaseless flux of the natural order

and establish his own order, based on thought, which
g

b
functiong only by largely ignoring that flux. Thus man

began to inhabit his own world, but indirectly in contact
with the biological one. The new stability which man had
found in his relationship with nature was achieved only

at the cost of distancing himself from it.

The cultivation of nature. The proceés.throqg
which‘tﬁought rose t& prominence as aﬁ adaptive's;rategy'
was an exceedingly slow one. For nearly two million
years;4w§11 over 99% of man's histéry; there was \
evidently oniy'a Qery gradual deveiopment of the faculty

of memory and consequent refinement of hunting

" )
technique. We can see this in the archaeological record,

which shows that the first stone tools reméined

essentially chhanged for o;er a million yearf
(Bronowski, 1§73, p. 40). Even the develobment of
languége and the aﬁility to symbol, which must have
greatly enhanced the efficacy of thoéght; did ngt have a

marked impact until approximately 10,000 years ago when a

-

1
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<

fundamentél breakthrougﬁ ocurred_which augured tﬁe

N triumph of thought——tﬁe Neolithic or agricultural‘
revolution. :Gordon Childé (1956/L981) describes this
slow progréssion towardireQOluiion: |

- Throughout the vast eras of the Ice Ages man had no'
fundamental change in his attitude to external
Nature. He had remained content to take what he
could g&€t, though he had vastly improved. s methods
of getting and had learned to dlscrlmlnate in what ’
he took. Soon after the end of the Ice Age man's
attitude . . . to his environment underwent a
radical change fraught with revolutionary ‘ <
consequences for the whole human species. . .

This revolufion that transformed human econom; gave
man. control. over his own food supply. Man began to

_plant, cultivate, and improve by selection edible
grasses,.roots, and trees. (p. 68)

These ostensibly modest activities marked a rad1cal
change in man--the age of cultivation had begun.

The agricultural revolution is widely recognized as
one og the "most;ihteresfing and important periods in
history" (White, 1959, p. 281). Bronowski, for gxamplé,
calls it '"the largest single step in the ascent o%imah"
(1973, p. 64). Pr;ﬁably the best indicétbr of the Y?%
fundamehtalnsigqificance'of’this period for man is £hé'
subskquent "enormous" inéréase in his population (Childe,

-1956/}981; p. 48:‘qf. White, 1959,,p; 290f.; Brown, 1970,
p. 1}9); There would ndt'be'a’Similar burgéoning of

~ humanity unti} the Indﬁstrial_ReVélution (Childe,
1956}1981, é.LBS); -Through%"a:new“kind'of relationship”
with nature, man had in effe@t 1éarned to harness solar

»

energy "in the form of plants and animals" (White, 1959,

-
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pp. 281, 284), thereby providing himself with fuel for;én

A

unprecedented cultural upsurge.

It is cufiohs‘;hat while the shift to a carnivorous
diet had markéd‘the rise-of_thought,iﬂ man, thevshift bpck
t§ a vegetarian economy mérked its triumph. The advent
of agricul;pre Brought about a ne; stability in tﬁe
relationship between han and neture., Tk~ predictable
‘regularity o% the vegetablé w old is éuch”more amenable to
the stability and continuity sought'b; thought than is
the relative'complexity‘of animal behé@ibr, and so
agriculture represents a wayibf life in which thinking
pla}s ? much more important.part than it did ih the
hunting and gathering e;onomy which,had previdﬁsly.ﬂee—
the mainstay of human weifare. While thinking could
énﬁance the effectiveness éf hqnting and gathering, such
an economy still depended brimérily oh the providence of
natuce. With agridhlturé, man began to anticipate what
‘wouid be needed, and ‘to arraﬁge things in such a way
that nature would ‘be much m§re likely to provide it. .

Thus agriculture represents a new expectation on the part

of man that nature might accommodate him rather than he

: ] .
. : _ !
accommodate it. ‘\

\ -

Theﬁsubsequent dramatic incréﬁ%e in human'population Cx
is testamené that this éxpectation‘was largely fﬂlfilled~:
However, this success was achieved only at>thé cost of
chadging theerelationship man ﬁad with néture.’ The new

o J ,
expectation that nature might accommodate him instead of

Iy
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,f ) .";3,’7“4 :

he it meant that'man‘actepted an’unprecedenté@’
, R

estrangement from nature, ‘as: he now beganuto con51der his

K

0wn welfare aﬁ somethlng apart from the'natural .

c1rcumst$nces around hlm his course would henceforward

be separﬁte from the general ebb and flow of nature.

o s . o
- o

”if,oWe can ‘see thlS new separatlon of the Neollthlc man

9o

v

‘;‘Lnom‘navure by contrastlng the reSpectlve 11festyles of

Yoo

o
'

G

P . .% : (34
o - - LA , ,
cu1t1vat10n and huntlng and gatherlng In cultlvatlon -0

f J
[N B . ’ ),,/

‘:there ig a, clear separatﬂon/wetween the cultlvator and

_,,/ \./ o

"Jtheqcultivated."ln huntlng thls-separatlon is much

Tl );//- r
o ! _",‘,’ui‘

narrovér, as the hunter may become the hunted, the

)

devourer thewdevoured, with alarming swiftness. With

tﬁltivation &rises the notion of unilateral control,

'rhence White 'S (1959) deflnltlon of agriculture -as "the

've

name we give to various ways of increasing man's control

k4

over’ the 1iVes of plants (p. 285). The newfound ability¥

.‘ s

t& d&reet and modlfy the slow rhythms of the vegetable

=,
P

e M
<

oA
=

B

ol

e

wOrld provided an unprecede ed ratification for the R

FG

&htinuity sought by thought. Living in one place, amid
orderly and predictable circumstances, man could begin to

project this continuity for the course of a lifetime, and

- a new conception'of an enduring human presence became

possible. Even the full stop of death could be dealt

[

\
with by this /new human vision, simply by projecting a

continuity beyond the grave. It is therefore probabl§ no

“accident that the great religious traditions, with their

r

¥
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various forms of afterlife,:afose_iyoptiy after the
advent of agriCulture. ‘ ; - !

—

From agriculture to the self. -We gave completed a

\

brief survey of human history, following back the todts-

of'individuélism_to the humanistic man/nature split, and ¥

P then examining the rise of mgn in an attempt to uncover

the origins of this split. The ;onélusion df the"

investigation is this: Thought is the wedge that has .

1 B : K
divided man from nature. In its perpetual . quest to

4

interpret the future‘asvan extension of the past, :hought?

‘imposes continuity where in nature there is only‘flux.

As thought was able to predict and control the lives .of

plants, the“thinfer.began to appear more and more as ;hé

unchanging,center managing and directing the natural
cycles. From this process of differentiating a stable

center ofythought was born the germ of an extremely

important copcept in the history of the individual--the

) &
self. e

. “yo. .
‘It was not for many centurieg after.&he agricqlu&aﬁg

revolutioh that man began to become awére of him&;}f as ;V
center of thought apart from nature. This‘awareneés;was
a prodﬁct of the second greaﬁ cultqra1 revo1ution,lthe
Industrial/Scientific revolution bf the seventeenth and
éighteenth centuries. As discussed previously, thé
significance of this reyolﬁtion in terms of the

r : d

historical tr#nds bein% examined here is that it involved

I
tﬁb application of thought to inanimate matter, the most
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hconstant constituent of the natural world,‘and thus
-further dlfferentlated the thinking entity from the
'.background against whlch it operated . With this
,development the ‘gap became wide eniygh to- be 1tself the

'~ ‘object of awareness and’ speculatloh A fundamental
distinction was drawn betweenlthought and matter, and the
iithinkdng entity eventualiy‘begame known as the self.

The thinker moet closely associated with the formal
’distinction between‘thought and matter is Rene Descaiges.
The perrasive influence of his thinking on the
/intellectual history ofvthe West has been widely
acknowledged (see, €.8., Schultz, 1969). Descartes made
explicit the im;11c1t cultural project of separatlng a
stable, autonomousacenfer of thought from the rest of
nature, 'Drawing hds ingpiration from hie’humanistic
forebears, Descartes reasoned thatl"Archdmedee,'in order
that he might. draw the terrestrial,globe out of'its

A
place and transport it elsewhere, demanded that only one

pboint should be fixed and immovable [italics added]; in

the same way I shall have the right to conceive high -
‘hopes if T am happy enough to discover one thlng only

Twhich is certain and indlsputable quggg 'fngDurant;

1961 p. 639). This dlscovery to7k tpleoE‘jgf the
. .{?' Ty _9}

famous "Cogito ergo sum.' With/fhis ‘brief pronouncement

Descartes gave‘theAself its declaration of independence

from nature; hencefofward Western man. would look into

A
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himself to find the essence of his belng
L}

Descartes was keenly aware of the 1mportance of
continu}ty in the estqbllshment of a thinking self which
_ : o T R ' ’
maintains itself as "fixed and immovable" agadnst the

v

flux of nature. The 'whole basis of .our culture, law, and
understanding of each othe} assumes this identity of.the_
self bhrough\timer "identity pers%sting through change

. . . is ‘a mark of selree. .o the'self‘is a~contiduant"
(Castell, 1965, p. 60). As Clark Moustakas (1956)'noted:
"ATh psfchological phenomena can be underétdod as
illustrative of the single principle of unity or-self-
consistency" (pi 7). Descartes' declaration of en inner
essence which defies the general flux ofe nature opens upt
a ;hole new dimensidn for thought. As long as the inner
6bserver bs fixed, the rest of human nature must pess )

before it. Thus‘psychology becomé@ possible because man

has now become ‘divided from his experience! As the

vNeoiithic man became divided from the nature he first
learned about and thep manipuleted, so the modern Westerd
man becomes divided from hie oﬁn'bsyche, which he will
likey{se seek to madipulate_after the!aecumdlatian of f\KD»
sufficient psychological kdowledge. In tﬁis pﬁggression
we-eee.the-extraordihEry process by which thouéht
fragments humaﬁaexistence.

) Thus Descartes thinking self is a major development in

the history of indiv1dualismt As Durant (1960) put it: /fﬁ

"The Renaissance had rediscovered the individual y

.
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;Descartes made him the hitching post of hif philo;ophy"
(p. 639). Descartes'géve Western man an "inpost",

a secure inner viewpoiﬁt from.whicﬂ fﬁe thinkiné se1f~
could begig'its work of érdering the vagaries of

human hétﬁre. .The private inner'wbrld'of the individual
‘becomes a new frentier for thought‘to explorg aqd.subdue.
The edthusiasm’with which thié task was taken up is’
réflécted in William James' (1890/1950) rema}k of th and
a half centuries Iétér that "the éntire common sense of
mankind [cpntéinsf the belief in a distinct prinéiple of
selfhood" (p. 330). |

From Descartes' modest attempt to find within "one

thing oﬁly which is certain and indisputable" the self
has risen to vast and errweening sighificance. J.H. Van
den Berg's perceptive essay, "The Subjéct and his
Landscape"'(1961, chap. 5),nchronicles the gréwth of the
_self. .Beginﬁing b} contrasting the psychological
knowledge df Augustine and Rousseau, Van den Bérg (ibid.)

notés that "Rousseau means to speak of the self of the’

individual, the "self" whigh is of significigce because

of itself" (p. 227). But as Van den Berg goes on to say,

however opulent it may have appeared to Augustine,

this inner self of Rousseau's wag impoverished by today's

standards:'Aé

James Joyce used as much space to describe the
"internal adventures of less than a day than [sic]
Rousseau used to relate the story of half a life.
The inner self, which in Rousseau's time was a

e

n‘/
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simple, soberly filled, airy space, has become ever
more crowded. Permanent residents have even been
- admitted; at first, only the parents, who could not
oo stand being out31de any longer, required shelter;
,,flaally it was the entire ancestry. As a result
?q{ pace was divided, partitions were raised, and
uftains appeared where in earlier days a free view
wasg possible. The inner self grew into a _
complicated apartment building. The psychologists
of our century, scouts of theses inner rooms, could
not finish describing all the things their .
astonished eyes saw . . . Everything had been put
. into it. The entire history of mankind had to be
- the ‘history of the individual. Everything that had
prsviously belonged to everybody, everything that
had been collective property and had existed in the
world in which everyone lived, had to bé contained
by the individual. It could npt be expected that
things would be quiet in the inner self. (p 2325

Van den Berg brings out one of the most striking
features of the growth of the self--it p}esents‘a"mirror
image to»historz. -Everything we perceive as having
’ Hshaped historical man is, as it were, moved back inside.
Thus,vinithe éxploration of the,psycﬁe, the éntife
.\,0outward‘éxperience of man is'reéapitqlated as
.ésyfhological knowledge. In this manner the whole procééé'
thréugh which man became divided from external nature is
repeated as an inward estrangemert. Having thus
v;wallowed our own formula for exfié it is no wonder that
twentieth century Western .culture is dominated by the
" theme of alienation and accompanied by "the groaning of

" an oyérfilled'inner self" (ibid., p. 235).

. The Cultivator of the Fourth Dimension

7

o q‘; It has been our contention that the development of
the self dgpends on the di{ferentiation of a center of (

thought which is able to maintain a relative stability



vand autonomy with respect to that aspect of nature with
which it is cqncerned. Against its original background
T of the animal world the hunter'S'thoughtjwas limited by
the sentience and motility of his quarry. The shift to
agricultune allowed'a.greeter predictability, so tha
the thinker could begin to foreeast continuity thrdag

the course of a lifetime and even beyond. With the

o extension of this process to the background of inanimate
makter &uring the Scientific/Industrial Revolution
"tnou;ntAécnieved‘its‘éfeatest successes, and there arose:
the eonception of an ordered universe completely
~accessible to thoughﬁ. At the same time the incteasing
éeparation of the thinking substance (res}cogitans).from
‘the rest of nature (res eitensae) brought about an inner
fragmentation as Descartes began ehe pfbcese of )
A ﬁifferenfiating within those thinge whicn could'be
O - ) ‘

considered "cdertain and indlsputable from those things,

such as sense impreséions; which could‘not} Thus

) _thought began to isolate itself f@mm i;s inner

' environment, accumulating . psychological knowledge as the
basis for a putative cul;;vatlon of the field of the
psyche. Just ae the human,being'necame the cuitivator
of external nature, so the self wouid'become the
cultivator of human nature.

= It is of 'interest to speculate as to what it is that

\i//;> brought about this inward turning of thought. Apart from

-
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a general optimism about the omnipotence of thought bred by

\-4

its resounding success in harnessing the material world,
there was a specific development of this time which must

have greatly enhanced the sense of continuity essential

to the development of the self. Almost simultaneously

with Descar®es'’ speculations, the first pendulum clocks

‘were being developed. G;J; Whitrow (1980) notee the
significance of this event:

The invention of a successful pendulum clock
in the middle of the sewenteenth century had a’
tremendous influence on the whole concept of tine,
for at last mankind was provided with an 'accurate'
timekeeper that could tick away continuously for
years on‘end. This must have greatly strengthened
belief in the homogeneity and continuity of universal
time. (p. 59).

The developing conception of univeraal time meant that
man had found an immense background against which the;
flux of all natural change could be rec&aned Since;
according to this. conception, all change Jn the history
of the natural world has occurred within Eﬁme, ‘it should

A

in principle be measurable and thus suitaf““ provender

AN

for thought. ' The quicksilver of mind, thegﬁgéight

o

finally be contained.

To understand fully the import of a projgg »d

'uniuersal time for the-uevelonment of psycholog§,€it is
necessary.to consider closely'the relationship betueen
time and thought; From what has been noted about the

| origins of thought as the means by which the past (as

memory) appropriates the future, it is clear that: time
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3

.»d though' ure in some se=nse related. The natural world

¢

-

s ists' in an eternal :resent until memory came into.

veirg, reco{éing “he pat’ :rns of the past and seeking
heir recurrence-in th. Ffuture. Again, Whitrow (ibid.)
comme..ts on tie signi .cance of this development:

tne primi- - 1dea of time as rhythmical repetition
beca~+ ' .asis for its division, '‘and ultimately
for iLs measurement . . . . Although restricted,
the ancient conception of time was thus of 1mmense
significance for the growth of civilization.: -
Increasing emancipation of human thought from- "?f
the domination of immediate sensory impression: -
involved closely related developments in man's
awareness of time and in his idea of the universe.
Whereas primitive man tended to visualize all
natural processes purely subjectively and to regard
them as being at the mercy of arbitrary . . . forces
. . . civilized man was inclined to direct his
thought more and more to the contemplation of a
universal world-order . . . . Thus, out of man's
primeval awareness of rhythm and periodicity there
eventually emerged the abstract idea of world wide
~un1form time. (pp. 57-58)

From Whitrow's de%criptlon‘ﬁe can seé that not only are

time and thought relatég,‘but that there seems to be é |

positive correlation between them. %he opening up of

. the dimenéion of time corresponds directly with the

developing conception of a "universal wor1d~6rder"; as the

former expands, so the latter matures. ////
Thus the "Age of Reason" was based on the

establishment of “Absoiute, true and mathematical time"

which "of itself and from its own nature, flows equably

~ without relation to ahything external"{(Iéaac Newton,

quoted in ibid., p: 33). This con&eption of time formed

the most vast and complete Q’ckground against which

&

I~
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thought had yet operated.  Man *gould begin to'envisa&éﬁﬁﬁ ‘

[N Al
[ate

: ¥ ol . . i . X ;‘
““enormous panorama of time, from before the dlsg&gﬁ
. . B «,}' B

N
o ' L : o
origins of the universgyto beyond its far-removed heat
o Cg . St
3

death. And, since the universe now had’a beginning and
t

an end in’time, it must in some sense be finite. It

, e ~ o ’
thereforﬁ becom%,ﬁ%ully accessible to thought and reason,
: Z:'t;‘ ’

for if ;omethiéiﬁis limited there is no.reason why

éhougg;, givegwénough time, cannot'progress to a complete i;f
understanding of it. And the uniform background of time
aiiows a quickening éf thought,ﬂag'}t'greatly enﬁances

;hé process;oﬁ»meaéuremént by which thohght feeds

itself. That is, thought continually modifies itself by.
comparihg thehpresent with the past. This process of

[y} . L o
measurement requires a uniform background, of *which tinme:

is the example par excellence. As-lohgias the continuum

¢ . ‘ . , | )
ofvt'im,is intact any event occurring in the present can: \
be compared with what has happened in the past, if only

. . £
in terms of its duration., Thus time providgs a

universal standard of measurement, a framework into which
all of nature can be fit, and so in a literal éense makes
thought into tbe ruler of'tﬁe universe. The conAection
between measuré;éht and our nascent cbnception of time as
periodicity is evinced in the fact that "in the Indo-
Eurobean.languages we find that:most words for month and:
_éﬁoon derive from the same root, me, producing in Latin, for

example, ‘menis and metior, 'to measure'"'(Whitrdw,'l980,

p. 57). The connection between a continupué_backgrdund

~
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. , o - : : f e : ‘ ..
and measurement is also expressed in the popular idiom
. R , et

»~

- . R 4 .
: (] ¥ .‘.\ ' v / . K3 . 3
where something showing marked continuity is "something

) ‘:b ’ N . . .-‘J‘
you can count»on.?,.Pertinent’here is the,suggest%on\from
. L > N v & -

both these sources that the "m ' (measurer), or

continulng 1dent1ty, is what is real and reckonable i t %

A
s )L1

indiiidual person. At any‘rate, with the prOJectlon of a:
universal time the universe became, in pr1nc1p1e. o :
cpmpletely accessiblefto thought.

- Thus it seems that thought is finally prepared for

'the journey inward As long as the background of time is

l&
intact, thbught can presume to know even the- SOul of mah

e

i

fdr if the”soul'in fact exists,Qits movements-must be
'traeeable;against the grid of time. But there is a
"fundamental flan in this scheme which to this day has
been largely overloehed This flaw has to do with the
difference between this new background of thought and
v those _backgrounds agalnst whlch 1t had- operated in the
prototypical activities of huntlng,-agriculture, and
technology. The crueial point 1is that in all these
activities the background is situated in nature, whereas
time is not to be feund in nature--it is itself a creation
of‘thought. As Lewis Mumford (1967) makes clear in the
following passage, time is property imported_intg natural
systems by the thinking human being:
The immensities of space‘and tlme . . are
‘Empty conceits except as related to man. The word

'year' is meaningless as applied to a physical
system by itself; it is not the stars or planets
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that exper®ence years, still less measure thenm,
but man, This very observation is the result of
man's attention to recurrent movements, gseasonable
events, biological rhythms, measurable sequences. .
every attempt to give objective reality to the
billions of years the cosmos supposedly passed
through before man appeared, secretly smuggles a
human observer into the statement, for it is man's .
,ability to think backward and forward that creates
© and counts and reckons with those years. (p. 33)

In contrast to the animal, vegetable and mineral
kingdoms time is not a background which can be found.
"out there". Thus, in'its increasing peliance on time,
thought no longerisimply differentiates itself from
nature but now begins to differentiate itself from
itself. .

Thus we see that time is an exile of thought, cast
out in a literally self-imposed bifurcation of the streanm
of consciousness. It is the self that requires the
background of time in order to establish an identity.

v A o B
As Bohm (Krighnamurti & Bohm, 1985) points out "we feel
that wé, as the self, exist in time. Without time there
could be no 'me'" (p. 68)." Indeéd, as ighm (ibid.)
elaborates: . - ' J

Time, and éeparation as individuality, are basically

the same structure . ., . . [The individual} is

divided from others.. He extends out to some
periphery . . . and also he has an identity which
extends over time. He wouldn't regard himself as
an individual if he said today I am one person,

tomorrow I am another. So it seems that we mean by
individual someone who is in time. (p. 197)

Thus Bohm provides the psychological corollary to the

Newtonian conception of an ordered universe_sketched

against the background of time. The creation of a

N

T
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‘ gersonal sphere of -order (an identity) is the attempt to

repllcate 1nwardf§ what thought has achieved outwardly

But, again, the fallacy is that outwardly thought must

prove itself through‘contact with nature,3 whereas
psychologically there is no identity except in time,

and therefore no external frame of reference which might

provide a'corrective influence.

Thus, as it eJters the psyche, thought loses comtact?

with nature. Where\originally it had operated against

_backgrounds whlch though abstracted from the whole of

nature for practlcal purposes,.were stlll 1n actuallty a

part of 1t, now thought .takes as a frame of reference its

own artificial dimension.: All the major psychological

theories are dominated by time: khenever we try to

§
explaln the essence of an individual we make reference to

h;s history. There is no alternatlve as Bohm has
, S P :

emphasized, the individual is a being in time, we cannot

find him elsewhere. Thus'Our'psjohological~explanations
, , ’ , LA G
(as opposed to descriptions) of individual personalities

. “ )
inevitably interpret present behavior in terms of past

.~experience. This means that-our'psyehologital theories -

X

never leave the domain of time and so are denied the

‘contact with. the actuality of the living world whiéﬁl

- -

'3uideslthe;evolutlon of our‘general understsnding,of

nature. Whereas our general concepts of nature must

evolve, however slowly, in relatlonship w1§h the

ve
>

de
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aé%uality to which they are aﬁplied,,our psfchdi6§igal
explanations inhere completely within the argificial
dimension of time and so have lost contact with the nexus
of natural relationships which nurture and sustain the

whole corpus of human understanding. It is therelore

hard to connect these explanations with ‘the rest of our

L] ]

understanding of the natural world; there is always a gap
between our psychological explangtions and our general
dnderstanding of nature{ a gap ébrresponding to §hat
between the nétural and symbolic universes.a Tﬁis o
may be one reason why we have éuch difficulty defining
human nature. The attempﬁ to dggcriﬁe human nature
proﬁeéds best when méde in comgarisdn with the rest of
nature, whenvwe are able to eontrast ourselves yith what - is
géé ourselves. When we attempt .to define what 13
distinctly human, we seemﬁinvariably to. run into great -
difficulty because'we'cdﬁfing ourselves within the walls

of our own thinking. Inﬁthe)mirror of time thought can

see only its own wan image; henceuthe "essence" of. the
individual is alwdys a dim reflection of what thought

hasg 1earnea in its éncounter with external nature (and so
ontology invariably repéats phylogeny). It is as if in its
quest for thé secrets of human nature thdughf‘has wrapped
itself in a cocoon of time where it~endures.a sterilev
pupation, vainly awaiting its metgmorphosis into an

imago of psychological understanding. But thus encased

i \ .
in the chrysalis of the individual thought is igsolated' ’

s
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from everything that could bring it to the realization
that there is no secret to human nature: it has already -
been shouted out by all of creation.

AN Conclusion
B gl |
We have completed our theory of the individual. The

[

twin investigations of biological individuality and

cultural individuelism converge strikingly on a sinéle
. {

point: the concept of the individual arises in the

7

differentiation of a thinking entity whiéh purchasés
stability and autonomy only at *the cost of an increasing
estrangement from néiureﬂ As this gap between the
observer and‘the observed has widened, @ap’has found

~_ himself more and more a dweller in his own symbolic
universe. Cassirer (1944)- has emphasized how man findé

himself iqcreasingly and helplessly encldsed within this

)

artificial world: . /

No longer in a merely physical universe, man lives

,in'a‘symbolic universe. Language, myth, art, and
religion are parts of this universe. They are the

_ varied threads which weave the symbolic net, the
tangled web of human experience. All human -progress
in thought and esfpegience refines upon and
strengthens this net. "No longer can man confront
reality immediately, heicannotvsee it, as it were,
face tp face. Physical reality seems to recede in
proportion as man's symbolic activity advances.
Instead of dealing with the things themselves man is
in a sense constantly conversing with himself. He
has so enveloped himself in linguistic forms, in
artistic images, in mythical symbols, in religious
rites, that he cannot see or know anything except by
Ehe interposition of this artificial medium.

p. 25)

It is in this éftificial wbrld that the individual

.
yo v
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@
takes refuge. From the biological point of view

[

)

evolutionary theory has done much tgq show that the’
. :

individual cannot take precedence over the natural

continuum in’which it is embedded, but various

confusiohs7abopt cultural evolution have allowed man to

presume that here at least the individual assumes
L\

-

dominance. Because change in cultural patterns can happen
within the llfetlme of indtviduals, a causal relatlonship
has been inferred in wﬁicﬁ'the individual ie'perceived to
e thevagent'of that change. But it has been argued ‘here

N3 ~

-hat the stochastic nature Qflgll evolufionafy change
neans ehat this appareqt ddeinyon over ltural.evolution
is no more than a Lamarckian conceit.
‘Thus the individual ean be seen asf a puppet king @;
imﬁrisoned in the castle of his own imagination. He
persists in his impotent reign only because he has been
lconv1nced by his dlstlnguished pedlgree that he continues
a lineage of great importance to mankind. As the
descendant of the eriginal cultivators of the Neo%i;hic
re%olution, phe individual is heir to a tradition that is
directly responsible for man's dominant position in the
natural world. Through cultivation human thought
transformed the relaﬁidnship between man and nature. As
1ong as those aspects of nature selected for cultivation

remained within the embrace of nature as a whole, thought

was able to maintain a relative hargony with 1its

surroundings; its excesses werg.,always tempered by the
% . i L PR, ¢ .



77

)““natpral corrective mechanisms inherent in ahy.large
ecosystem. As a biological neophyfé, fhougﬂt must rery
on theAenvirqnment to’p;ovide this delicate corrective
balance, achie;ed only at thew"gvolﬁtionafy price of
h.llions ofvdeaths" (Ehrenfeid,. 1978, p. 123). Thus the’
development of ugiversal t%me was an important eveat in
thé inteilectual histor} of mankind, as it meant thét
thought began to withdraw)from its vitalldialogue with

N

naturé in favor of an eqdless and dangerous monblogue
with itself. = ComE )
*Psycho}og§ constitutes an important part of this

dubiqus soliioqdy. It has-often been remarked thaf
psyghology cannot seem to-establish the so%id grounding
enjo;ed by. the natural sc;epfeé; dur investigation
suggestg that tM§§>is'begause ps;bhology is grounded in

; ~” . ¢ .
time;’whé%eas the natural sciences continue the dialogue
'with nature. When 'thought turned in on itself,

attempting to separate an internal Qbserver from the‘rest
ofiexperience, it- committed an act of intellectual '
incest. We have seen thﬁt fhe exploration of the bsyche'
has produced a mirror imaée of history; tnoughftcgn find
nothing in the individual tha£ it’has.not put there

itself. _As it attempts to couple with human nature as it
has with external nature, thbugh@ ends up exhausting

itself in a 1oﬁg procegs of intellectual inbreeaing;

there is not the contact with the living world which

'

4 . -
. o
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,\\v/rscientific credibility‘is that certain aspects of it

78
constantly revitalizes the understanding of ‘the natural

sciences. The only reason psychology can claim any

-

V\

overlap with dlsc1p11nes such as neurology, physiolog§

biochemistry, and so on, in\which’a genuine dialogue with
nature continues. But these concerns have never been
central to psychology, nhich arose alongside the other
sciences in an attempt to encompass what they all‘Seemed
to be missing——a_cbmprehensive explanation of the observer,
the living center around which all the forms of mental
life, including the sciences, are arra&ed.

v
"Thus the scientificvprojéct of psychology must be

2

viewed‘as a mistake. The individual is not anphenomenon of
nature--we have seen.that biologically it is a eoncept'of
nominal status--but rather an attifact of the Symbolie
activity of human beings, a bit of coagulated history
existing in the artificial dimension of time. As suchfﬁt?
‘can never be the subject of proper scientific ‘ ;
\
investigation, and the continued attempt to force it into
this moid'onlyvmakes psychoiogy seem like a pseudo-
scieﬁﬁej'an intellectuailfdﬁane duekling seekiné to impniné

"itself on the nearest par ntaldfigure. Fortunately these

scﬂentificuambitions haf ‘f * CQmpletely consumed
. psychology; eﬁpeciai&y;in ] ﬁield of psychotherapy bhere

is faf'éoofmuch~at Stake to Wbrry -about the %cientific.
o ,

: basis of one ﬁ ‘thouglht and action. Thus psychologm@has

developed rﬁ{o a formidable tangle of conje@gures B

- . * >
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insights, theories and observations which range frog

science to mythology. It is this very wildnegs and

~confusion that allows one to remain optimistic that

despite i'ts emptyiscientific pretensions psychology might

yetﬂhavejéome relevant things to say about human nature;

we would not expect a discipline laid out as neatly as

e
2
)

Newtonian mechanics to have much to say ‘about the human

condition. ‘
5 i i

7 Thg secSnd part of this thesis will -explore how

some of'psycholbgy's major tﬁinkers énd schools of theught

B
have sought to undevs%and the field of the psyche. Our
gu1de in this gndeavor will be the Qpeory of the
individual developed in_Part One. It might be expecged

that this guide will tége us fdar, since,we have defined

>

the individual as an epiphenomenon of the/angient

tradition‘of cultivation and sﬁggested”tha -psychology
1tse1f is but a recent offspring of’tﬂks“{;rger tradltlon.
However, it w111 be imporﬁant not to rely toa\heav1ly oé
our guide; from everythlng we have learned about the
relationship betwéen»thought and nature it.will be
important to remain attentive to those things which»@efy
our expectations and so hint at the-poséibility o éﬁheQ

understanding. It is only when we are open to the news

of nature that an original and viable understanding may
ok
evolve®” - ‘ ‘



PART TWO

" THE FIELD OF THE PSYCHE. *

e —
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Chapter Three
WILLIAM JAMES: LOOKING iNWARD
§ The work-of Willigm*James is valuable to this

investigation in two respects. First, he deais
specifically ;;th those aspects of'ﬁenta} lifg with
which we have been primarily concerngd in d%veloping our
theory of the {ndividuai——thpught, memory, ﬁhe éelf, and
?ime. /Thus we enter the field of the psyghe in tﬁé
company of one who épeaks a ‘common language and

reconnoiters by familiar landmarks. Secondly, James'

work is intriguing in that it belongs to what could be

o ' M .

called the pre-cultivation stage of bsychblogy.

James and the other introspectionists deVelopedv

their psychology before it ﬁdﬂ beén widely conceivéd

that a "science of thevmind"lﬁight be able to bend human
nature to the designs of man in the same way that
agriculture had begun the process of domesticating
extefnal nature. The contentiquthat will be‘a&vancedJ
in thislcﬁaptef is that this differ?nce‘between the
.introspection of James and‘tﬁe more scientifically-
minded psychologieg of the twentieth centu;ié;;§tems i

from the-ﬁadfmthat_James's psychology does notg}e;y on

théorz,.wheréas every subsequent psychology has relied
‘on theory and thusaconstréine@ the ébility éf its
adherents to comprehend the whole which constitutes the
‘field.of'Eﬁe psyche. Thus, thé purpose of thislchapter,

is not only to examine those aspects of James' work

81
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which correspond with the théory of the individual
developed in Part One, but to begin the process of
trying to understand the critical difference between a

theoretical and non-theoretical approach to psychology.

James on Thought and the Self

N

James' examination of the self in the Principles of
Psychology (1890/1950) provides several areas of
corroboration with what our own investigation has
“gisﬁovered about the role of the self as the nucleus of
the ;ndividuél. An exampie of this is his study of how
tﬁoughtAmanufactgres consténcy from the flux of mental
life. James (ibid;j points out first,the infihite
variability of segsations{ images, feelings; eﬁc., which
make up the streaﬁ of consciousness, emﬁhasizing that

"there is no proof that the same bodily sensation is

ever got by us twice" (p: 231). Yet from this flux we
construct a remarkably stable world. James (ibid.)

feels that this constancy stems from
3
our' habit of not attending to sensations as
subjective facts, but of simply using them as
stepping stones . . . to the realities whose =
presence they reveal. . . . We take no heed, as a
.rule, of the different way in which the same things
. look and sound and smell at different distances and
" under different circumstances. The sameness of
thlngs is what we are concerned to ascertain; and

any sensation that assures us of that will probably'

“be copsidered in a rough way to be the same with
eacm;bther, . (p. 231)

According to James, thought operates on the
stream of consciousness in such a way as to perpetuate

. . {



parts" of the stream of thought. The substantive pa{ts

constancy. With his flair for simile, James (ibid.)
compareS'the career of thodght to'a‘bird's life: “if
seems to be made of an alternation of flgghts and
perchings" (p. 243). .The latter he labels the
"substaﬁtive pa;ts"»and the former the "ﬁransitive

at

ar characterized by images, "whose peculiarity is t

they can be held bgig;é the mind for an indefinite time,

and contemplated without changiﬂg [italics added]"
(ibid.). Thus, for James, "the main end of our

thinking is at all times the attainment of some other

. -substantive part than the one from which we have just
been dislodged" (ibid.). He thus concurs with the position

established .in Part One that the manufacture of constancy

from change is a primary function of thought.
James also agrees that the means by which thought
seeks continuity must be through memory and the

recognition of experience. Noting that "our mental

-

reaction on every given thing is really a resultant of
our experience of the whole world up to that date”

(;bid., P 234f, he goes on to a detailed exposition of
- ’ \
the relationship between memory and thought." For James

(ibid.) it is "the present 'judging Thought' with its

, - ; R
memory and tendency to appropriate [the new in terms of
the 0ld]" (p. 355) which melds the stream of’

consciousness into a sensible continuity. "The natural

name" for this continuity, he points out, "is myself, I,

83



or me" (ibid., p. 238). James offers the following
passagé from John Mill in support of his position:

The fact of recognizing a sensation, .
remembering that it has been felt before, is the
"simplest and most elementary fact of memory: and
the inexplicable tie . ... which connects the
present consciousness with the past one of which it
~reminds me. (Quoted in ibid., p. 357)

Thus the sense of identitz1 which.we cail "me, myself,
or I" consists in the recognition of thatlyhich is old
in the new. So "I" will always be old! ‘This
realization underscdres a central paradox of

psychotherapy: namely, how to help individuals change

. when the desire to change is itself usually part of the

dissolutiou

s

patterns of equilibrium making up the "I." The desire

of the indivi@ual\in psychotherapy is usually not so

much for fqnd; dtal change, which would involve the
"I " but for peripheral change which
will allow the’”I" to continue in enhanced

c1rcumatances - As Ffeud (1917/1974)”put it: "One hardly
Qﬂ .

comes'%yinss a 51ngle patlenc who does not make an

attempt at reserving some region or other for himself so
as to preveht the treatﬁégt from having access to it"

(p. 329). 1In othe} words, the individual wishes to change
their eiberience while the "experiéncer" remains

unchanged. The conundrum fac1n% the therapist is how to
} 2]
relieve the individual of his pﬂmsent patterns of ‘
R
1
equilibrium, including'those conytituting the desire to

change, so that change 1is inv1tedfto happen on its own
.
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terms.

To summarize the discussion thus‘far,,James.sees ‘L
“"the remembering and appropriating Thought incessantly
renewed" (ibid., pp. 362-363) as the nucleus of
~continuity in the ‘stream of consc1ousness. As James’

’points out, this means that the farmation‘of the self
involves two levels of fragmennatidn: first, the "great
_ sblitcing of the whoie uaivesse into two hal?es_, .

whose names are 'me' and 'not-me' (1b1d., p. 289) and,

1"

secondly, within the subjective world(cf each me, "a

certaln portion of the stream is abstracted from the

rest" and becomes the inner self (1b@@z, p.h297). To
- h

follow James' account in greater detail,vthis-inher self
‘ g

is felt by all men as a sort of innermost circle&
of sanctuary within the citadel, constituted by

the subjective life as 'a whole. Compared with this
element of the streanm, the other parts, even. of the
subjective life, seem transient external
possessions, each of which in turn can be dlsowned
whilst that which disowns them ramalns e e e
being more incessantly there than ‘any!other single
element of the mental 1ife, the oth€?r elements end
by seeming to accrete round it and to belong to it.
It become [sic] opposed to them as the permanent is
opposed to the changing and inconstant [italics
added]. “(pp. 297-298) ' :

Thus, as was established in the previqu chapter, it is
through a prccess'of fragmentationvthat‘the self‘ederges
'as_the{stable center whica opposes itSelfhtg.the natural
© flux arodnd dt. | 3 ;giff

Having thhs;paralleled our description of how

thought divides the flow of nature to form the self,

&,

[



James goes on to point out that what one calls the self"

will tend to be the most constant elements o£ mental

life. As thought outwardiy seeks "the.sameness of
things,ﬁ so inwardly it will group togéth?r similar
ménifestations oﬁ the self through time,'so'that "the
distant selves appear to Bur thoughts as having for
hours of time beén continuous wifh:each other, and the
most fecent ones of them continuous with the self of-
the present moment" (ibid., p. 334). Thus, concludes
James (ibid.):

The sense of our personal identity . . . is
exactly like any one of our other perceptions of
sameness among . Qbenomena It is a conclusion

"grounded either on the resemblance in a fundamental

respect, or on the contlnulty before the mind, of
the phenomena compared

Both inwardly and‘outwardly thought seeks csﬁtinuity:
for this reason one of the'primary constituents of the
self wilk be "a uniform feeling of 'warmth', of bodily
existence" (ibid., p.'335)p . The homeostatic processes
of the body are_é dependable éource of input_from which
the rud?ments of the self can 'be abstracted, hence ”
Freud's (1923/1960) remark ;hat the ego "is first a:%
foremost a bodily ego" (p. 16). Howeve?, as James
realized, itvis.not the bodily sensatiaons per se which
aré critical to the process of ego fOrmation but the
abstract1on oﬁ these se;satlons as 1mages in memory. It

.1s these 1mages, which can be "held before the mlnd@p

without changing" (James, 1890/1959, p. 243), upon
L > 2 F

Y

Y]
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. which identity is based. James cjtes Wilhelm Wundt in

lishing this ppint:‘“.s

WIn this developmeént [of an identity] . . . one
particular group of percepts claims a prominent
significance, namely those of which the 'spring .
lies in ourselves. The . images of feelings we get .
from our own body, and the representations of our

own movements distinguish themselves from all , .
others by forming a permanent group. (Wundt, a
quoted in ibid., p. 303), ‘

Thusﬁﬁ&dentity depends on memory: "The phenoména of.Sglﬂ
and that of Meﬁﬁry’§¢e merely two sides of the séme

fact" (J.S. Mill, quoted in ibid., p. 356). ~James
supgorts'this conclusion by oéserving’that when we hear

stories about ourselves as young children, before the .

process offgpilding‘the self had begun, we feel a.-
Peculié@ detachmeﬁt.—~The‘child.in sﬁéh sto;ieé "is a
foreign creature because no representagion of héw the -
chiid felt comes yp with the stories" (ibid., p. 355):

The child cannot be linked with ourselves because it had

3 e K ) . . . .
not yet®begun the process of- binding portions of -
° LT W, ol ‘
experience in memory to provide the rudiments of the

self. Ip other worfé, the child has not yet adopted time
as a theory for psychological purposes (D. Bohm, in
Krishnamurti & Bohm, 1485, p. 73).°

Thus James (1890/1950) agrees that it is from the
past that we build "that éelf for which we feel such hot
.reg?rd" (p. 319). Agd he also concurs that what we ha§e>
constructed with such fervor we are anxious to éee

< . n
" contifiue. For this reason; says James (ibid.), we have

RIS S

s ’ ! ¢
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adobted the w’heo?y of the soul" (p. 342), wher by a .
permanent essemce is supposed tg ile behlnd the\ephemeral
th;ight. In Jame§'*(f51d ) words, the thought is a 'i
"perishing' thlngdyhlle "the Soul—substance is supposed
be a flxed and unchanging thlng (p. 345) James
4deta11& two ma}or psychological functlons of thls theory,

~

as outlinéd'below.
’ 40oe obvious benefit of tho theory of the .soul is
its promis;‘bfrimmortaiity.  "A {otream' of thought
may come to a full stop at any moment but [the
goul] is 1ncorrupt1b1q\and will persist in Belng so’
( Jlong as the.Creator-ooes not by a direct miracle gnuff‘;'f—

it out"‘(ibid., p. 348). James (imid.) points out,

however, that the mere continuation of the soul-substance

~

per se ﬁguaraotees no immorta. ..y of-tpe sort ﬁgﬁgg;é
~for." For the cooceot.of the sohlito hold any’appeol'it;
is iqpérativé thot the Sﬁtviving'soul—substance "give‘
rise to o stream of consoiousness continuous with the
present stream" (ibid.). 1In other words, our identijfy
must survive; wo are notiinterested in a non-personal
state of "atom- llke 31mp11c1ty (ibidr%}'no.matter how
long it mlght endure. The soul, then,\appears’as thé
purest distillate of thought,'thatxwhich we perceive as
_the best in us and™deem "ﬁit for immortality" (ioid.).. Tt
is, in short, the'ideal3 outoomé.o%°the wholé process o}
cultivation through,which thought has sought to carve

from nature an unchanging center. Here theAStrategy of
_ , ot > . .
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v~

\ethos’of individfalism,

‘individual by pointing out tHat thought projects a

« . . : .8y
A v >
cultivation is brought to bear even against death, ‘for
. . . ,

once the influence of raw nature in the form. of the body

[

r

is discarded’ the sodl can proéeed unfeﬁteredi' The
theory ;f'thé sopl.thds.has the great ps&chqlogital | |
benefit of al1owi3g mankinq to- see death as an i
opportunity qu }mprove@;peysohal continuify rather
than as a final ending.of'ident'ity.'4

This brings us to énéther "g;eat use of the Soul:
. .ﬂto’agcd;nf for, and at the gameAtime to
guarantee,. thg closed indi%idualif& of each personai.
consciodSﬁessf (ibid.,‘p. 349):. Since each sdul is
accouﬁted worghy‘oftsaivation~according t%‘its merits,

it must exist as "an—individual geing" (ibid., p. 344)

whose virtues andsvices .re "eternally insulated from

those of every other soul" (ibid.). Salvation is a

—_— le .

. ‘.( .
LS , e e , . .
personal issue--each individual must prepare their own .

. i [ ’ ‘ .
soul for .deliverance.: Thus the soul represents an
. : Lo : ) .

ultimate personal harvest whichArewardS the process of |

inward cultivation awrd so helps perpetuate the whole

¥
; ;

Thus Jamesffurther parallels our own theory of the
< v . ,

personal continuity (the soul) even beyond death.

‘ \ 3
TheJeritical difference between ’James"appf‘)ach and our ' g
n, however, is that James is not developing a theory o

the ‘individual (or of anythingﬂelse);hgsys simply
. o / >y

e



recording“observations that seem relevant toihim

Lo

. . Kl
\ -
' . 4 -

course of his investigation. . We will want to ' examine
’ . T . L 1 . R

this important difference between James' approach and

our own later, bat will first bring out a further _

W

, _ : o .
correspondence between his ideas and our own,

L

Thus "we paint

James on Time and Memory
James' treatment of ‘time begins with <the

observation that “the perceptioﬁfof time" as*eveﬂts that’

‘have gqﬂe by ' goes by the name of memorz To remember a

\ .
thing as past ff‘ls necessary that the notion of past

should be ohe. of our 'ideas'" (1b1d., p. 605) James

felt that "the direct-intuition’of time" was limited to

3

intervals of considerablj less than a‘minute,"? beyond:

¢

.which "extends the immense region of conceived time,

—

past and'future,.in o which . . . we mentally project

,all;the.events\we think of as real" (ibid., p. 643).

fhe remote past [and'future]; as it “were,
upon a canvas i our memery, andfyet often imag{ne that
we have a diract v#sion of its depths" (ibid;). Th;sf
tecalls our suggestiOngthat tié% is‘a‘fabrication of
thought which we mistake}for anfobjectf%e reality.

James also corfoborates‘our‘position that time is -
invelVed in the wery beginnings of thought and

consciousness, offering a8s his support for this point a

long passage by S.H. Hodgson of which the crux ist "the

"- rudiments of memory are involved in the minimum of

A N
consciousness . . . . E!ht:is what is meant by saying

* . : .



affairsfwﬁich may be compared with the present. Thus

S RV o ] . - ~
: %han all CQnsc1ousness 1§ in the form of Aime" (quoted

g 7

g1n 1b1d., p- 607). ,Jamesvalso enters into,some

A}

s 1nterest1ngispeculacions on the origins of our sense of

; ?
time. - ’ : . ’

. I LA s
- J

In a° c13331c example of the~1ntrospect Jnlst
method J/aes (ibid. ) observes that in "the tw111ght of

our general consc1ousnessv\there ane-varlous\recurring,
. 3 r
rhythmical p}ocesses:
Our heartbeats,: our breathing, 'the pulses of ,our .
attention, fragments of words or sentences that
~pass through Bur imagination, are what people this
dim habitat. Now, all these processes are:
rhythmical, and are apprehended by us, as they
..occur, in their totality; the breathing and pulses
of attention, as coherent successions, each with
its rise and fall; the heart-beats similarly, only.
“relatively far more brief; the words not separately
~ but in’ connected groups. In shert, empty our minds
as. we may, some sort of: changlng process - remains
for-us to feel and cannot be expelled. And along
with the sense of the process and its- rhythm goes
the sense of the length of time it lasts.
Awareness of, change is thus the condition on which
our perceptlon of tlme s flow depends.’ (p. 620)

. (h . .
Jameq'attributes the origins’gﬁ ouf@sensojof time to an

- awareness of chenging somatic rhgthms. Thus he again

. . . o . o .
implicates thought ‘and memory in the .inception of time,

+

for in order that bodily processipay become -the basis

of our sense of time it is necessary that a record of
o o S | o B

them be preserved in memory: "awareness,of change"

@,

depends on'retaining a record of a previous state of
‘ — . : \

”

two similar internal percepts, say the occurrence of two

~

b;eaths, will be separated by an incerval of not X

4

s




‘hreathing. It i

—— o

‘this,intervaIZWe call. time. 'Thus wé:

see in James the same understandlng of time as an
},_». ._1, 4

appurtenance of thought whlch we have arrlved at

s

*ourselves., By both accounts tlme‘fllls pfie gaps ‘in the .

contlluity of thought, broJ;&ing the thread.that
‘\
'connects the p01nts of recognltion in the great web of

—symbols thought has woven.§

°

Q»

‘From the lingering’qf the past in memofi is'boph

" the whole process of transforming the'présent which goes

by the name of thinKing. . Since thought'is.haSedIOn memory,

. A : Y-
it can. recognize in the total momentfof the present ‘only

4 %
' ¢

 that portlon with which it is famlllar. 'By_thnsf

leapfrogglng fr&%‘oné similar moment to the next thought

¥

establishes a continuity amid the flux of nature, a

éontingity which becomes the basis of the self. " James
-(ibid.) notes how the,building of the‘seif'depends on

: ‘ ] T ' ‘ ’
memoryy and thus on time:
v Any state of *mind which is shut up to i ovwh
‘moment and’ fails to become an object for succeeding
‘'states of gind, as if it belonged to another
stream of thougﬁf§. . . . not 'beingiappropriated
1nward1y y later segments or appearing "as part of
the emplnﬁcal self . . . . All the intellectual
¥alue for us of-~a state of mind depends on our
after- ~-memory of it. .Only then is it combined in a
system and knowingly made to contribute to a
resultﬁ "Only then does it count for us. (p 644)

-

Tlﬁfjls the dimension through whlch the[foraglng ‘thought

moves in its.search for that which resembles itself.

‘Between the similar moments lies an interval of time;
: .

‘thus time spans that-which,is'not similar, that which is

,

.l
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s changing; -In terms ofi our theory of ‘the 1nd1v1d al, ’Z

thls 1nterva1 can be seen as wllderness——dangerau y

changeable nature 1n whlch thought can flnd no purchase.cyﬁ 

¥

* Tinme, then,'ls a label whlch covers these expanses of

1ntractab1e§nature as a 11d covers a boiling cauldron.»

[3 e

" -As, such 1t is an 1ntegral part of the lnward N A

(

domestlcatlon.of changet Just»és agriculture is
- \ N N
achleved only,through skéwing the environmental

equ111br1um in favor of. thoge\aspects of natd&e whlch
~seem most. benef1c1al to tﬁe CuLtlvator, so the oa

constructlen of the seif*ls a process which selects -from
the.totality of human hature only those facets)which can

be comblned in a system and know1ngly made to

contribute toa result,
' 'ECBnclusion’ &
S . ‘

James' 1nvest1gat10n of the self finds that

43 \.m“' ‘ oo .
personallty 1mp11es the”&ncessant presence of two

elements, an objettive person,iknown\by a passing
. - T

subjective thought and'recbgnized as continuing in time"
" . :

(ibid., p. 371). Each successive thought is
"rememberfhg" and approprlatlve of previdus portions

of the-stream oyfconsciousness; so'that a_"sense of

--,,‘)" N

ameness' is reserved ! "This gense of sameness is the
S8 AR A Sgecness

very keel and backhone of our thinking . . . . the

_-3,1‘:

.consc1ousness of personal identity repose[s] .on it, the

1

present thought findlng in 1ts memories a warmth and
1 f . .

¥a
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- . ' . . ,. ‘ ) .
" intimagy which 'it recognizes as the same wgrmth and

intimacy it now feels" {ibid., pg%&597; Thus James = = #

s

converges with our investigation in finding separation to;

. . N o ) - 3
be a prerequisite of personality. When dn inner -

6bserver.has.dexached itself from the reég of human

¥

nature, the construction of the individual can begin.
And this division alneadyfaSSumes the earlier separation

of humaﬁ nature from natufe as a whole. Thus psychology
\begins Qith the double divorce of the observeg‘from the.
"ﬂobsgrved: a separate hum var
‘when‘the obsé}ve; has begun té lose its conn Itions'with

an nature becomes apparent only

the rest of nature. : o
. : ’ ’

Despfte'these‘similarities of James' investigation
' / . -
‘'with our own, however, there is an important dlffgrence

“to which we have earlier referred. Whereas we have been
B . \ .. ) .

concerned with generating a theory (of the individual),
. % ) : '
James, though he often deals with other theories,. is.

not concerned with. develdping a theory of this own. " As

~ A%

“he noted iﬁithe preface to The Princiﬁles of Psychology,
"[t]he-readér will seek in vain for ;ny closed system in
thé book. Itvis‘méinly a mass‘of descriptivg details
. . .ﬁkzibid., p. vii). 'James does .not seek ﬁ;igg
'gro;nds upog which to organize his ‘observations; pecausé
of this he is aple}to pass from 6ne'Bbseryation to the
next ;1th énaease aﬁd~f1uidity ;areiy found among more
tﬁéoreticaily&hinded psychg}ogists. Since he is not

constrained by the tenets .of any one theory, James is
v . : . X -
« T Y

. i, » . ,
\: . t° .
)



free to survey the.whole field of the psycﬁéﬁ hence his
. 3 . ’

work has a tim’ ss a.1.general relevance which stands

in marke” -o1  ast with _(heoretical psychologies such asg

psvchoe lve” 4 ve~avio. ism which are rendered dated

an. wvonziallv irreir: ant as their basic premises lapse

4
€

iL:o oLs» ~scence. o .
James or  » ewmec-ked hat if a man has a theory, the
facts will ~lustes to “hut theory like grapes. Each theory

tends to “ccTele roun. it a. collection of facts which ¢

b) Lo .
confirm its basi. premises. As this collection of facts

grows it becomes increasingly difficult for counter-

observations to make any impact on the growing bq}k of
evidenQe which-protecgs andveventually may even obscure the
original theory. The thepry becomes more and more a self-
perpefsating pnd self-contained sysfém less and 1es§.
susceptible to refutatiop; As Kuhn (1970) hag‘éhown, it is
generélly only possible to progress be;ond's@ch a dominant
theoretical system when there ig a shift in fhe whole
;intéllectdal substratum on which the theory stands (a so-
called "paradigm shift"). Like an edrthquake, this shyft
breaks down the acc%Pulated structure of facts and egpbses
the theoretical foundations ;o ghe light of a new
understdnding. This\és, as it were, t . natural life cycle
of a theoregical system, and may be ekpec::d to'occur in anf

C(iscipline which maintains direct tontact with natyre. = Thus

in physicsé)biology'and chehistry we see a natural selection

N
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A

oneself on fixed gr

% .

N o

hat thereiﬁs a
progre331on of understandlng and a genera 'onsensus as‘to
what’ constltutes the theoretlcal essence of the dlsc1p11ne.~ *
In psychelogy, however,‘;e-have seen'that the direct contact

»

with nature has been lost;, instead there has been h

substltuted for 1t a partial and des’{cated terélon calle’
human nature which, i;.hés beeh argued, istgisymbélic | '
introjection of what has beenllearned from nature as a "'
whole Thus psychology is unable to establish 'any consensus.
as to a generai theoretical'paradigm beceuse the natural

processes wh;ch gulde the formatlon, conflrmatlon, ‘and ' éé

ewentual dissolution {of theoretlcal systems ha(g been
1 -

~

excXuded. Thus, when wll the evidence has been welghed,/

one's choicg of a psychological theory comes down to the

decidedly unscientific question of whichcﬁheory one 1i%es or

believes. \ k . T ‘ #

- ’ . | . .. o ) C
, Introspection offers an an iWtriguing alternative /- N
to this hollow mimicry of the natural sciences. In .- \

introspection, as James noted, there is no attempt tb

/bui&d a closed theor ‘ical system, but ‘only to descfibe

" what transpires "within."’ Instead of establishing B

nds, one is able to“~survey the

entire field of ¢
to the next with;‘
" fits with the o€he?s.3 Thus each observation w111 be a

more or less spontaneous formation of_language.

This means that a corrective influence has been



&

- R - : ‘
reintroduced to psycaology In the formxof the natural’

[ 4

4
. P . a *
behavior of 1anguage (a concept tg be elaborated in the

. N » ) N ..
constitutes a huge anural syshengh}ch, though fargfrom

. is as ife eh/\g;;Lral cond1t10n of. language represents ’

‘the yllderness in whith human nature exists. Theory is

. . } N
discussion oqyfhe phllosophy of/glttgensteln in .

Chapter Five). The language-of Fuman belngs

rl

.>: N, . )
co—extens%je with nature itself, represents the broadest

~ . ‘ . . '
possible sypbol}c representation of nature at our '

.
L3

a . R
L . .

disposal. It is from this natural state .of lqnguage

A

CAL
that all the theories, conjecturesl/gpd speculations
¥

concernlng human nature have been constructe TQus it N

o Al
. Lo :
destructive of this nature in the same way that'

. -

cultivation i's destructive ofYexternal)/nature: what we \

L

obtain -through QQL;Lvation'and theory is alwaygs bought
N ‘ ( .

I
o

atffbevtost-of disturbin% the natural relationships

"which have produced what we are after in the first

K —

place and without which it cannot be expected to

' L 4 ) ) o
sustain itself. Introspection offers an altérnative to .
this essentially destructife process, as it allows us

» k! . . .
to leave human nature along/, to make our observations

and move on,:rathé?‘éﬁgg‘ZZttling in oge placé and -

) . ’ ' -
expgcting nature to accommodate us. ¢ b

}

Thus we begln to understand’ why "[r]ereadin§<James"

brings % sense of, perspectlvelﬁnd evén a llttle humlllty

PR

to'our regard for more modern achievements" (Schaffer,
A .

e
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h f950; P. &16). The nhtural anpeal of his work stems

S

f his\nillingnesc to leave human nature as he find‘
r

atheﬁ\than subJugate it to the- demands of . theory
\

observatlonsgseem fresh and v1tal because he has no need

4 ] ~

to hrocess them‘thrqugh the mills of theory. James

. <

tonfronts the full diversity of human naturex\igeklng it

out in its natural settlng, while the ‘theorlst is A

N
confined to a local understanding, able to & pre@%gte
only that cluster of facts which grows on thiyvine of

N

hls own theory. As we %tll see®in the following
i

. R ,
chaptF a; dhls local understandlng.bllltalways 'stand in

contradiction with the Wwhole' field .of th syche because

P . ] ( -

it is always partial. Whatever grounds a theoretical’

ool may select, it always excludes far'mbge than it

includes and so musfhénevitably set ‘up a conttadiction,

for if it were posei le to reduce all of language to a
Lo

part bf language nature would have long ago accompllshed
1 ,éi‘h

‘this task. As%@% examlne thls essent1al limitation of t

v 2
theoretigal psychologies we will keep in mind James'
eXample of a psychology which is bounded only by the:
limits' of language. t

-

His

r23
R
U,

L %

o

]
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~
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/ -

To effect the transition from James “to Freud it is ¢
worrh reciting Freudfs (1925/1963) account of a meeting j?*
between the~£wo fien during his 1909 trip to Amerlca

Another event pof thls tfmetwhlch made a Jlast n%*
impre351on upon me was a meeting with WilliaM James
the philosopher. I shall never forget one: little
scene that occurred as we were on a walk together.
He stopped suddenly, handed me, -a bag he was &
carrying and asked me to walk on, saying /that he

9 would catch‘me up’ as soon as he %ot thrgugh an
- attack of-angina pec is which was.just coming on.
- He died of that disease a year later; and I have
N . always wished that I might be as fearless as he was
in the faci\of approachlng death (p. 99)

Fragd S blography (genes, 1953/1961) shows his wlsh

fulfllled he endured 31xteen years of cancer with only

an occasibnal'as iri‘iﬁar relief (p.€529). The
- .

Bl ; \ .
anecdote indicakes a common quality in the two)mem.
. B .

-

James might/call this "pragmatism”

while Freud would be

L4

mbre inclinfed to "Stoicism," but both men demonstrated

an uhusual 'ilingness to face and aceept life, to ook

at it without the buffers and blinkers most of us seenm

~

to prefer, ~ .
. AN N V( L

This quality was especially useful to Freud. As

someone whose fate it was "to d'spﬁrb the peace of this

\, -
P

world" (Freud, 1917/1974. p. 326), Freud fa immense
- opposition to-hisxpggchganalyxic igéights. Freud (/

1\ ' : . ! .

ﬁercejved this reaqtion as the outward manifestatioa of

7 . . ‘ .

.the inward forces of repression and renunciation he héq

‘ | 3
,<:::::§B,painstakingly uncovered'igf;he individual. To Freud,
( .
. ' ' 9 .

9

Coe



\u} all of civilization‘was built from the eheréy gained“
through this reﬁunciation, and so he found such
opposition "easily intelligible" (Freud, 1925/1963, p.

" 94) and to continued protests generally offered_iittle
more tﬁan "a shrug% (ibid., p. 58; cf. Freﬁd,.1917/l97Z,‘
p. 318). Freud copsidered every detail of

B ésychoanal;sié a treésure hgrd won .from the elaborate

defencé mgchanisms of the iﬁdividuai and society and was

) loaﬁhe to quify even the_@bst‘pe;ipheral aspecté of the

theory. In-even seemingly'innoCuous.revisions Freud
reEQgﬁigéd man's "powerful and exquisite capacities for

: defending himselfiagainst violation»éf his cherished

~self-image" (Bruner, 1957,.p. 278). On tﬂoSe aspects of

psychoanalysis he considered central--"the thgofies of

» / v ) - N . :
resistance and of repression, of the unconscious, of the

~aetiological significance of sexual life and of the

s

——""importance of infantile experiences” (Freud, 1925/963,

p.'74)f—Freud‘Qas dogmatic: no reinterpretation was/
permiésible in the.face of the clinical experiénce he
considered in;onérﬁv;rtiblé‘evidénce for the validiﬁy of
his assuﬁptioné.\

'AThus society fa@éd a formidablévépponent in Freudf
Psychoanalyéis‘cailed into question the deépesplshared
assumptibhs of society, the collé;;ivé psyéholqgical
agreements of mep‘;hich'séfve to'"édjuséAtheir mutual

o

feiations" (Freud, 1930/f985, p. 278). Perhaps the most[

v
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telling aspect of the psychoanalytic cfitique was iﬁg"
interrogation of the inuividual‘ %E we. have seen, the
concept of the autonomous individual lles near’ the heart
of Western culture. Psychoanalfsis was the fifst

- .
psychology to’go beneath the surface of this
individual, to question his claiu to "autonomy, dignioy,
~and privacy." |

Freud and the Individual , ~

The extent aud.significance of the Freudian
dissection of the individual has been discussed by
various = -hors (e:gr, Adorno, 1967; Goodm§3,119a5;

Jacoby, .°.5; Marcuse, 1955/1974). 1In discIosing the
: r ' v
dominatqon of primitive constitutiondl factors in the

formatiou and operation of peérsonality, psychoanalysis
reVealed the "carnal and visceral or1g1ns of the

‘1nd1v1dual (Jacoby, 1975, p. 33). Herbert Marcuse

1

(1955/1974) describes the repercussions of this
development in the‘following passage:

: X L SRR S

As [Fréud‘aﬁépﬂéychology'tears the ideological
veil and traCeé construction of the .

" personality, it-is led to dissolve the individual;

his autonomous persopnality appears '‘as a frozen
manlfestatlon of the general repression. of mankind.
Self-conscioisness and reason, which have conquered
"and shaped the h}storlcal world, have done so in thé
image of repression, inteTnal and external ., .
this disclosure undermines one of the strongest
ideological fortifications of modern culture--

namely, the notion of the autonomous individual.
p. 57) . { ’ . ’

Psychoanalysis was the first psychology to expose the

tiagmentation and conflict which m=ke up the individual, _
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3
~ As both Jacoby and Marcuse point out, this glimpse L

beneath the psychic surface proved so unpleaséntAthat

much of subse. .t r=ychology can be seen as a reaction .
against it, . a x. us scramble to restore the
individual to = -~ pravious status. Succeeding

‘ . Y

- generations of psychologists evinced a "shift from a:

psychology of the unconscious to one Qf the ‘conscious,
from ig to ego, sexuality to mof%lify,'représiion to
personality developmént,_and most génerally from libido
and d;bth psychology to sufface and cu}turgl psychology".
(Jacoby, 1975, p. 46). Fihally; there was.,the | ‘
"rediscovery and rehabilitation‘oé‘the,qld—fashioned

idea‘of»sglf" (W. Matson, quoted in ibid., p. 42) which.

o allowed. the resurrettipn of the iudividual as the inner

man. ~ But the very fact that all this revamping of the

individual was considered necessary-underlines the

o - f\
almost universal acceptance of Freud's demonstration of ..

.thg inescapable fact of psychic fragmentation. This was

the one undeniable truth that virtually every '

- . s : .
psychologist ac¢ . pted#: that .the human psyche was a house

divided between conscious and unconscious forces.

V- :
Psychologists could not afford .to turn their backs on
. \ .

~this primary datum;'its Heuristic power to resolve a
®, . .

vast}ﬁrray of psychological phenomena was too great to

ignore. Thus, in the terms wefhéve developed in this

g

—

thesis,|there was in post—Freudia% psychology an attempt

°

to orgawize around this fundamental fragmentation, to

o
{



k‘ 103 i

.

cultivate in the realm of consciousness,a stable center

a4

amid the chaotic uncertainties of the unconscious. Or

in, Jacoby's (1975) more acerbic formulation: "The shifk

. . - - ) Q
in social dttention toward psychéiogy [since the time of
Freud] is no accident; . . .ﬂ!hg individual psyche

commands attention exactly because it is undergoing

fragmentation . . . . this is the specter that

~

" division Freud_considered:"the one and~only piece of

con fmist psychology seeks tp put to resg"c&p.vaii).,
Psychqanal&sis afforded man an unpleasant‘bﬁt
ir;epressible glimpse into hi; psyChichfragmentation.
It was the firét coherent "account of én inner discdrd !
wgich could no 1onger bevignored.

°

F;eud and‘Psychological Disbrder

T we go straight to the foundation of I~
psychoanalysis, we find it is built upon the psychic
split already mentioned: '

The division of the psychical into what is
‘conscious and what is unconscious is the i
fundamental premiss [sic] of psychoanalysis; and it
alone makes it possible for psychoanalysis to
understand the pathological procedgses in mental .
life, which are as common as they are important, and
to find a place for them in the .framework of . '
science. (Freud, 1923/1960, p. 3) N : . 4

Thus, "the firgt shibboleth of psychoanalysis" (ibid.)
already assumes fragméntation. Indeed, the fact of this
direct and certain knowledge that we have ‘about “the

mind" (ibid., p. 6). For Freud, it was only the

discovery of this one fixed certainty in the otherwise

i
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uncertain terrain of the mind that allowed_péychology.to

develop’into,a science from its previous state as a field
. ) . : " . o .
in which "every philosopher, every imaginative writer,

. !
~every historian, and every biographer ... . can 'run

wildf‘as he chooses" (Freud, 1927/1969, pp. 13-14). 'In

. &
this division of the unconscious from the conscious ‘-
Freud fohnd-ﬁis eQﬁiQalent to Descartes' "fixed and
immo?able".poiﬁt, & "certain and indisput;ble" base on
whigh to erect the iaét"and formidabie theory of N

.psycﬁoanalysis; Much of the resé,bf his theoryf(e.g.,
the "topographical modei" of the ego, id, and super-ego) .
Frépd was williné to describe as simply "a fiction" ‘
‘whose value "depends on‘haw\much one can achievé‘wiph
its.help" (1927/1969. p. 17). But the division of tﬁé
conscious from the unéonscious was the anchor in fact to

which all these fictions were tied. ' oy
. . i | o _

Psychoapalysis thus assumes_fr?gmentation as its
sggrting point. It interprgts.hu@ah pe;sonality in
terms of the opposition of conéEioué and unconscibus
forces. It cannot help, then, bﬁt‘érect a theory of
human nature fraught with conflict and discord. The
vgfeatness of psychoanalysis, and of Freud as a thinker,

op ‘ , R S °
was that they did not try to escape from this fact. For
Freud, man's condition is essentially tragic: he is not
an gutonémous and'digﬁified individual presiding over

the natural order,;but rather an umfinished creature

o~

! ¢
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.ﬁ%ﬁgainst unreésdn,,ihpelled by driving
. 4 N . -

-yvAnner vicissitudes and urges" aund "never fully ' free franm

an infancy anything bdt innocent"” (Bruner, 1957, p. ‘

279). An uneasy truce between one's aggfessive and
t : . b

erotic self-interests an&(:33\$ecessity of living

tdgether was to Freud a féalistié aﬁpraisal.ofrthe
possibif;ties of human exi%tence (see, e;g}, Freud,
1930/19853 esp. Pt. III). Fraémentaéion_and thé
gonflict it entailé are accepted as;;he idt of humaniﬁx;

‘there is no attempt to spin round it illusions of

wholeness and harmony. Freud was thus willing to, face

. what so many would only turn away from: the essence of

. . o
the individual is separation and conflict. . ;

Frqyd, of coursé, had much to say on the nature of
- the primal conflict between conscious and unconsciocus
forces_which'hgésaw as the basis of peféonality. As is

well known, Freud (1933) posited the existence of thé id,

e

which he described as follows:

., It is the obscure inaccessible part of our
« personality; the little we know akout it . ., . is
of a negative character, and can only be described
. as being all thatsthe ego is not [italics added]. We
come nearer to the id with image's, and call it a ..
chaos, a cauldron of seething excitement [which] is
somewhere in direct ‘contact with somatic processes,
and takes over from them instinctual needs and gives
them mental expression . . . . These instincts
kill it with energy, but it has no organization and
" no unified will, only an impulsion to obtain
satisfaction for the instinctual needs, in
accordance with the pleasure principle. The laws
of logic--above all, the law of contradiction--do
not hol® for the processes ip the id . . . . h
There is nothing in the id which can be compaged to
-negation, and we are astonished to find in it an
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“exception to the philosopher's assertion that 3
space and time are necessary forms ‘of out mental
acts. ‘In the id there is nothing corresponding\to
the 1dea of tlmeJ no recognltlon of the passage pf
time, . and i; thing “which is very Temarkable and
awaits adequate attention by philosophig thought
no alteration of mental processes by the passage of

time [italics added] (pp. 103 104)

AN

'

'The id constltutes the entire mental life of the infant.

' Out of this undiffereftiated state gradually arises

vy

what is to become consciousness. At this point some

confusion enters tthe theory. The conscious entity

is often assumed to be the ego, but as Freud emahas;zed

<

whenever the question arose, it is not accurate simply

c

to obpose the ego to the.id and call it the seat of

consciousness. Rather consciousness was felt by .Freud

Y

to‘bé;a product of what he called the "perceptuad-

»
'

conscious system" (PcQt.—Cé.), which forms "the most
SUperfdciél portion of the mental apparatus. This systen

is directed on -, the external world, it mediates

“perceptiQns of t, and in it is generated, while it is

functioning, the phenomenon of consciousness", (ibid.,

p. 105- 106).

{ 4

The cht. Cs. system is ‘not synonymous with the ego

or the super*ego, both of which have strong unconscious

aspects (ibid., p. 111). Indeed, the ego is .

vesSentially an qgent/of the id, €ngaged in fulfilling

its needs according to the reality principle.imposed by
the envirdnment, while the super-ego is as irrational

—

Noits moral imperatives ;g is the id in its quest for

n

o
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: ;ego'and-super—égo. It is difficult totg'*

AT
- - SO .

. I TN {
instinctual relea@gﬁ?ﬂXﬁt/Fréuf‘sek@ﬁﬁ%talk§ of the

A

Pcpt.—Cs. system as an independent entity, referring
instead -gp is manifestations as the %fnscious part of the
R _ e

4
1
oo

pe here a

- - €0 T,
suase of hesitation in the:.normally sure-foated -
Y [ v (¥ - '

Freud (which we will want to examine more‘cléseiy later) -

but for the present it is ukeful to remember that the
distinction betwgén the conscious and the unconsciolis

much preceded the later development of the

‘topographical‘model ardd i&.to Freud much the more

[

important differen;iatibn——eved while discussiﬁé the
top?graph£Cal mode1 he takes care to note: "The only
tfﬁstworthy aﬁt;ghesis is tﬂét between conscious and
umconsgioué"_(Fréud, 1927/1969, p.-22). Given these
difficulﬁies of the topographical model, a more useful
meéns of‘uﬁd;rstanding the Freudianbdivisi;n of the
psychical_pay lie in reéalling the contrast bepw‘e" the
primaryvprocess of‘the.id, ruled by the pleasufe v
principlé, and the secon@aryxprocess of the ego,
.govérned by the ;eality principle. According‘to this
séheme, the uncénscious seeks only to gain pleasure and
avoid unpyeasure, whilg the ténscioqs mind employs a *
"rational, pleasurc delaying, problem;splving, and self-

}

preservative mode of thought"A(Ewen, 1980{ p. 23).

With the help of this differentiation we. can temporarily

sidestep some'of the coﬁfusion-entaﬂled in the
o ‘ ' . . ,
topographical medel and proceed with our examination of
. . A l .
- $

A -

]
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the Fgéudian undefstanding of psychological conflict.

<

Against this background, the essence of

psychological conflict for Freud can be stated very
. " b.
concisely. Psychological conflict is an absolute
PR A ﬁ
necessity because it is imperative that the automatic,

unintelligent striving of the id for gratification be

brought under contTol. Unless it is restrained, the id

will blindly seek gratification even when the cost is

death. The ego thus develops out of the necessity of
adjusting the id to the demands of the environment. 1In
Freud's (1933) words:

» The ego has taken over the task of representing the
external world for the id, and so of saving it; for
the id, blindly striving to gratify its instincts in
complete disregard of the superior strength of
outside fordces, could not otherwise escape
annihilation. (p. 106) '

This potentially .fatal flaw of the id is brought
about by“a characteristic which Fr%ud has already /’o
detailed for us: it undergoes no alternation with the

passage of time; that is, .it cannot learn. The id thus
) - 0 ’

A -

represents a timeless aspect of the psyche, a '

peculiarity which Freud (ibid.) recognized as being of
)
fundamental importance:

It is constantly being borne in upon me that
we have made far too little use of our theory of
the indubitable fact that the repressed remains
unaltered by the passage of time. This seems to
offer us the possibility of an approach to some
really profound truths. But I myself have made no
further progress here. (p. 103)

But Freud did go on to note téat t%e sense of time must be a

e
.
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‘nO'fu;ther. Freud's lack of progress here is

‘Time and the Unconscious

109

>

product of the Pcpt.-Cs. system: "The relation to time,

wbich is so hard to describe, is communicated to

N
—m—

the ego by the pefceptuai sﬁsﬁem; indeed it can hardly
, ‘ 0 _

be doubted that the mode in which this,system works is .

the source of the ideae?f time" (ibid., p. 106-107).

Thus Freud clearly attributed time to consciousness and

timelessness to the unconscious and indicated the-

importance of this distinction, though he investigated'it

unfortunate, as we have established the importance of
time in the domesticat}on'of change, and might suspect

that it is a pfimary too;;>f the ego in its attehpts to

~harness the id. Fortunafely, qriters such as Bonaparte

?

-

(1940), Hartcollis (1974), and Melges (1982), have helped
‘ a ;.

develop the psy‘hdanalytic interpretation of the origins

of the sense of time and its role in the development of

personality, ° . &

o

Peteerartcollis €1974). provides a useful summ;rj

“.of how the Pcpt,-Cs. system/ego complex uses time in

its relations with the id. ‘Hértcollis relates that
during infan;y a rudimentary(copceﬁt of time is pe;haps
the most importanﬁ defense of the ego against the urgent
prémptiﬂgé of the id: |
| ‘According to psychoanalytic oﬁject relatﬂqns
theory,. the capacity to anticipate need fulfilment

[gives] rise to a putative hallucinatory experience
“that involves the memory of the 'good' breast or
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+ "good' mother--an experience that, accerdlng to
Freud (1925), marks the beginning of the th1nk1n§>
process. (p. 249)

%#Slnce the id does not dlstlngulsh between fantasy CLd

v

reality,” the image of previous gratlflcatlon fetrieved
from memory ‘is sufficient to temporarily placate the id;
thus the past is used as a buffer against the present.

However, if the arrival of gratification is delayed too
L v . ' . . E
long, "unpleasure increases, and the uncertain 'good'

object image begins to turm into a bad one" (ibid., p.
250). The hallucinatory defense mechanism proves too
unstable and so, with increasing experience, a more’

reliable modification of it is developed:
2 )

Eventually, and as object constancy develops,
the early hallucindtory process is replaced by the
ability to anticipate need fulfilment, i.e., by
the awareness of t possibility that the 'good'
object will arrive,*even though its internal
representation is uncertain, having become fused
with the 'bad' object image. As the fused 'good'
and 'bad' object image becomes internalized into a
stable, realistic object apart from the self, the
trustful rather passive ability to anticipate a

'good' outcome i3 employed in ‘the cathexis of the
environment, which is projectively experienced as
continuous--i.e., as possessing the attribute of
time as duration. (Ibid., p. 250)

Thus the concept of duration 1is developed as a defense
against the id's demand for immediate gratification.

The interval between previous gratification and its

‘projected recurrence in the future is seen by the ego as

finite and thus the urgings‘of\the id can be tolerated as ,

anxiety rather than fear, rage, and fisally "an

[

undifferentiated . . . experience of catastrophic

+”
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dimensions" (ibid.). Eyen in the infant, then, time
“has begun its work as a shield;agaihst tﬂ? encroachment

of undifferentiated nature. -

et

. As, the child, matures time becomes increasingiy
. ~
important in the operation of the ego. As Hartcollis

(1b1d ) notes’in th4@§qﬁﬁow1ng passage, the emerglng

sense of time 1s“1gé

whereby the self establishes itself as an Egifnomous p

.

éntity able to predict and control change:”

. An important determinant of time is to be
Mound in the integration of self and object
.representations, whereby completely independent
perceptions become identified with the sanme
object; in other words, wheZ‘an object can be
experienced in different ways at different times and
still remain the same [James' "sameness of
things"]. " Such an accomplishment becomes a
measure of the &go's strength and reflects its
abidity to move comfortably along the dimension of
time, making it thus possible to explore the¢.
consequences of one' ‘g acts, real or imaginary, and
thereby to arrive at*a prediction of change on the
basis of “one's own effort [italics added]. Carried
.out first by the ego, this ability later becomes a
superego function--inasmuch as future rewards or 4
punishment are superego functions--and powerfully
reinforces the.sense of time. Indeed, the.
emergence of the superego fs an autonomous system of
the mental apparatus contributes significantly to
the organism's adaptive, or maladaptive,
conceptualization of time, influencing the ability
to endure stressful experiences, to schedule
decisions, and to wait, to be punctual, and to
synchronize one's activities with those of
associates, to procrastinate or to ighnore
completely the patterning of time, future or past.

©

Eventually, as the child's mind unfolds in its
maturational schedule, the emergence of the

ability for abstract operations will make it
possible to deal with time as a measurable entity,
as a standard of reference in terms of clocks and
calendar#~-as a universal rather than as a personal'
self-centesed reality. (pp 265- 267) ‘



Thus the whole development of the sense of time, from
: i P : .
itsiotigins ag,a rudimentary defense against the demands

L]

of the id to ipsu bgtract formalization -as. "an

¥ . . -~ 1" . . ) ‘ ’

objeéti?e, conventional frame of reference  (1b1d., P.

-

. . . _ . j ‘ |
258')’ can be seen as part of the cons,@ind'\.s efforts

to regulate. its relaﬂﬂons with a chang:able and .

uc;&
. potential?y dangerous &nternal and external nature.

[N

in this sense is the interval between,pleasurable or at

least quiescent psychic.;tates, during which even great

. - s
unpleasure can be tolerated because it is seen as finite;

Bl
i

that is, the return of pleasure may be confidently
predicted gfter the passage of limited ltime. 17 for
some reason the return oﬁ,piéasure cannot be reasonably

1
expected, this defense looses, ,its power and varlous

corh
PARIE Y
L -

;péychotic states, dépres;ion; despair and even death i
ng.résult. With time, then,‘the‘"psyghic apparatus"
manages the demands ¢f the timeless id, wﬁiéh experiences
eéch passing s;até as eg??gal and seeks only\;o move
from unpleasure to ﬁleasufe; regardless of ' ‘
conseduences. ‘ | )

Object qelationé t.ecry thus p ides;a ;ohéfent
account of the function of time in thg establishment of
the self which cbrresponds with our own description of wéﬁ
its key role in the domestication of change. Both

accounts see time as a vital component of thought—-thét

part of it which spans the gaps in the continuity it

lb
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dominion of human consciousness.

[

N

seeks between past and future. ' It thus helps

accdﬁg%'sh the domestication of a\l that thought is not.

2 ’ -
( 1twa: 4% we have characterized this other as "raw
[ C

1

nature," too subtle for thought's grasp; inwardly this

descpiption corresponds to Freud;s characterization of
the id. Between them, time and thought cover the
. - ‘

full range of internal aﬁa external nature and extend

the promise that eventually all of.-it may come under the

A

-

) 14 .
The Externality of Consciousness

BN
. ~ - >
There is a more subtle point of agreement betwe@en

- 3 o
objec;~relations theory fnd our own,%geory of man's N

domestication of change. This has to do with Freud's .

observation that consciousness is a surface phenomenon. s

Most theories of the origins of time (e.g., that of

James, which we have recently examined) attribute it to

" .

an early consciousness of internal rhj hmical processes
such as breathing and pulse,. ‘But as Freud took great
pains to establish in The Ego and the Id (1923/1960)

- o . gg

consciousness is only cohceivable as originating in

relationship to bhe outside world:
all our knowledge is invariably bound up with
consciousness. We can come to know the Ucs. only
by making it conscious., . . . We have said that
consciousness is the surface of the mental
apparatus; that is, we have ascribed it as a
function to a system which is spatially the first
one' reached from the external world . . . . the real
difference between a Ucs. and a Pcs. [preconscious]
idea (thought) consists in this: that the former
is carried out on some matérial which remains

unknown, whereas the latter (the Pcs.,) is in
~ A =
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addition brought into connection with word-

presentations. . . . These word presentations:are
‘residues of ‘memories [italics added]; they were at
one time perceptions, and like all mnemic residues
can become conscious again. -Before we .concern '
ourselves further with their nature, it dawns upon
us like a new discovery .that only something which

4 - has once been a Cs. perception can become.
conscious, and that anythlng arising from w1th1n
(apart from feelings l‘that seeks to become
conscious must try to transform itself .into
external perceptions; this becomes possible ‘by
means of mempory. traces [italics added]. (pp. 9-10)

Freud recognizes the primacy of language in the

development of cpnsciousness (cf. jaynes, 1976, Chpt. 2;

Popper & Eccles, L97§, p. 439f.; Russell, 1948, p. 3f.),
and 1anéuage is only‘ConCeivable‘as a aefivative‘bf
TTexperienc'e (i.e., a§ the prodyct of a comnunitz of
sneakers intetaéting within‘a'snaréd énuirnnment;‘neVEr
as the rasult‘nf priuate inner p;chSsesjésaF
Qittgenstein, 1953/1963){ Thuavfor,Freud the'

N
consciousness of time must evglve from interaction with
51gn1f1cant ob]ects in the environment of the infant,

‘rather than from a rudimentary introspection. Other

writers, even c¢f psychoanalytic persuasion, did not
L J : "
realize the importance of Freud's insistence on the

v

Jexternality of consciousness and tended to adopt a
Jamasian,perteption of—the beginningé of time as
‘“\Q ' . : : §

awareness of internal changé; Hartéoliis (1974), for

.

’instgnce, quotes approv1ngly from Bonaparte S (1940)
essay on the orlglns of tlme' "The sense we have of-.the
) passing of time . . . origfnatea in our inner

\\Perceptions of the passing; of our own life. When

)

LI
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"consciousness wakenﬁ_Qithin;us we perceive :His internal
flow and then project itfihto tﬁe ouEside w.rld" (pp.
244-245). This directly cpnfradicts Frev ''s careful
characterization Qf conséiousness, which demands thét
time be seen as a_dérivative of early objectfefations.3
We caﬂndt even become aware of a separate "inner life"
until after the*accuﬁulation of sufficient external -
experience. As wé havg proposed in Chapter Jwo, it is-
this accumulated egﬁeriegce which formélyhe ce Eer, or
observer, which surveys tﬁe remaiﬁder of psyéhic 1ifé.
Thus onectbrelations theory, as understooé by Freud,
correctly locates the origins of time in the rddiments
of external experience; only mach later, with»the fﬁll
development of lingu?stic and cognitive abilities, is
ﬁime used in.the management of internal affairs. This

’ [Ad . .
ontogenetic theory corresponds to our phylogenetic
descfiption which has seen time as a derivative of many
centﬁfi;s of knowledge and experience, only recently
assumed to have reievance to the exploration of the
mind. | .

Freud's emphasis on thg externality of
consciousness helps us see why thnght experiences
limited success in dealihg with'ﬁbe psyche. The
external world offers patterns of change sufficien%ly

coarse to ensure the success of thought; indeed this would

seem to be a primary function of thought: discriminating
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certain useful patterns of environmental change and
adjusting "frehaviour to them. Thus the coming and going

6

of the mother and the accompanying gratificatiqn of

feecing are an early pattern whose record as memory

providés a pro;otypé of all subsequent thinking. As

-

outlined incobjegt relations theory, the memory of
previous maternal gratification is first retrieved as an

hallucinatory substitute in the face of renewed need,

4

and later the facility to anticipate felfillment after;?

L

finite-duration of time is used as a defense against

feelings of helplessness and impotence arising with

~frustration of somatic needs. From this beginning the

ego develdps an extensive system of pleasure delaying

cognitive strategies, a¥ %f which can be seen as "a

",réundabout path to wish-fulfilment which has been made

necessary by experiefce" (Freud, 1960/197Z, p. 721). In
this way the ego borrows from consciousness the

knowledge necessary to‘adjust the‘id to the demands of

the environment., Since knowledge is of the external

‘world, it will in general be appropriate for the purpose,.

of outward adaptatioan. But, as Freud made clear, for

internal perceptions to reach consciousness, they must

be translated in terms of the "mnemic residues" upon

which (ounsciousness depends. That is why, as J.H Van
den-Berg pointed out in Chapter Two, the accumulation
_ ’ ~
of psychological knowledge in Western culture has
~

generally taken the form of an ontogenetic recapitulation

[ ]

e,

\

\
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of our phylogehetic.hfé%grya—we can only render whatever
is taking pléce inwardly in germs of ur‘accuéllated
outward experience. In attémpting to gaiﬁ positive
knowledge of his bsychic life, mén has only been ablé'té
drawva ﬁaricature cohforming to the patternipg of

;hought imposed by the exigencies of extérnal adaptation.

Thus, as Freud pointed out in characterizing the id,

the psyche is best approééhed in a negative fashion--it

is what thought is not.

"EWThe Unknowable Id

We reach a significaht frontier of psychological

%nowledge when we realize that thought is not in -

. contact with the rest of the mind.- This’is essentially

» . ) {
the same division that so deeply impressed Freud.

S

Freud's nexiﬂiscovery was not of the unconscious, which

>

long antedated psythoanaly%;s\ but of the sharp division »,

bétweeh'ig and_conéqiousness; the insistenée that the
"general basis of psychical life" was "inadmissible to
. ' :
consciousness" (Freud, 1900/1975, pp. 773, 775). At ©

first this sSeparat .on was segn in terms of repression
and residtance, the active effort of the conscious mind

to-ward off the thteafeding contents of the unconscious.

. 9
But, as we have seen, Freud's Tater, more careful

¥

distinction between consciousness and the 'ego allowed the
n

latter, which is itself largely unconscious, to assume

—

-

the dynamic aspect of psychic defense, while -~

el
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consciousness develbped more passively in relation to

external experience. Thus the greatest part;of psychic
life happensxunconscioﬁsly'(i.e..w;thoutgknow}g@ge) and
can only become‘the subject of knqwledge, as in
analysis,_when it‘is interpreted in terms of outéidé; §r

historical, experience. . :
\

3

This brings.us'to the therapeutic aSpeét of
psychoanalysis. Thé essence of psycho-nalytic treétment
consféts in urcovering the_historical roots of
psychoi&gical disorder, chiefly in childhood'fixations
of the libido. It is claimed- that when these
unconscious fixations are "lifted" into consciousness,
th?y'loose the;r dominjon over psychic énergy, and Ehus

" their power to influence thought and behavior. Here we

encounter an apparent contradiction: how can unconscious

&

.conflict be related to historical-evgnts wheﬁ we havé
just seen how Freud clearly emphasized that the
unconscious is not.conditioned by time? 'The resolution
of this contradiction for Freud depended on his
distinction Between the repressed uncoﬁscious and the
7E§L———-—‘ ‘ -

unconscious proper.. Freud had long divided the
unéonscious into two parts——tﬁe preconscious, wﬁich had
the potential to become conscious; and the unconsciﬁus
proper, which would never be known by consciousness--
but he did not seem to really perceiye the difficulties

entailed in positing historical conditioning as an

) a .
etiological factor in psychic conflict until The Ego an

T ST

<

———

»

\)

L

.
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the Id (1923). This is where'"it dawns upon [him] like
a new discovery that only something which has once been a

‘Cs. perception ¢an become conscious" (Freud, 1923/1960,

‘fp. 10). This means the material retrieved during

analysis .must have been at one time conscious! That is,
is must have been external experience, subsequently

repressed by the ego. As Freud (ibid.) expressed it:
. Laad
We have come upon something in the ego itself which
is also unconscious, which behaves exactly like the
repressed--that is, which produces powerful effects
without being conscious and which requires special
work before it can be made conscious. From the
point of view of analytic practice, the consequence’
of this discovery is that‘we’land in endless
obscurities and difficultie§ if we keep to our
habitual forms of expression and try, for instance,
to ,derive neuroses from'a conflict between the

—%

conscious and the unconscious [italics added]. 6 We
shall have to substitute for this antithesis
another . . ., --the antithesis between the
coherent ego and the repressed which is split off
from it. (p. 7) 9 *

As Freud (ibid.) goes on to acknowledge, this revision

X

leads to some serious theoretical difficulties, as

the quality of being unconscious no longer aipplies only
to "that.whi;h the ego is not" but now'dlso describes

one part of the ego té which undesirable experiencg is

somehow relégated;

- : &

For our conception of the unconscious, . . .
the consequences of our discovery are even more
important . . . . We recognize that the Ucs. does;
not coincide with the repressed it is still true
that all that is repressed is Ucs., but not all
that ig Ucs. is repressed. A part of the" ego,\too--
and Heaven knows how important a part--may be Ucs.,
undoubtedly is Ucs. - And this Ucs, belonging to

. the ego is not Tatent. bike the Pcs., for 1f it
were, it could not be activated without becoming

1
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Cs., and the processes\of making it conscious would
not encounter such great difficulties. When we
find 'ourselves thus confronted by the necessity of

. postulating a third Ucs,, which is not repressed,
we must admit ;hat the characterlstlc of being
unconscious  begins to loose slgplflcance for us
[italics added]. It becomes a'quality which can
‘have many meanings, a gquality which we are unable
td make, as we should have hoped to do the basis
of far reachlqg and inevitable conclusions
[italics added]. Nevertheless we must beware of
ignoring this characteristic, for the property of
being conscious or not is in the last resort our
one beacon-light in the darkness of depth

psychology. (pp. 7-8)

In this forthﬁight passage we ,see Freud giving full . =
I . ! .

expression to a growing hesitation 'about the "one B

certain and direct biece of_knqwlédgc'ké havé'about the
mind." " He is obliged to split the great $rimordiai
unconscious into two'pérts: one thch~containé | |
historically conditioned materiai and one‘whiéh reéaiqs
the ofigﬁnal qualiﬁy of timelessness., We now have quite,
a differené qnderstanding of psychological confliégz it
is ;o longer the timeiess pleasure principle of the id
conflicting with the time-bound ;éality pfinciple éf

the ego which characterizes psthologiéal conflict;lbut

rather it is two parts of the ego, both historlcally \

\
conditioned, which are flghtlng each other;3_§$ﬂeed, since .
. '
the contents of the historically condition nconscious

originate fn external experience, the repressed

unconscious should more properly be called the repressed

~ .
L4 . : -

conscious! We are thus left with a theory which {
accounts for all psychologiéal conflict in the self-

imposed fragmentation of the ego.
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Such an. ingrown conceptuallzatlon of psychologlcal i\
conflict is clearly lessvcompelllng thgn that of a

primal conflict between conscious and unconscious forces
Perhaps for this reasony, Freud never seemgﬂ to bring the

difficulties he had so constcientiously raised in'The Ego

and the Id into clear relief. 1In the New Introductory

:Lectures (1933) of ten xéars later, Freud admitted that
the term "unconscious" had lost much of its potency due
- to ‘ | : Y

Ehe discovery, inconveniené at first, thaf pafts of
the ego and super-ego, too, are unconscious in the
dynamic sense. . . . We evidently have<go right to
call that region of the mind which is neither ego
nor super-ego the Ucs. system, since the character
~f unconscious is not exclusive to ic. (p. 102)
‘nsteal, SUggested Freud (ibig.), "we wiil call it
henceforward the 'id'." Thus what had started out as "a
-fiction; is now used to pr;p-hp‘the fragmenting
'fPundation of psychoanalyéis. That Freud himéelf was
_confused.on this complex matter ‘is perhaps best seen by
considering his famous formulation, taken from the same
esqu, of the aim of analxsi?: "Where id was, there
shall ego be" (ibid., p:/QIZ). This‘means that that
which is timeless—-the id--will be cganged by time! The
whole paradox of positing.historical conditioning as an
"etiological factor in psychdlogicél?conflicg is
contained in this formulation. To resolve the paradox,

either the definition of the id has to be changed, or the

aim of énaljsis altered. As we have seen, Freud was

‘e
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groping his way toward such a redefinition of the

unconscious and therefore the id, but thg'incompfeteness

of his understanding of the difficulties he was

encountering is revealed by the fact that he still saw

the aim of analy51s as the conversion of id into

ego. To be consistent with the new understanding of the .
: h Y ) R . .

unconscious which Freud himself was advancing,'the‘;iﬁdo

.should read: Where unconscious ego was, there shall

conscious ego be, The id,gas Freud had‘onlyjjust, S | o
finished explaining (ibid:,:p.‘lOZ), is exdctly fhat . &
part of the unconscious into which the ego will nevef,’j

penetrate., A remarkable 1ncon31stency ‘for so sure. aqd° M” LA},
' \ . v L "‘J'

steady a thinker as Freud, but perhaps understandable fnx/ A

light of the 1ncreasing vagueness of the once: S0’ clear

distinction upon whlch he had based everythlng.‘

Change and Psychoanaly31s ' co - ?“'

R . 2 . . .
M R TN .

Changing the theory. Clearly, in thié'mattér*dﬂ;

the blurring distinction between the ccrscious ard the =

) v 4 LB : .
unconscious aspects of the psyche, Frrid faced a critical
. . i § L .

b
Sy

issue. It seems, further, th&t he really di&n;tﬁkéoQ ‘?;‘
what to do about it. One gets the feeling thafn}iﬁélly?§ﬁé"
here was an issue Freud was not p;épayed éo face | .
squarely, Because he had so long been convinced that Qiﬁlu

psychological conflict must originate in the collision Eﬁf

‘

unconscious instinctual impulses with an overlaying

accretion of conscious defenses, it may have seemed
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_ nature of theories in general. o o
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absurd to Freud to follow through fully on the doubts he
) /

7 -
began~to express in The Ego and the Id. As we have

seen, these doubts lead to the conclusion that
. : K] \

psychological conflict is in its beginging and end a

conécious affair,vwith ali skirmishes contained within
the boundariés‘of the ego. Man's discontent, then, ié
not the inevitable price of theasconscious ego's efforts
to adjust the unruly id to reaiity, but a penalty he
bayg.forﬁthe ego's self-induced Psychic civil war,

Treud was not prepared.to embrace this radical

@

¢
conclusion; however, it is quite possible to shift th~

framework of psychoanalysis in such a way that it
maintainsg its overall\integrity and yet 1s able to
incorporate this seemingly incompaﬁible conclusion. The
way in ‘which this can be doné shedé some light on tba—:_\\

!

To effect the desired transformation of \
) .
psychoanalysis it is necessary only to replace the

> central position occypied by the concept of the >

unconscious in the understanding of psychological
conflict with- the concept of repression. Since all

historically\conditionédApsychic makerial (including
* ™~

knowledge) o}iginates in external experience, the

childhood complekes must have their origin in the

perceptual-conscious system, from which they are then

taken’ovgr_ny the ego. Some of this material is

évidentl ,”\Akeived as threatening and thus relegated to
' J AV

.xl @ . | ' . ' .
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. F

N

a portion of Ehe ego which has thg qualit} of being
unconscioﬁs only in the sense of‘hiddentor.regreésed _
from consciousness. The fact that this material Es
historicall; ﬁonditioned and can later be recovered in
analysis proves doubly that it was ne&er énywhere else
but the ego, since the id is botﬁ)ﬁunaltered by the
passage of time" and "foreign to tE@pego" (Freud, 1933,
p. 102). Therefore we have suggested that this |

repressed unconscious is more aptly described as a

J

repressed conscious; by which we mean that the 'essence

\ [}

of psychological conflict is better undérstppd as

occurring between "the repressor" and "the repressed,"

both of which originate in cbnsciouspess, than bebxeen
- ¥ N
the unconscious and the conscious. | /
S ’
Adopting this point o7 view shifts the centrhl
focus of ﬁsychoanalysis away from "the division of the
psychical inﬁonwhat is concious and what ?s
unconscious" and'puts it instead squarely on the comcept
of repression. That this is not an'unfeasible transition
is shown by Fredd's (1927/1963)v$wn remark that it "is

possible to take repression as a centre and to bring all

the elements of psychoanalytic theory into relation with

1" (p. 58). This would result in a version of

psychoanalysis more consistent with our own findings, as
i1t would locate psychic conflict within the sphere of

conscioushess—-specifically, in the carryihg over of

@
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certain forms of experience in a manner which interferes
with g;bsequeﬂt functioning. Thus the historical
conditioning. (fixation) imposed on childhood séxual}ty
would be relegéted to a porkion of the ego where it.

could still influence mentation, but would not be known

by consciousness. This would result in an accymulated

body of rep- ssed experience, which, liké all experience

(in Freud's 'iew), must have been o« ¥gpne time external

‘ perception. A plausible reason for this repression-

Freud (1930/1985) himself provides: "A tendency arises
to separ;té from the ego Fverything that can become a
source of . . . unpleasure, to throw‘it outside and t§
create a pure pileasure-ego which is confronﬁed by é
strange and threatening 'outside'" (p. 254). Thus the -
égé's tendency toward repression is not surprising; itst

whole purpose, according to Freud, is to divert

®

unpleasant forms of experience away from a central core
of pleasurable or reassuring experience. Naturally,
"there is no possibility at all of [this project of
credting a pure pleasure-ego] being-carried through; all
the regulations of_t@e universe are against;it" (ibidi.
p. 263). Thus the ego must balance the demand of the
pleasure principle with those of the reality principle,
aﬁd hence the essential tension of frehd;s view of
péychological conflict ig retained while reorienting the
theory around the concept of représsion.

! b ‘
Positivism and the limit's of knowledge. Whather or
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not it is possible to reori&nt psychoanalysis around the

concept of repression, a significant point emerges from
the preceding discussion: some kind of center must'be

2

retained to @upport Q@e structure of the theory.
: ;,... S
Thls is-not a pegulla?fty pf psychoanaly31s, most

' §
theorleﬂgare p031t§%t;t?%'in the sense tnat they depend
Q :

\ ’ ) . . “
on a core of knowledge derived form certajn crucial

experiments or postu{ates which determines the

subsequent structure of the theory. However, thi: ’»

not the case for all theories. It will be

.-

the purpose of this section to show that the peculiar

p

subject of psychoanalysis--the mind--limits its
essentially piiltivistic approach and that
psvychoanalysis has not clearly seen these limits. Using
the example of quahtﬂm’theory, we will suggest that
psychoanalysis must restrict itself to an investigation

¢

of.consciousness. That part of the mind *;at Freud

originally caﬂled the unconscious and later tie 1d is e
not accessible to the positivistic approach employed by
psychoanalysis. T v >

- Discerning the limitations of psychoanalysis .

requir&f a con31deratlon of the problem of observatlon

~

v'measurement. Téese activities are’ essentia to the A
b
aé@hmulation of knowledge, especially scientific o

A

kgowledge, and may be seen as two aspects of one process

since measurement is essentially a means of organizing
;o : | '
ﬁu d 3 .. :

n-t
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‘observation in terms of Qhat is already known. In
’general terms, observatlon and measurement may be said
to organiie experlence in such a say that it becomes a
modification‘of:erietingﬂknowledge. As a result, the
netural sciences exhibit,anl"impressive;chmulative
character" (Meehl, 1978, ps 807); there is.a steady

]

expansion of knowledge around the estahlished

theoretical center.

- This progressio of scientific knowledge is‘only an

/?rganlzed and codified version of the universal pattern

through which thou ht and knowledge expand their domain.
At One time it was thought that this progre§§ion might
continue Jndefinitely, but now it 1is generally
recognizea that there are limits to the progression of

human'knowledge.“ Perhaps the clearest demonstration of

———

these 1imits has come from quantum theory. As pointed
» out in the following passage by E.J. Zimmerman (1966);

the investigation of the subatomic realm has revealed a

threshold beyond which measurement and observation

cannot proceed:

There exists no m asuring stick with subdivisions

\\\ . small enough to ihdicate relative positions of

L parts of atoms, for the spaces between atoms of the

- stick are of atomic size. “We are therefore forced
to investigate microphysical sttems not with
instruments; $mall compared to“them, but in fact with
imstruments which are relatively very large. The
instruments are necessarily external, not internal,
to thei system measured, and .this seriously restricts
the kind of information we get by measurement
Titalics added]. So fundamental is this K

‘ distinction between microscopic and macroscopic

N med%urement that it.can be questioned whether it is

-

E . . . ' =
a4

~
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.id to conceive of an atom as composed of ‘parts
tn spatial and temporal relation to each other . . .
We are thus prevented in principle and in fact from
. making a detailed study of the interior of the atom.

(p. 482)
‘The failure of observation and measurement witﬁin the
subatomic realm means that it remains inaccessible‘to
conscioueness. It is not poseible toAgain_any positive
'knqyiedge of’the interior of the atom; that is, one
cannot say what it is like in terms of what is alfeady
known.,
Wuch the same situation pertains in 1nvest1gat1ng
‘the subconsc103§?realm (i. e. a,l the mind out51den
consc1ousness) ‘ In 1nvest1gat1ng the mind with
‘conseiousness we are forced to use an lgstrument
deve%pped in relation to e very different‘domain; one,
again, which is‘extetnal to‘the system'geing
investigated. We;have emphasizedvthatithe externality
- of conscioueness (i.e. its development as aa organ of
(énv1ronmental adaptation} means that ath%mpts to -
characterize the mipd will always recapitulate history.
"In looking at the mind,.as at the atom, we come up |

against the limitations of observation. The measuring

' "
T - .

“gtick is uselesss when it.attempts to cross the atomic
threshold because on the other side its coherence as a
measuring stick is 1osél—the atoms it is attemptihg,to

measure are indistinguishable from those that make it

Likewise, when we try to look upon the unconscious we

-

engeAder confusion because our distinction betweel an

2



internal observer and what it observes impases a
separation which cannot be maintgined. As we have seen,
even Freud had to acknowledge that, however one attempts

to shore it up, the distinction between the conscious
. ”»

and the unconscious proves increasingly difficult"to
ﬁaintain. When we attempt‘to characterize the mind we
"thrust into emptinéés" (Thomavaann) because there is
no separgte observed against which our obserQations
can take cheir‘grounq; nothing for our descriptions to
- "rub up against." We cannot desc .be human nature
because our descriptions are hﬁmén nature. Whatéver
characterizations we brinés to the unconscious are
impq;ted from the extraneous gleanings of cons;iousness;
we‘ca;;ot‘help, in William Blake's phrase, but make the
‘ ,
unknown over as "the ratio of theoknoﬁh."
The externality of our characterization of miﬁd is
5 : A ‘
perhaps most clearly seen in considering the .origins of
words we use to describe mental life. 'An intfiguing

. . , \ _
hour can be spent deriving the origins of such terms

as: "emotion," from the‘French mouvoir, "to move";
‘"feeling," from the Oid?English fel, "skin"; and
"pleaéure,"'from the Latin glacatus, "placid." Always
there is an "introjection" of outward experience.

"Acumen,"

"far example, can be traced to the same term ‘in
Latin which'originally described the sharpness of an

insect's sting; "agbition" to the Latin ambitio, "the:
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soliciting of votes";:and "will" must be traced far back

through related words sg¢h as "wish" and "win" to its

origins in a Hittite term signifying copulation

(Webster's Third New International Dictionéry). More
- v , . e
central to our discussion is the origin of the term
"conéciousness" which comes from the Latin con, | )
"joined," and scienéia, "science”" or "knowledge." Thus
our coﬁsqiousﬁéss is all,our kﬁowledge gogether. When
cdnsciouéness interacts with matter in the act of
cbservation, then, it measures the new experience in
terms of the old'khowledge. It‘is worth recalling
Wigner's (1967) formulation of this point: "In order to
obtain’any formulation of the outside wq{i?,min'ordef to
make any measufement or observation, it is necessary that
onedalregdy possess a crude knowledge of his
surroundings" (p. 197). Thus consciousness is always
based in the past--it iglthe past as accumulaze. in the

. B R ® : . - A ‘ - .
mnemic residues t ., which Freud refers. Consciousness is

the precipitate of man's relationship through millions

of yéars with a certain range of experience vitai to -his
survival. All of its comgonen;s, of which the most
notable is language, are thquughly conditioned by the
exigencies of this relationship. That which pertains to
other ;eélms, such‘as.the subatomig; can be recognized
onlf in terms of this range of xperiencé. As Zimmerman
nOﬁéd in discuséing quantum thepry, the distortidn

introduced by this process 1is so extensive that we are
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fprevented in princ&ple and in fat%‘f£om making a
detailed stuéy of the interior of the Atom." Th?,'
suggestion to.be made 'here is éﬁatvthe same pfo@gﬁiyé@n
applies to the stuéy of mihd: Eonsci;usnégé cannot form
positive characterizatioﬁs (i.e. khowledge) of that

o

. . v 4
which is unconscious.

Theory without a cen r, The insusceptibility of

mind to the workings of consciousr s must leave Freud

* . X v .
disappointed .in his ‘hope ‘that he hac opened up a (!
. Lo T ;;';g"" ' ‘ L - L '
pathway for an’important advance in our knowledge™

e

(1927%19;@g{p. 13@): Freud wanted to establish a
R goooE . . » ¢ : ,
scﬁende, a body.of knowledge, .relating to the
il — : - "o i

o ;o | .
unconscious. But the unconscious is precisely
that part of thé mind into which consciousness, the

organ of knowledge, cdn make no headway. -Consciousness

1
3

must fimit itse1f to a study'oéhits own intricactles; tin v
thgé.coming té an underétand}ng of itself, "the 6tﬂér“
@hi bgq?me appgrent through a p{ocesq of negaﬁion:

.Qéﬁéﬁ,is; once we know what copséiopégégg is, we kHQw'

'what the unconscious is not. " Again, the example par

excellence of such a theoretical approach is the quantum

B .

:ﬁhéoryﬂ

: < o . : .
! Unlike almost every other major theqretical system .
(the theory of evolution is the most notable exceptipn),

. . L
fhe.Quantum theory is not oriented around a center of

: ~ . ‘ _ -
empirical knowledge} Zimmerman (1966) emphasizes this .
. » R t . :
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in the following passage: l _

the empirical basis for the [quantum] theory is

- neither so directly established nor so unambiguous
.as is that for many theories. For example, once
the experimental evidence for the speed of light is
accepted, the Special Theory of Relativity seems to
"be’almost completely determined by a strictly-
logical argument. There does not seem to be, for
the quantum theory, any similar crucial
experiment, or even small group of experiments,
the results of which logically determine the
formalism of the theory. Quantum theory has
developed rather slowly and painfully, with a
number of false starts which eveén today still
somewhat becloud the issue . . . . one sees a®
progression in learning an entirely different mode
of thinking . . . . there is no evidence that this
evolutionary process has ended. (p. 488)

Quantum theory exhihdts a stochastic, evolutionary
quality because its structuze is not determined by a
central Body of knowledge: it is open to change. By

- coptrast, psychoanalysis is tied to a center. It has
sought to increase our knowledge of the mind, beglnnlng
,w1th the core of central, dlscoverles outllned by Freud
vearlier-in this chapter and amassing round it a vast

"body of knowledge whose structure is determined by this

center. Thus, psychoanalysis is resistant to change.
a*

As Freud so clearly reco‘pfzed most oﬁ the so- called
revisions of psychoanaly31s amounted to little more than

an attempt to'erode;§he disturbing assertion that»ﬂthe

ego 1is not even master in its“own house (Freud,,
1917/1974, p. 326). Revisions'which thus séek.to deeny

,4'\

the fundamental premises of psychoanalysisecannot hope,

as tlhiey nonetheless often do, to graft themselves onto

i

it. \\iiih an approach is comparaﬁ&% to seeking to
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“began to ‘question the validity

133

contribute to the Special Theory of Relativity while
. S

denying the‘uhiversal conétancy of the speed of light.

Any modification of a positivistic theory must be

peripheral -to an uncHanging cZﬁtér——if the basal

. N P ! .
assumptions of the theory dr® eroded the entire )

N D
Structure must' collapse. When the center of
psychoanalysis is called inté .question the_wholg theory

hang¢ in the balance.. We have seen that Freud himself

f this center, finding
that is was much more indistimct than he had hoped.

We have suggested that the concept of repression -

.might pfoéide a more tenable‘;entér for psychoarfalysis.

But  this only substitutes Qﬁe-center for another

» . . Vit &
(actually only another aspect of the same centegx{i,since”

" repression is already among .the ‘concepts admitted by

v

- Freud as cefitral to psychoanalysig--that is why we 4

suggest that such a shift wo&ld not se{}ously‘impair the

integrity of the theory); evéhtyally'répression too

.

] ’ \
would begin to yield -to its own inconsistencies. 1In

itsélf, of course, this ié.not,am undesirable

A

eventuality; Thomas Kéhn (197Q)uhas shown that all

scientific progﬁ%ﬁs' epends on thiswbrumslinngf old

positions. But the quantunm theory has shown that this
prbgression of unde}éfgnding through knbwleaﬁe_has

limits;"thus a theori such as pbychoaﬁhlysisf,which

<

starts at fhe limits of the known mind'(conscioﬁsnéss),
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cannot expect to advance far .in the classical

¥

poiitivistic fashion., It can expect to make progress in

Undérstanding the subtleties of.consciousness: a

'reorgqnization around &the concépt;ofvrepression,

incorporating the realigzation that the repressed

unconscious‘Qs‘really the rebresspd conscious, would
help accomplish this. But psychdanaIYSis cannot expect
to advance in its avowed intention:»the éxploration of
the unknow;ble ;d. As quantum theory has shown that the
intérior of thé atom lieé beyoﬁd the\féach of’
observation, so the best work of Freud emphasizes that

. . |
the id is just that portiod of the mind inaccessible to

consciousness. THe nearest approach to what is truly

unconscious lies in a thorough explication of what is

conscious. This allows a negative characterization of
thé’unconscious t; emerge, as we learn what it is not.
We see this process of negatioh'exemplified in the
quantum theory;- Despite the inabiiity to say what‘the‘
aﬁom is ll&g, it has been possible to talk sensibly
ahout atomic phenjﬁéna, and make'profound and accurate
predictions based”on theory, by exploring the limits of
obsegvatién aﬁd measqrement. Thus, it has become
apparent that the atom is not like a payticle, ggg.a
wave, nor even a "fuzzy.particleﬁ or "wave packet"--all

\
these images which. form in the consciousness of the

scientist fail® to adequately encompass the experimental

A

H

results, so that now, as Bertrand Russell (1948) hoted,
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"there ¥s no longer any attempt to make an imaginative

picture of the atomr (p. 23). The formulations of

ne

quantum mechanics represent' the microsystem . .

LIS

only in the sense of defining a statistical ensemble t
which the microsystem belongs. Probabilities of even;i:>

| can be calculated; but probayilities are not events and }
cannot be directly'observeaﬁ (Zimmerman, 1966, .p. 484).
‘Thus certain qualities of atomic ensembles can De
deécribéd by mathematical variables and the

relatiohships between these variables studied. This
translates the behavior of the ensemble into a system to
which macfoscopic rules of deasufemént‘apply. The
knowledge accumulated, then, dis of the macroscopic
mathematical system; the actual state of the atomic
ensemblefremains inscrutable. Variables r#éerring to

space and time used in quantum theory are "dummy

variables which must disappear from all predictions made

by the thebry" (ibid., p. 488). The failure to realize
_;his, and to keep theory and fact separate, 13 one
_reason "the quantum theory has proved vulnerable to a
great many different philosophical interpretatibns"

(ibid.). Properly regarded, quantum theory has little ®

to say about philosophical matters; it "remains
primarily a postulated formalism, justified by the fact
that it works" (ibid.). This is "in considerable

contrast with, for example, the Special Theory'of
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Relétivity, which is involved with a fundamental

A v
consideraﬁion of the\naturegof time and space, and
therefore, if successful, can cléim to have modified
these concepts" (ibid.). Thus,.in contrast to tﬁe
positive goal (increasing <nowledge) of ﬁost theofetical
systems, quantﬁm theory has advanced mainly through
negétion——realizing the limitations of observation
and measurement., Confusion arises only whéu this
demoﬁstration of what cannot be said of the atcm is
taken as the baéis of what can Se said of it, as the new
description remains within the realm of observation and
measurement which has been ruled invalid in the -

subatomic realm. Likewise, confusion arises in

psychoanalysis when consciousness attempts to explain the

H 1
o
unconscious. Y

Confusion, litérally, means putting together that
which is properly separate. Thus, the confusion in
Freud's work arises from putting together the conscious
and- the unconscious; attempting’to explain one in terms
of the other. Moving to end this confusion means
realizing that what is truly separate——éhat portion of
the unéonscious labelled the id, and the rest of the
mind--canno(/g; used to interpret each other, Howeverr
a clear distinction between two realms of consciéusness,
separated by the mechanism of repression, could provéde
a coherent account of thdt part of the mind which is

accessible to coherent‘accounts;f Then the instrument of

A
'
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investigation would be appropriate to the domain being

investigated, and the id would rem@in where it .-
o ;

NS

outside the realm of knowiedge:

Therapy without a cénter.. Just as psychoanalytic

theory‘proposes to undersfand the mind through the

o

%ccumulation of knowledge around -a conceptual center, so
psychoanalytic therapy proposes to deal with

psychological conflict through the same ﬁrocess of

@

"expanding Cbnsciousness. Through a certain type of

experience, theaﬁalyticninteriiew,(it is held that the
. _ el .

b

center ‘6f consciousness (roughly speaking, the ego) can

1 ot 1 S
v B | 4 - . o
. w B .

brings it under the dominion of consciousness. Thus
psychoanalygis joins the ancient human covenantvto subdue
nature with knowledge. <

The aspect of psychoana}ytic therapy which gost
clearly reveals its alﬁiance with this inveterate
tradition is its reliance on time.‘ Psychoanalysis has
always required a vast commitment of time frqﬁ the
prospe®tive client. In a classical analysis, the
"patient agtends therapy from four to six ﬁimes per
week, for approximately fifty minutes . . . per session,‘
‘and usually for several years" (Ewen, 1980, p. 53).

During this time, the patient is asked to present his

inner expérience for interpretétion by the analyst.
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This interpietation is alwajs determined by the
conceﬁ@%al center of psychoanalytic theory; thus a

conscious gfructure is given to what had previously been

"unconScious" ‘material. In this way the Tomain of the

ego 1s expanded--the new, or unknown, is measured in: . N
terms of the old, or known.

_As seen in examining man.s felationship withv_
external,nagure (Chapter Two), this_ggpéess of |
transforming thelwild into the domespig has always taken
a great deal-pf time. As it tqu»dény centuries to

DA B r_“:, \ . ’
accumuladte '‘the knowledge which’began to operate as

agriculture, so the analytic pgtieqt cagnot&expeqt

: o '
results without inveéting many hours. Time is required
for the analyst to put‘together thé pieces of

experfgnce offered by the patient into-a coherent whole
oriented around the conceptual center of psychoanalytic
theory. Conneétions must be made which are consistent

(ie., continuous) with the established body of

knowledge. A continuity with the past is neéessary,

both in terms of the patient's ex erience, and in terms
p p in ‘

of the analysts experience. For both, the material

presepted'must be organized in such a way that the'
continui;y demanded by thought becomeé apparént. Then
this continuity may be forecast into the future and
prediction and control become possible.

It is &hig arrangement of pieces of experiéhce that

N >

typifies analysis, whether it is of inner or outer °

-4
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nature. This is the literal meanigg_of analysis: ana,

!

"above," and lysis, "loosening"~-one looks over -

-

experience and takes its apart. This dissection of.
e

nature proceeds acéording to the'coqditioning of the
"observer, or center of acéahulaﬁed expérience. Language‘
is the pfimary méans through‘which the analysis of
experience is accomplished. Each word has ai}eady
\ . 3 _

apportiongg experience more or less automatica}ly,
according to the conditioning of millenia of hum;n(
experience. Words can then be arranged into concep“s.

/ ,

Thugkl-yed experience is translated into measured Eieces

s

whf%%ﬁb e organized according to the conditioning &f the
observer, This_meads that the immediacy of living is
sacrificed so that a &ontinuity with the past can be

establi%hed} The observer becomes a stable center of

!

knowledge apart from the observed natural flux. This
center opergtes on nature in iﬁch a way as- to perpetuate
continqﬁty; it functions by i: oring the natural flux
and reifyi the‘conétapcy of thought.

It psychoanélysis, this separation is mapifested
as that bet;een the analyser (‘therapist) and the °
analysed (patient). The analglt‘embodies the stable
center;of.psychoanélytic knowledgé around which the.
experience of the patient canvbe organized. Theujob of

the analyst is to impart thie knowledge to the: patient

in such.a way that he is provided with a stablé center

-
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which can serve to organize his own experience. Thus'

. : . \ .
pieces of experience which were formerly perceived as
disjointed, autonomous, conflicting (in short,
unconscious) are joined togefher with consciousness ‘to

provide-a coherent story.

4«  Thus we see that analysis is a process in time.

Change is held to come about slowly, in gradual .
> R '

increments, as conscious connections are draw¥ up bgtween

P

the pieces of experience revealed in analysis. "The ego
'

must be strengthened with this knowledge so that it may

cultivate the unconscious, which is primal nature, the

source of all psychic life. Psychoanalysis cén thgs be
understood as a recent manifestation of the anciént
tradition of cultivation which man has.found so usgful
if hié relationship with nature. According to H.F.
Ellenberger, "Freud views the analyst's role as similar
ﬁo thejgérdenef, wgo removes weeﬁs that impede growth
but does not pro?ide a direct cure" (cited in Ewent
1980, p. 525. Freud (1933) himself compared .‘th‘e work of
éhalysis to the efforts of Dutch agriculturalists to
gain'nef land for cultivation: "It is a reclamation
projéct, like the draining of the’Zuyder Zee" (p. 112).
Psychoanalysis seeks what cultivati;ﬁphas aiwayé'

sought: go quanize experience in such a way that those
gspects of sggugé‘which bring recurring, predictable
gratification ("crops“) are maximized, while those which

interfere or are neutral ("weeds") are minimized.
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Through this strategy a maximum yieldvbf pleasure is
sought within the circumstances of natural contingency.
_4From this it beéomes apparent that analysis is not
concerned with change, but rather with constancy. - ;
Analysié,divides nature into‘sepa}ate parts. Those

partg; which are viewed as favourable.ratcording to the

analyser, are then cultivated—chough; seeks their

propagation. One is for these parts, and against that

which interferes with them; thus conflict ("resistance")
is a necessary conditioh of analysis. During
psychoanalysis, the clieqt's experience ié organized
according to the stored knowledge of thé»analyst.
Regression and transference are "good" because they are .,
held to provide access to the childhood fixaﬁions-which o

in turn are held to.contain the origins of neurosis.

Thus, every client is expected to undergo regression and

transference. ?hg detailg,df thése_phenomena may var?
withﬂindividual_éases, but the esseqtial expenience must
be.répeatéd. Only tﬁrough sharing‘in this'experiepce
can the patient expeot.to éain the cemmon bond of

knowledge in which all thosenwho have been analysed

share. It is tﬁis covenant which provides the analysed

-

individual with his bulwark against "the unconscious."

Thus psychoanalysis takes its place in the ongoing

cultural evolution of mah. It is a cultural institution

which ensures the propagation of a certain body of

\ ’ . . .
S . -
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knowledge designed to subdue naturél'change.

-%f héve shown in detail (Chapﬁer One) how this
‘cultural evolution must obey the géneral laws of éll
evglution;éthat i§, it cannot be determined by thought,

- which is a limited part of nature, But must_take'ﬁiace_:
in stochastic dialogue with the whole of ‘nature.

Thought, "the response of memory,"'is ﬁheﬁfaétofvof
constancy in ﬁultural évqlution (just asftheiindividual
is the factor of constancy in‘biolog;qél evplutibn).
Chénge can come to.cultural évolu@ibﬁiﬁnly thréugh the
raﬁdoﬁ.element’vital to any Stoch;s£iéqé;dgess,' This

© P

element is perceived as random jdstybédauSe it is

foreign to thought; gt igs the ihcuréioﬁ of the vasﬁ_
bpik of nature which thbught haé excluded in the pursuit
of‘its practicai ends. Thus change comes to cultural
-evblufion in the form of in;errup;ibﬁs in theocéntinuity
of thought. Likewise, in biological evolution, change
occurs instantaneously betwéen individualé, as the

random processes of gene mutation and recombination are

effected. Change comes to natural systems instantly--it

. 1s not a process in time. What confuses this issue is

‘the fact of development, which is a process in time.

Thus if mutation brings about a!change in the genetic

- material of a species, it may take several generations

, g
4

for that change to become. phenotypically explicated.
But the fact of change, the,ipdursion of the new, has

occurred in the original instant, and it is this fact.

©
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that determines the subsequent developmént. Change, ¢
N . ‘ .
derived form the Latin cambire, "to balfter," means to

exchange the old for the,new.6 Development is the

modification of this change through time.

Thus psychoahalysis is not a theory of
psychological change, but pfipsychological‘modification.
This is .made clear by imagining the resqlts if everydne‘
in North Aheriéa were to.be put through andiysié. Theb

resulf would not be a greater psychological di;ersity——
change, the appéaranceaof dew formsf—but a gteater
similarity between individuals--modification, movement
toward.the mode. Eaéﬁ_individual begbmes a fiéld iﬂ
which the theory is propagatéd; the success of .
psydhoanalysiﬁ in this régagd can be gauged by the ta
élmost universal accepﬁancé bf_the:divisioﬁ between the
conscious and the-uncodSCious. Al@ést everyone going

intos analeysis is preparedvté éccepﬁ thi "First
“shibboleth," and so the groundwork_for the ensuing analysis
is already laid. All th@at remains is for,fheianalyst fo |
cultivafe this seed of psychological knleedge iﬂto a fﬁll
.gréwn instantiation of tﬂe theory (it is easy to imagine

- the inCreased’difficulty of analysing scmeone who had s
‘never ﬁeard;of‘the uncoﬁscibus). In order to avoid this
endless propagation of the_pﬁst, a thérapy must be

without a cerfter; that is, free from dependencg on a

conceptual or experiential nucleus which is to be : -

L4

-
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N

‘absorbed by the client. Psychoanalysis depends heavily /

on both: the client must have his experience interpreted

in terms of the psychoanalytic theOry,\and must

)

experience the phenomena of transference and working
through of resistances. 'Like all forms of cultivation,
'- Y 3 » \ “ o
psychoanalysis is concerned only with propagafing what
already exists. -
" Conclusion

We haxe e&pended considerable effort in our
examination of psychoanaly51a, but have been rewarded

v .
with some general conclusions about psychological theory

»

and therapy which may assist our investigation of

subsequent psychologies. In examining the cdnfusion
1]

surroundbng Freud's distinction between the consc1ous and

L

the unconscious we have come to appreciate the limits of

consciousness as an instrument for investigating the

mind. In particular, the"externality of consciousness

-

(its origin and conditioning in relation to a limited
o,

range of behavioral”experience) was seen  to
/-—3

'circumscrihe itsiuéefnlnegg as}a tool of psychological
. F I P T . '
investigation. . This was most clearly seen in the case
of language, where words used to de ibe inner
. ‘ . %.
experience can all be traced to behav1oTa1 origins.
Thus we. a&rixed at the 1nsuscept1bility of mind to

| the accumulation of knowledge.- We have seen that all

ou knowledge of "the unchscnous is simply more

7

cdhsciousness, and so have suggested that Freud's
. . ® . ) . . ) 0

A
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: : ] I -
.repressed unconscious is actually the repressed ' o

conscious.( However,'ws remain -as deeplyvimoressedAas
was Freud that "the geﬁerai bésis of psychic life" is
beyond the reach of consciousness.' We.have dompared
this vast field of the mind, ofﬂwhich‘consciou ness ,is
but a "shriveiied, deséicated'fiagment" (Léiné; 1967,
22), to the immense bulk of‘nature'which remsins R
intractable to thoughtu' Like Freud we have attributed -

all v1ta11ty to this primordial source of mind, but

e

unlike Freud have made n: a- tempt to u"terentiateéit

further. Description pr -eeds according to the % .

conditioning of conscio.:ress and so to further: describd
. - . (\

"the id" .is simply to ac:umulate more "non—id " D. H

Lawrence (1922/1983) ma- : this p01nt v1vidly, even before

Freud had arrived at his final formulstions: "The
Freudian unconscious is the gelier,in which thevmind
keeps its ‘own bastard spawn. Theftfue:unconscIOUS': ; -
is.not a shadow cast by the nind" (pp:-307, 212).

Z.smuch as psychoanalysis Seeks. tb make the'UQCOnscious N
into another aspect of consciousness Pit COnfinEs itself

e

to this cellar. It was the dawning realization of this

.
inability of psychoanalysis toiprogress into‘the true :

unconscious" that brought about the confusion we have

4 _ i o .
seen. in Freud § later work. =~ - . ‘ !

s . £ g

- u'*

Finally, we have come to an imﬁo:tant diﬁtinction

between change and modification. Change 1is the

‘
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substitution of the new for. the old, while modification

concerns the movement, or development, of that which

b

already exists. From our previdus investigation of
thought @e realize that everything which appeérs in
cbnsciodsness is a modificationan‘ﬁhe 61d;'nothing new
can appear there uhle@g it isltoﬁched by "the éther"F—
everythlng tha£\1%es out51de thought—;Just as all the
centuries of hum%p cultlvatlon have not produced one new .

species of plant or animal (Whlbe, 1959). \@hange - .
N O A >y .
comes to biological’ systems when what we call the

"random element" of nature makes its presence felt; it
~is the incursion of that which lies outside
. 4 _ vh

fconsciousness; Development ig the assimilation of this
*'change, organlzing the new in terms of the old
It would seem th@t Freud experienced this incursion
of the new in)ﬁis“initial insight that consciousness

wag but a superficial entity withih the great currents
) [ . ’ .
§i_qf unconscioy® mental.life: "Insight such as this falls
¥ ‘to one's 1o£ but once in a lifetime" (chgd, 1900/1975,

. W s . .
p. 56). But this intimation of the other was

éuﬁséquent¥y organized in terms of the_old." Freud

-

brought conscious fotm to the unconscious--he descr¥bed

jyhét it was likeliﬁ the terms of consciousness,’
Psychoanaly;is sbught-to mdke the unknowable kndwn,‘
a;d thgrgby ;gvéaled‘iés allegiance with the ancient
;&r;diéion of;éuitivation, the attempt td\domesticate
7naturg through'thq workings of consciousness, But in

o

e
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‘ the end, this psychological knowledge, like all.
\ :
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.knowledge, only "refines upon afid strengthens" the net
of symbols in which we are already caught (d%sSirer!

1944, p. 25) and so further divorées us from the contact:

- we are seeking with the "true unconscious." The great

merit of psychoanalysis was,i;s'abpreciation of this
river of liffe within, and the demonstration that the
vaunted contents of Eonsciqﬁsnessvﬁere but a fragile
purchase at its edgé. What was not well understood by

psychoanalysis was that for the conscious observer this
) :

(3

,was a river of no re%urn; Iike the fish in its river we -
cannot observe our ‘origins because we cannot get away
AY

from them.

For Freud, ultimafﬁly,a believer~in scientific
progress and the accumuléﬁion of knowledge, the way

forward lay in,expanding the domain of consciousness:

gt}

he remained a cultivator of human nature and thus a

child of his Cartesian heritage., In the next chapter we

¢

will eficounter. a different philosophy, one thgt does not

s

accept the Cartesian faith in th%?knbwing observer and
, . A _ '
thus offers the possibility of Ja<entirely different

relationship with human nature. .

& o .



thapter Five
BEHAVIORISM AND_HUMANISTIC/EXISTENTIAL PSYCHOLOGY:

THE PRIVATE PSYCHE

We want in philosophy to see the absurdities both
of what the behaviorists say and of wé‘f~the1r
" opponents say.
--L. Wlttgenstein (quoted
in Gier, 1981, p. 139)

M .
In the opening pages of The Concept of Mind,

“

Gilbert Ryle (1949/1968) describes the pervasive SR

influence of the Cartesian conception of Hiscrete

private minds "harnessed together" with public material
]
bodies:
g : ‘ There is a doctrlne about the nature and place
- of minds whlch is so prevalent among theorists and
even among laymen that it deserves to be descrlbed
as the official theory, ;Mosgt philosopbers, ., .
psychologists and relig}ous ‘teachers SﬁbSCIIB&, w1tﬂ
minor reservationsL to its main artlcles {1ta1xcs &&v
added]. . . . ECamty ; o
The official doctrine, which halls chlefly N
from Descartes, is something like this. With the ?5
doubtful exception of idiots and infants in arms . |
every human being has both a body and a mind. . .. .
Human bodies are in space and are ‘subject to
the mechanical laws which govern all other bodies
in space. Bodily processes and states can be
inspected by external observers. So a man's bodily -
lifeysis as much a public affair as are the lives ofx .. |
animals and reptiles and even as the career of . Y
‘ trees, crystals and planets. _ 5
But minds are not in spacte, nor are their
operations subject to mechanical laws. The ¢
workings of one mind are not witnessable by by. other .
observers; its career i8 private-[italics added].
Only I can take direct c. cognisance of the states and
processes of my own mind. A person therefore lives
through two collateral histories, one’consisting of
what happens in and to his body, the other N
consisting of what happens in and to his mind. The

o

r
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irst 1s QpbllQL the second private [1ta11cs
added]. (p. 13)

Ryle's d;scription draws our attention to the third of*
tﬁe three concépts we have identified (in Chap;er Two)

" as most central to indiyidualism--privaéy. As Ryle
'(ibid.) goes on ta néte, a fundémental prémise of the
-"qfficial theory" is that "mentdl happenings»occdr in
insulated fields,°known as 'minds'," and‘therefdre "one

person has no direct access of any sort to the}events of

" the inner life of another. He cannot do better than make

P

Lol

problematic inferences [italics added] from the observed

behavior of the other person's body to the sLates of
mind which, by analogy from his own cdﬁducp, he supposes
to be signalized by that behavior" (pp. 15—16). This
cohceptipn of thé privacy of mental.life is deeply
rooted in our qglture and centralltogthe idea that we
all represent autonomous individualé‘each pursuing -
parﬁiculér private lives. This chapter will éxamine
how two appa;ently disparate schools og'h }Qﬁ
psychology—ibéhaviofiém and humanistic/e}i&tential
psychology-—share this fundamental premise and operate
from it. ¢The pre%ise itself w111 ale be examined, in
an attempt to disclose its fundamental role in our'
conception of ourselves as individuals.’

To see the congruenee of sehaéiﬁrgl and

humanistic/existential psychologiés~on the issue of

mentgl privacy; consider the following passages. The
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first is from B.F. Skinner's Sciemce and Human Behavior

(1953), the second from Carl Rogers' Client—centered

Y
Theragz (1953), and the rhlrd/from R D. Laing's The

POllthS of Experience (1967)

When we say that behavior is a function of the
environment, the term "environment" presumably
means¥any.event in the universe capable of
affecting the organism. But part of the unlverse
is enclosed withipn the organism's own ‘skin. Some
independent. variables may, therefore, be related to

~behavior in a unique way. The individual's

response to an inflamed tooth, for example, is
unlike the response which anyone else can ‘make to.
that particular tooth, since no one else can
establish the same kind of contact with it. Events
which take place during emotional ‘excitement or inmn
states of deprivation are often uniquely accessible o
for the same reason; in this sense our joys,
sorrows, loves, and hates are peculiarly our own,
With respect to each individual, in other words, a
small part of the universe - is private. (Skinner,
1953, p. 257)

Every individual exists in a continually

. changing world of experience of which he is-the

‘you and my experience of you is ngt 1n31de me, but .

center . ., . .

An important truth in regard to this private
world“of the individual is that it can only be
known, in any genuine or complete sense, to the

"individual himself, . . . The world of experience

is for each individual, in a very significant
sense, a private world, (Rogers, 1951, pp. 483-84)

We can see other people s behavior, but not
their experience . . . . I see you, and,gou .see me.
I expetience you, and you experience mgi? I see : j
your behavior. You see my behavior, gkdo n@ﬁ .

and never have and dever, will see yonr e ience o
of me. . . . Your experience of.me'is no& Tnside ™

your experience of me lg invisible to-me and my
experience of you is invisible to you R

I cannot experience your experience. You'
cannot experience my experience. We are both
invisible men. All men are invisible to one
another [italics added]. . .

The study of the experipnce of others, i —
based on inferences I make [{taliés added], from my.

experience of you experiencing me, about how you ‘are

+

-
b




ekperiencing me experiencing you experiencing me.
(Laing, 1967, pp.'15-16) {

All three writers see the individual as a center of
. . \’_ﬂ . . . . [}
private experience. Because the.individual is perceived
as héving privileged access to his own experience, no
other individual can fully know or understand him. Thes?
N
N R
best =hat can be hoped for is, as Ryle noted, a partial-
5 .
) [ . .
understanding based on inference. For both behavioral

and humanistic/existential psychologies there is an.

irreducible element of inference in the process of

understandingfanotﬁer human being‘(seet e.g., Rbgé;s,
1951, pp. 495-96; Skinner, 1953, p. 282). Each
"individual, then, remains a separate private portion of
an otherwise public univérse.

The position taken by Skinner, Laing and Qegers isg

a strong one. It corresponds at first glance to common

sénsé; that is, it seems obvious that there are various
aspects of fﬁe individuals around us—-thdughté,
 feelings, and so on--about which I can only make -
info;med guesses based on my own experience.”'Along with
ghis, the official theofy gains a sense of solidarity
from itsiagpeal to scientific certainty. In separating
private subjective experience from public objective/
bekavior, the official theory endqtses'the sciéntific
tradition whereb?rknoyledge'is most certain,whefé it, ’

N
involves reasoning from reproduciﬁlé, observable events.

Skinner,»Laing and Rogers express the common conviction

L ¢
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question the conception of the privacy of individual

' ‘ ” 152
that we have no direct access to the inner life of 1 -
another human being, and though they proceed'in

different directions from this primary assumption, it

1

$

ﬁormé their common bond as it does for the whole field

of behavioral and humaﬁist&s/existential psychology. To
& , .
expefience,\then, is to challenge a fundamental premise

of a wide grea of.psychology.}

.Wittgénstein and Eﬂﬁ Chgllenge to Privacz\

The notion of individual pri?acy is not g0 much a
theory or philosophical doctrine as it is an~a1mosf
u conétiou%&assumption which forms the background to !

ubsequent theorizing and philosophizing. It pervades

;,our thinking to the extent that it is often difficult

even to detect, .and more formél statements ofbit, such

as Logical Behaviorism (see Malcolm, 1971, »p. 80f.), .
fail to contain the range and subtiety of its inflﬁence.

This makes the "éxplanation of what is wrod§$§ith it one

of the most chalienging problens of philqsobhy" (ibid,

p. 82). By igiathe most significant challenge to the

notion of individua% privacy 1s contained in the wo~ix of
Ludvig Wittgenstein. It<will be the prima{g task of

tﬁis chapter to elucidate the profound but difficult
.challenge mounted by Wiﬁtgenstein against the privacy of

3

the individual.

Approéching Wittgenstein. The first thing to note ¢ -
"in Wittgenstein's approach to the problem of privacy is
%
O



'it appears .in the coursé of daity life.
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l"

that he "never formally lays out the p051t10n he is

attacklng ~(Morrick, 1969, p. xiv).. This is because,

as noted-above,.formalicy is not a quality of this
position; rather, it ié an informal entity, vague and
f@loosely defined, which appears, as'Wittgenstein might

;ﬁput 1t, throughout the landscape of our language and

ﬁh1nk1ng. Thus he approaches the concept of prlvacy on

its own terms, p1ck1ng it out of the mental,landscape as

i)
fhis’approéch is typical of Wittgenstein's later

work;z énd:provides'an important clue as to why he has

'vsuCCeéded iﬂ elucidating various complex phenomena of

human mentalityfwhere so many others hgfg)failed This

suctess has made Wlttgenstein "by all odds the most

1nfluont1al of contemporary philosophers" (Barrett &

Aiken, L962; p. 485), but also one of the most difficult

to‘comprghénd. Because he has abandoned traditional

1

me ' of~explanation, Wittgenstein presents a highly
ori lnalAgnd e1u81ve approach to philosophy The

normal{geferepce points associated wlth logic and
. ¥ ' s
analytic“;éqson;ng are unavailable to the reader,élho

St 4

must enc6@&b§%_the éubject matter im the full complexity

of lts nat: condition. Kenneth Fann (1969) remarked

fbfw%%e;Phil i yohical-Investigations, the major -work of

Wittgenstein's later philosophy, that it 5

is completely unsystematic in both its form and
content. Unlike most earlier or later

L]
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,phiiééoﬁhical w}itings in the Western traditiong it
consists of loosely connected remarks, unaq;wered
questicrs, unamplified hints, "imaginary dialogues,
vague pz-:bles, metaphors, and epigrams. (p.:105)

. In short, Wittgenstein "has no szstém" (ibid., p. 101).

The unsystematic nature of Wittgenstein's approach

c-stems from his determination to leave no lingulstic

s . : ' . .
rstone unturned in his search for the hidden assumptions

' dnd presuppositions he sees as the root of all

ffphildsophical confusion. For Wittgenstein such confusion
el

always begins with the miszpplication of language;
B \ ‘ :
therefore ‘the task of his philosophy is to restore
‘1 B . . . Y
misappropriated words to their proper

- ) Bl

lingﬁistic context. This requires an-intensive
investigation of grammar, conceivéd not‘Zn the narrow
sense of formal conventions governing the use of a wérd,
but.in the broad sense of the entire béhavior of a_
language system. And since grammar in EEis sense -
constitutes theventire @ehavior'of a language, it cannot
be reduced to a system of principles or postulates which
are'only Rggg of.that language; it is essential for the
phiI%sopher to succeed that he be able to roam freely
'throﬁghout the linguiéticllandséape in the course of his

investigations. For this reason "theory is not at all .

characteristic of [Wittgenstein's] thinking, because it
is atqmiStic, whereas his tendency is always to sée the

cénnection between things and to keeplhis:sense.of the

totality" (ﬁjff;T 1985, p. 178). Thus, says
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Wittgenstein, "we

SR AR i

. . . We must do away with aflieﬁﬁianation, and

&

. . L}
description alone must take its place" (PI, #1093).

Wittgenstein does not abstract the subject from its

~

matrix; rather than explanations he offers de: iptions

<

of certain aspects of human linguistic interc ..se
critical to our philosophical picture of the world, as

they occur in their natural settings: "What we are
o . .
supplying are really remarks on the natural history of

human gfings"A(PI, #415). The result ig a -rich and
fntrfcaté compendium of remarks which most observers

agree constitutes ‘a radically new direction for

philosophy and even for the course of Western thought.

.

The observation of language-games. Wittgenstein's

“ . - v
observations are mainly accounts of what he cal’s

. "language-games". A language-game can be thought of as
the'actual ﬁattern of use which sﬁrrogﬁds the natufai
(npnephilosobhigal, nog—technical) occurrehce of various
wardh and phrases, or, in Wittgenstein's words, "the : %
whole, conéisting of 1anguage and the a;tions into
wh%gh it is wgven" (PI, #7). This.insistence én

ing;rporating the natural;setting of ianguage is one
marker of the fundamengﬁlvchange represenged by thél
philosophf of Wittgenstein. As William Bartley (1973)
lnoted in éomparingVWittgenstein to Kant, "the.
categories, logics, grammars{ frazewqus, of di‘ferent

language-games are seen as a record of the nacural

-
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“history oflmén's interaction with his environment}
rather than as reflections of the structure of the

{Pfld" (pi 161). There is no longer a necessary but |

only a contingent connection between language and the
world. | o
To Wittgenstein, seeing the'actual use of language
'is a task of-theﬂutmoét.difficulty because of the
. overwhelming® tehdency to attend to only the surface of
various grammatical constr@ctions.b This "1‘rface
grammar" may disguise significant differences id the

deeper, more subtle workings, 'or "depth grammar," of a

word or phrase. With the terms "depth" and "surface"

‘grammar Wittgenstein wishes to distinguish between the

‘obvious and hidden content or impact of words. His own .

ekplanation is as follows:

In the use of words one might distinguish
'surface grammar' from 'depth grammar'. What
immediately impresses itself upon us about the use

~of a word is the way it is used in the constructiqn
of the sentence, the part of its use--one might
say-—-that can be taken in by the ear.--=And now
compare the depth grammar, say of the word "to
mean", with what its surface grammar would lead us
to suspect. No wonder we find it difficult to know
our way about. (PI, #664) . - -

4.

A passage by Fann (1969) helps us see the signifigahce'
m B

rof Wittgenstein's distinction between surface and depth
'gu . N . .

Yoo

grammar:

When we are doing philosophy we are confused by the
uniform appearance of words when we hear them spoken
or meet them in script and print. But their '
application is not presentéd to us clearly. It is
like looking into the cabin of a locomotive., We




-, b
see"handles ail looking more or less al:ike.
Traditional philosophy, we may say, is concerned
with handles. It treats of terms, words as
handles; it ignores to a large extent the different
ways the handles work. 'We remain unconscious of
the prodigious diversity of all -the everyday -
language games because the clothing of our language
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makes everything ‘alike' (PI, #224). : This is a very -

important point which Wittgenstein wants to remind
us of over and over again in the Investigarlons. He
dlstlngulshes the 'surface grammar' from the 'depth
«‘grammar in the use of words. The 'surface
grammar' is 'what immediately impresses itself upon
us about the use of a word . , . .' The 'depth
grammar', then, is the application of words. . . .
[For example] Compare the propositions: 'I have a
beautiful hat' and 'I have 'a terrible toothache'
The 31m11ar1ty\1n their surface- ‘grammar is obv1ous
but .their use§ are qu1;e different. . . . The
difference in their ~pth-grammar may be brought
out by comparing, e.g 'Is this my hat?' and 'Is
-this my toothache?'--(nonsense). (p. 89)

It is such differques beneath thémsurface'of;appa;ently
similar ianguage—éamés thst Wittgénstein-wishes to
expose. 'Throsgh this process he seeks to "pass frcm a2
piéés of disguised donsense»tocsémething‘that is'paten:
nonsénse" (PI, #464); to reveal that apparently sim:lar
istatements conceal"langsage-games of Qery different
import:related only in theifvsurface gfammér. Thus fo;
W%ttgenstein; "Philosophy is:a battle against the

bewitchment of our intelligence by“means of language"

(PI, #109). . o .
It is important to realize that Wittgenstein had wo nq
. interest in any kind of language-reform. As he » =

emphasizes in the following remarks, language as it

occurs naturally is always thefﬁﬁe final authdrity:

When philosophers uge a word~-"know1edge :
"being", "object", "I", "proposition", "name' '_land

’
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Lry to grasp the essence of the thing, one mﬁst
always ask oneself: is the: word ever actuaLly used
in this way in the ‘language-game which 1sa$ts
original home [italics added]?

Philosophy may in no way 1nterfer@“v1th the
actual use of 1anguage' it can in the,end only.
describe it. ;

It leaves e#erythlng as it 1sf @BI #116} 124) |

R

, . Things as’ they are have a higher authorlty for

Wlttgensteln than any product of human analy31s. To

attempt a. reform of language would be to Wlttgensteln

0

1lkan biologlst suggestlng that particular organisms .
v 9 . i
should be other than they are. . ” L

ot N

‘?ﬁ’wi' An\eXactlng.scrutlny,oﬁ'the natural context of .

s

g2

'G&a” Varlous ianguage games,%then, is the crux of

‘J“" ‘/ / )7 u,
Wlttgensteln s phlloédmhy Before turning to his

NN

v

= examfnatlon of the particular language-games involved in
the conception of individual p11vacy, it is worth making
Hia final p01nt about Wlttgensteln s general approach

)I,/ Lo

Thls cgncerns the- word "observation" as it is used by
; Wlttgenstein in, describlng his act1v1ty of looklng at

ARG the aotual circumstances of language. It is clear that
. L)

obseWWatinn here 1s not used in the same sense as we
~-§ o

Dmight say, for eXample,Q??at,a scientist observes. No

one assumes that W1ttgenste1n actually goes out looklng

\

for people using‘a certain word and then observes how

- they do so. Rather, what is going on is a kind of

—

introspection, whereby Wittgenstein examines his
‘accumulated expe%ience of the language-games in question

/ : .
and points out aspects "which have escaped remark only

A



beéause;they are always before our eyes" (PT, #415).

Now, the very fact that this occurs and that few '

would care to argue that it represents an inﬁalid

1

approach already confirms much of what Wittgenstein - ®

wants to say about privacy! That is, since the
: . s . .
examination of one's experience with language would be

4

almost universally regarded as a valid proced&re for

conducting an investigation of language (what

psychologist would hesitate to draw on examples from his

own experience rather than try to set up an actuaf\'
' r

v

H /i ‘ ' .
instance of the behavior in question?4) there is alédeady

- -

a tacit understanding that experience is publfc. Seeiny

.

this Qidespread; albeit unwitting, acknowledgemeng of;the
u;ivefsél'appig;abi}ity of one's own 1ingui§tic
experience (whicﬂ according to the offiéial theory?
éhodld be uniqug;.individual; idibsyntratic) éroQides:a‘
first inkling of how Wiftgenstein usés his 1ingui%tic,

investigations to attack the notion of individual

privacy. By Shoﬁing that participation in & language

* (,f-

assumes a common understanding which subtends the

proclivities of individual speakers,.W%ttgenstein‘ e

- 1initiates a powerful and wide—rangingvassault‘on the
~whole ideology of private mental life. Thus orientated,
we aré ready to follow Wittgenstein in his philosophical

investigations. 4 -

. The ownershig of experience. As has been noted,

. ! N .
_Wittgéﬂstein's whol%fapproach precludes any formal -

159 -
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'énélysig of thé problem of privécy. Rather, a web of
‘subtiy.tonheéted observations is woven which gradually
‘catthés up‘the various languageegames\involved in the
“tohceptign Qf indigidual privacy and fixes them for
close strﬂtiny. As the depth grammar f% theée forms of
'1ife'is‘revealed, the "problem" is dissolved rather than
solved.(Fanh, 1969, p. xii). As MélcolmAquman‘Ki969)
notes, this makes Wittgenstein's investigations, very
hard to summarize, because?each part is interwoven with.
»the reét and cannot be abstracted withhut loss of
impact. . : - ) P

| An attempt to summarlze the Intestlgatlons

would be neither successful nor useful.
Wlttgenstein cOolmpressed his thoughts %o the point \\

where further compression is impossible. What is ,
needed is .that they be unfolded and the connections \
between them be traced out. . . . each of the
investigations in the book criss-cross again and
again with every other one. (p. 96)

Thus there is little prospect of conveying tHe full
'impact of Wlttgenstein s assault on privacy; instead the
attempt will be to convey a sense of the investlgatlon
by "unfolding" one of its most pertinent them&s--"the
ownershih of experiences" (Morrick, 1969, P. xv).

In examinihé the ownershlp of experlence

~Wittgenstein approaches most directly the widely held

premise .that each individual is the ggnter of a unlque,

private domain of experience acce331bwé§%g<others only
- . R
through a process of inference. To’ see the fallacy of

this way of tWinking, Wittgenstein asks us to consider
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- the experience pf'pain.,vPain'is often used, as by
.Skinng; in the passage Quoted earlier, as an example of -
; private sensatipn tqiphich onl} the "owner" has fpil
access. Like prlvate property, one can, as it wlre, see
the out31de of another‘s pain but not experience it
fully. This very common aésumpt;pn,;s often called "the
skeptical position" (Morrick, 1969, p. xiv) becau;e it
implies.xhat'"l pan nev;r know:what another person is

1 réallyvthinkingbor,feeling" (ibgd.) an& leads

ultimaéely to solipsism, the purest form of'skepticism;

Most'proponents'of this view, however, retreat from the

slipsistic extreme to more moderate views such as that

expressed by William Tagéson (1982)'in a relent survey

of humanistic psychology: .
Though a realist myself, I find no personal
difficulty in adopting an empirically ] 3
phenomenological stance toward the understanding of
‘human  personality and behavior, while disagreeing
with the basic relativismiand idealism that seenm
implicit in the philosophical tradition of
phenomenalism. However objective the real world
may be apart from my perception of it, it is my
perception of it that motivates and determines my
reactions to the people and objects within it.
That seems to be a psychological fact not a
philosophical-: conv1ct10n, though philosophers may
want to make more of it. "~ (p. 33), ‘

161

Wittgenstein would certainly want to make more of At. }XED

is precisely this kind of uneasy conceptual compromise
thatiindicates to. Wittgenstein that philosophy has lost
contact witﬁ%the language "which is its original home."

-Qittgepstein geeks to dismantle the skeptical position
* ) .
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by examining the various language-games on whichAit is
based. The 1angﬁag97games surrounding the ‘expression
of pain are one of his favorite examp%es of how we can
be misled byvswrfa;e érammar into a superficial
unde;stpnding of mental phenomena: U

Awfundamental tactic useq by Wittgenstein in
dissolving the skeptical poéition is‘£o examine the
jarious stapémenﬁs';hich arise from iﬁ and thén compare‘
these wiéh,the naturally occurring language-games frém‘
;hich they have been abstracted. Throughithis pfocess
Wittgenstein a@tempts to‘show that most of these
statements cogstitute disguised nOnsensé whiéh draw their
apbarent meaning only-fromvspurious relétionships‘in
surface grammar with the surrounding linguistic
environment. For instance, the ékeptical position
'qassumes that since no one can fully experignce my padns,
they are in some. sense unique and peculiar to me,
Therefofe the skeptic might aséert: "Another person
cannot feel my pains, they are uniquely my owﬁ}"
Wittgenstein feplies.to this: ‘"What in my'experienée
“justifies the 'my' in 'I feel my pains'? Where is the
multiplicity of feeling that this word‘j&étifies"‘
(quoted in Morrick, 1969, p. xviii). As Mb;rick (ibid.)
notes, Wittgenstein here wishes to éxpose the specious

¢
sense of ownership which the statement "I feel my
toothache" draws from its relationship in surface

grammar to analogous statements about physical objects,
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To see this, it is first

necessary to realize that "feel" serves the same

function in first person psychological statements as

doea)'have" (i.e. they are interchangeable terms), while

outsNe the psycholqgical\toﬁfext the two words have

(
quite different grammars. As Morrick (ibid.) points

out: "It doesn't matter whether I say I have a pain or
that'I,feel it, whereas ;t doés make a difference if I

say I have a haf in thé closet or that I feéllit there"
(p. xxi;* cf. Cook, 1965, p.;289).. In talEing about the

9 ~

hat, feel ig "an observation word" which has to do

with confirming one's knowledge about a possession;

.that is, it establishes that one has evidence to confirm

one's statement. However, in the psychological
context, using feel can add nothing to the statement

"I have a toothache" that it does not already have.

Nevertheless, because feel connotes an extra measure

of certainty, it' contributes to the impression that one
can only know the pains one feels. This digtinguishes
the pains of one's own body from the pains of all other

bodies and brings about the idea that one has direct

‘knowledge-only of one's own case and thereforé a unique
féxperience of pain.. Thus is established the fallacious
\ "multiplicity of feéling" to which Wittgenétein refers,
fTheﬁéttribution of uhiqueness to each individﬁal's

experience leads to "the mistakeﬁ picture of a pile of

A _ i
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experiences which have to be assigned to their
respective owners——like the pile of hats which must be

sorted out at the end of the party" (Morrick' 1969, »p.

xviii). It is such plctures, according to W1ttgenste1n,

which captivate the mind (Bartley, 1973, p. 163) and
,“prevent us seeing the actual nature of mental"phenomena.
Related to the confusion between have and fe
in first person psychological statements is thg%use of
"I." Here again it is a spurious relationship with
language-games concerning physical objects which leads
us to‘falsely individuate sensations. Fann has already
ptovidedAu§'with oné example of this when he invited us
to compare the propositions "I have a beautiful hatf and
"I have a terrible.toothache." The disparity in the

a

depth grammars of these apparently similar propoeitions

is brought out by asking "Is this my hat?" and "Is this

‘my toothache?" Immediately one sees’ that a very
different relationship exists between "I" and

the two things with which "I" isvconcerned.'vfhe
relationship between "i" and hat cen be adequately
described as one of posse331on@ but "I" cannot be said,

in everyday language, to own the toothache. Thus, in

psychological statements, "I" "does not refer to an owner

of experiences" (Morrick, 1969; p. xix). Wittgenstein
feels that "I" functions in such statements simply as a

"

"grammatical filler," much as does "It" in "It is

raining" (%bid., p. xx). But whereas we are content to

164



_leave the referent of "It" as vagué~and unspecified,
we tend to form an”image or conception of "I" as sonme
‘kind of bodiless enfi;y (the self) possessing various
aspects.'of experience. Here again the mind is held
captive by a picture,. ‘

Under Wittgensfein's scrutiny the simple statement
H"I#haveg§§toothache" begins to disclose a complex depth
grammar unrelated to the surface grammar it shares with
similar experiential propositions. But we are still
only scratching the surface here. Wittgenstein goes
much deeper into the language-games of psychological
statements, and it becomes harder and harder to follow
him through this extremely difficult terrain.

Wittgenstein himsélf found the whole subject

"extraordinarily difficult" because "the whole field is

full of misleading notations" (qupteggln Moore, 1969, P.
119)‘ G.E. Moore, himself one of the;foremost of
contemporary Brltlsh philosophers and &go attended
Wittgenstein's 1930-33 lectures on the%g@topics, found
-himself "very much puzzled" and had greg; ifflculty

seeing ' the connexion between dlfferent e %ts which he

G

‘seemed anxious to make" (ibld.). It is th%U&;e s
credit that despite his perplex1ty he was ablerto
cdmpile'detailed notes yhich can Help us further explore
Wittgenstgin's investigquan of ghe o?nership ofi

[ 4

‘experience.

165
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One of the poi -~ Wittgenstein was anxious to make,

A

otes “nore 7ibid.), concerned "the differences between

en broposition which is expressed by the words 'I have:
% o

v

got tooth-ache', ad -hose which are expressed by the

" VYittgenstein related

words 'Tou have g-- :ooth-ache'.
t.zs discw.sgion * behaviorism by asking %&o related‘
qu :stions: - .iy, "When we say 'he.has_tooth—ache'“isf
it correct to say that his tooth-ache is only his L
behavior, whereas when I talk about my ﬁooth—@qhe{g;amA

4

not talking about my beha{ior?", ang, ?Is anothéf
person's tooth-ache 'tooth-ache"in the same sense as
mine?" (ibid., pp. 120-21). Wittgenstein went on to
point out that what leads one to these questions is a
differgnce in "what verifies or is a crite;ion'for" "I
have a tooth—aéhe" as cqmpared to "He has a tooth-ache"
ibid., p. 121). This difference is seen by asking the
queét;on, "How do you know x has a.toothache?" If £ is
reélaced by "you" the question is nonsensicél but not
when replaced by."he." This indicates that "the th
expressions are on a different grammatical level . .
they are not both values of a single propositional ///;
function 'x has a tooth-ac:he'" (1bid., p. 121). Most

, _ ) ‘ »
people would agree with this observation, but take it

in exactly the opposite sense that Wittgenstein

,ihtended. That is,vthey take 1t as‘evidehcg that one
indeed cannot directly experienée another's tcothache

and so must rely on the criterion of behavior for‘
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“through this opening means following Wittgenstein on his

L]

LA

establishing the predence of .toothache in anophgﬁk“This

v

A
i L]

N iy . . . . . . " ‘f‘y .
segms to confirm the skeptical position phd&“an
c‘,“' ' .‘ ;:Y . ‘: ,‘;";:;”- N
individual's experé?nce is his private domain (and may
w; f‘ S .

be onifreason why this position seems so convincing),

but Wittgénste
e
;”dicate (ibid.). To stop at this point is

he méant to 2
tg%return_géighe'surface grammar andlmiSS the opening
Wittgenstein has createdi This opening concerns the
role of knowlédge in in our psychologital experience
and has to dp with the verifiability Qf different
statements’Which-appear superficially similar. To pass
complica%@ﬁ wanderings throﬁgh the ;e#ated quéstions of
knowkgdge, doubt.and certainty. -

: & . .
At this point in Wit}genstein's investigation,
'-.‘,\{, . . ! 3 . . .
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gg%%e (ibid.) singlei\ijt as "the point on which he was

most anxious to insist™~that "what we call 'having

tooth-ache' is . . . a 'primary experience' . . . and

. . . that "what characterizes_'primaf; gxpgfience'" is
that . . . "'I' does not denote a possessof"".(b. 122).
Fhe word 'I', said‘Wiépgenstein,-is used in "two ut erly
different ways": one where it is "on the level with
chér people" (e.g. "I have a match-box," "I héve a bad
tooth") and one where it is hot (e.g. "I have a \

toothache," "I see a red patch"). Thus there is a

division in the depth grammar of "I", and this division-

>expressly stated that this is not what .
# =2 .
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¢ -
do!s not correspond to an@ple dlstinction between self
s P

and other; rather it has. &om thlng to do wlth @he
verifiablllty of the two . vypes of propositions. This is
perhaps best seen by imaganlng talking to one s self
about the respectlve statements, Asking one's’ self

"Do ‘I have a match- box’" or "Do I have a bad- tooth“fﬁ&s
- sensible under e3811y'imaginable condltlons of normafd
ulife, but dsking one's self "Do I have a tdothache”" or ¥
:"Do I;aee avred'patch?" is.not. As Morrlck (19699 “
puts it 1t makes no sense to speak of my getting

myself into a more favourable p031t10n to observe m}

_ toothache" (p xxi). Thus it is sen51ble’to.speakﬁnf ‘
knowledgev(lnformation which can be verified) in the

first case but not in the second. As we will see,
Wlttgensteln is quite adamant that a statement such as

"1 know I have a toothache" is a serlous abuse of

1ahguage which leads quickly;aﬂd7direct1yﬂinto

"tormenting and seemingly irremediable douhts" (ibid.,

p. xiv-xv) as it encourages such questions.as "How do I

know I have a toothache?" This type of question, upon

which the whole skeptieal tradition originating with

Descartes is based, can only .occur, in Wittgenstein's

gravid phrase, "when language goes on holiday" (PI,
'#38)t :As iong as language ia working we will never ask
" the question, "Hoy do I‘(youj know I (youi\have a.
toothache?" Much of Wittgenstein's laterahork is

>

concerned with demonstrating that thislkind of doubt is



-

‘the product *of idle philosophical speculation adrift
from its moorings in the working language. To cut
through the confusidn surrounding the conception of

individual'privacy, then, we must explore the working

grémmérs of the key wghds'out of which it has been
, 4 ;0 .

\ —
(-

constructed.

The grammar of knowledge. If there is one word
whoge grammar is most deeply involved with statements of

the skeptical ‘position, it is know. Morrick (1969)

4

delineates the central position of knowing in the
skeptical tradition and introduces us to Wittgenstein's

v'critique of-its overwrought importance:

The skeptical reasoning proposes that others
can not know--or at least can not know with the
certainty that I have--what I am thinking or
feeling. But Wittgenstein's reply to this is that

this sense of "know" is no sense of the word at ... .

all, for it makes sense to speak of knowledge only
v wherg}it also makes sense to speak of doubt and

uncertainty. (p. xx).
Wittgenstein explores the depth grammar of "know" in
great detaii and emerges with an unders;anding of
knowing which is diametrically opposgd_to that of the
skeptic. This divergence céﬁ{be formulated most sharply
as follows.. Where the skeptic (gggibeggviorist!
humanist, or existentialist) says "I C;Ahat.know (with
ce;tainty) what another thinks and~feels, on1y_what'I;
think’ and” feel,” Wittgenstein says "I cannot know what I

think and feel, only what another thinks and feels"! To

understand this startling statement, we need to

.
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understand tHe grammar of the word "know."

-

To capture the flavor of Wittgenéteid's complex and.
ihi_ghlyroriginal.treat'ment of the grammar of knowledge as
it relates to the whole prob]em of privacy, it is worth

ST ey
quotlng at length from the Ph11050ph1cal Investlgatlons

The follow1ng remarks, though the connections between
them may seem vague, are all contiguous in the text.
The paragraphs are numbered for ease of reference.

[1] That what someone else says to himself is
hidden from me is part of the concept. 'saying
inwardly'. Only "hidden" is the wrong word here;
for if it is hidden from me, it ought to be
apparent to him, he would have to kmnow it. 'But he
does not 'know' 1t, only the doubt which exists for
me does not exist for him.

[2] "What anyone saYs to himself is hidden .from
‘me" might of course also mean that I can for ‘the
most part not guess it, mor can I read it off
from, -for example, the movements of his throat
(which would be d possibility.)] “

[31 "I know what I want, wish, believe, -feel,
e (and So on through dll the psychologlcal
verbs) is either philosopher's nonsense, or at any
- rate not a Judgement a priori.
[4] "I know . . ." may mean "I do not doubt . . ."
but does not mean that the words-"I doubt . . ."~
are senseless, that doubt is 1ogically excluded

[5] One says "I know "where one can also say "I
believe" or "I suspect"; where one can find out

[italics added]. (If you bdtring up ‘against me the

case of people's saying "But I must know if I am

in pain!™, "Only you can know what you feel”, and
similar things, you should consider the occa31on

and purpose of these phrases. ,"War is war" is not-

~an example of the law ‘of 1dent§ty, either. ) 2o \

[6] Tt is poasible to imaglne a ¢ase in whlch I
.could find out,that I had two hands. Normally,

however, I cannot do so. . "But all you need 5 to
‘,hold them up before your eyes!"f—If T am now in

<,
Lt

Cafy



doubt about whether I have .twe. hands, I need not

believe my eyes either. (I . might Just<as“wetl ask
a friend. )

. Sy el
[7] With this is connected the fact that; fbr
instance, the proposition "The earth has existed
for millions of years" makes clearer sense than
"The earth has existed in the last five minutes."
For I §hou1d~ask anyone who asserted ‘the latter:
"What observations does this proposition refer to;
and what observations would count against it?"~-
whereas I know what ideas and observations ‘the
former proposition goes with.

[8]1 "A new—born'child has no teeth."--"A goosé has
no teeth."--"A rose has n® teeth."--This last at

' any rate--one would like to sayozés obviously true!
e

It is even surer than thag a go has none.--And
yet it is none so clear. For where should a rose's
teeth have been? The goose has none in its jaw,
And neither, of course, has it any in its wings;
but no one means:that when he says it hag no
teeth.--Why, suppose one were to say: the cow chews
its food and then dungs.the rose with it, so the
rose has teeth in the mouth of a beast. This would
not be absurd, because one has no notion in advance
where to look for teeth in a fose. ((Connection
with 'pain in someone else's body'.))

s
]

[9] I can know what someone else is think ingi not
what I am thinking.

It is correct to say "I know what your are
thinking", and wrong to say il know what I am
thinking" [1ta11cs added]

(A whole cloud of philosophy condensed into a
drop’ of grammar. ) (PI pp. 220- 22)

It is difficult to- know where to stop (or start) The

train of thought continues indefinitely in both"

directions, but we have enough here to "unfold" (as

Malcolm suggested)'several of Wittgenstein's main

arguments.

Wé may as well begin with what might seem most L

preposterous in Wittgenstein's discourse; namely his

assertion that one doesn't know what one is thinking,

171



172
feeling or even saying. Wittgehste;n voices the

automatic objection for us in paragraph [5]--"But I

nust know if I am in bain!";~but then asks us to
consider "the océasion and purpose" of such a phrase.
:We immediately see that this is not a bhfase which,wpuld
be uttered.in the course'bf daily iife; rather it

‘belongs tojﬁﬁe_péculiar discourse that takes place when

@{;@@‘ : , : ,
~one is doing philosophy. For example, we might see /

ki

someone fall down clutching their chest and upon béing/

"

uestioned’excdaim, "I'm in pain!," and can easil
q : p .

'imagine the reaction this would entail. But if the
same person said, "I kngw I'm in pain!", we would simply

be perplexed by the adaitionélvwords and/or ignore them
‘ , ‘ \
as irrelevant. This helps clarify the different.

purposes of the two statements. Thelgxbression "I'm in .

\\\ in!" is part of a very important language-game human
beings have developed to deal with one of their primary

/

experiences. It is so deeply entwined in the forms of:

life afound it. that it 1s difficult to even talk of

purpose here; it is not an expression we "use" but

23

rather something that "escapes us" in certain situations

(Malcolmnllgﬁ3, p.'kog). In contrast, the statement "I
~know I'm in pain" has ,a purpose--namely, to provide an

example &f something that seems especially certain;

"something," as Wittgenstein put it, "a philosopher

might say to demonstrate to himself or to someone else.

s

R4

: Lo . oA
that he knows something that is not a mathematical or

‘ B - P
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logical truth" (0C, #350), "But here Wittgenstein wishes

: -
to emphasize a very important point: pain is not

~
-

somethlng about whlch one can be certaln. Certalnty can

only arise out ofmuncertalnty; it belongs to the whole
process of verification, or "finding out," which leads
to the-accmmulation of knowledge. Pain has nothing to
do yith this*process; it is beyond (of’beneath) any
question of knowiedge or certainty.

Wittgenstein's.most thdrough'treatment of thig
theme 1is containen in On Certaintz (i969),.a collection
of" remarks taken from various wfltlngs he complled
durlng the last two years of his Ibfe (1949 51). Here

Wlttgensteln is much concerned w1th the place of
&

doubting and knowing in thewwhole sphefe of human life.
A main contention he advances is that doubting and

knowing are not primary activities of°human beings but
)

secondary processes of specific and limited application
which can take place only in relation to something much’

more'funaementai something [which] lies beyond being

Justlfled or unjustified; as it were, . . . something
v animal' (0OC, #359). As an illustration of what he is
getting at, Wittgenstein offers the following scenario:

A pupil and a teacher., The pypil will not let
anything be explained to him, for he continually
integrupts with doubts, for instance as to the
existence of things, meanings of words, etc. The
teacher says. "Stop interrupting me and do as I tell
you., So far your doubts don't make sense at all."

And. it would be just the same Y f the pupil

e .
Y ¢ =¥ T A SR



cast doubt on the uniformity of nature, that is to
say on the justification of inductive arguments.
~~-The teacher would feel that this was only holding
them up, that this way the pupil would only get .
stuck and make no progress. --~And he would be
right. It would be as if someone were looking for
some object in a room; he opens a drawer and . =
doesn't see it there; then™he closed it againy
waits, and opens it once more to see if perhaps it
isn't there now, and keeps on like that. He has
not learned how to logk for things. And in the
same way this pupil has not learned how to ask
questions. He hds not learned the game that we are
- trying to teach him. (0%, #310. . 315)

For the pupil's doubting to make,sense, he* must first
N p
accept a great deal, If he is to question everything, he
questions nothing, since he will not even be able to
accept the existence of his teacher or the meaning of.
. o g . i .
his words. .Wittgenstein’sﬁmmarlzes the situation as
fbllows:
the questlons that we paise and our doubts ‘depend
on the fact that some propositions are exempt from
doubt, are as it were like -hinges on which those
turn. . . . If I.want,thé'door to ‘turn, the hinges
must stay put.

My life consists ‘in my belng content to accept

ﬁmany th%ﬁf) (OC #341 "343, 344)

Ogafuwhen operating from a "substratum of non-doubt"

can uuman beings. proceed with their daily lives.
Language is one aspect of this substratum. Our doubts
may be formulated in language, but language itself must-
be rooted in certainty: "The primitive form of the
‘language—game is certainty, not uncertainty.“ For
ungertainty could never Leud to action" (Wittg?nstéiu,

quoted in Malcolm, 1981: P. 5). In this quotation,
\ - .

taken from an ea;}ier work (1937), Wittgenstein uses the

"~
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term "certainty" to refer to what we have called the
o

substratum of non-dount, but as Malcolm (1981) points
out in the following passage, he later came to reject ‘
even the notion of certainty as applied in such a

manner: {
-
This fundamental thing is so fundamental that-

it is d¥fficult, or perhaps$ impossible to describe
is. One would like to characterize it 1in
grms-~to call it knowledge, or belief, or
on, >r certainty, or acceptance, oOr
confidg¥nce, or assumption. But none of these

pressians fit. All of them have their :
appropriate application within various language-
games, - Whereas Wittgenstein is trying to call
attention to something that underlies all language-
games. (p. 20)° :

S

Malcolm goes on to point out that even negative;

.

characterizations of this substratum, such as "absence
4

bdf;déubt," use words which ﬁaye employment in ‘everyday
;iénéuaée—games and thus introduce misleading
‘-505notations. Evidently we must leave this firnament of

our l;ves on the other side of what can be describéd;'in_

" Wittgenstein's well-known phrase: '"Whereof one cannot
. g"”_‘s
speak, thereof one must be silent" (quoted in Kenny,

1973, 'p. 4).

\)

It is the immunity to.doubting, questioning . and

knowing that characterizes what Wittgenstein called

"pfimary experiences." fThﬁt:;s why, in paragraph [1], \
he say§ that the personug géking t6 himself cannot be

said to kndw_what he 1

b it is %fmply that "the "

) > »
e's not exist for him." That

, L
. . 5 . A ‘&.
N 2 N F] . ‘
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feeling, and can take steps to find out what it is, but
it makes no sense to speakldf the other .person

attempting to find this out. As Wittgenstein brings out

in the £51lowing passage, the proper use of "I know"

" implies the presence of reasonable doubt:

i ' i . .
The correct use of the expression "I know".

Someone with bad sight asks me: "Do you believe
that the thing we can see there is a tree?" I
reply "I know it is; I'can see it clearly and am
familiar with it".— A: “Ta N.N. at home?"--1: "I
believe he is."--A: "Was he at hpme yesterday?"--1I:
"Yesterday he was--1 know he ‘was; ‘I spoke to
shim."--A: "Do youl know or only beliéve that this
part of the house is built .on 1ater than the
rest?"--I: "I know it.is; L asked so. and So about
1t." (OC #483)

To complement one s assertlon that one knows something
A ’

PN

it is generally neéessary to prov1de (or be- capable of

providing) evidence as to_how qne overcame the doubt

o

‘involved. "In a court of law the mere assurance 'l know

. . .' on the pert og?a witness woulatconvince no one.
1t must be shown tha% herwas in»a positio; to know" (ocC,
#441).  This implies that the one whe knows differs from
others in having had certain experience. “?or instance,

"I should say 'I know qpat this colour is called' if

e.g. what is in question is shades of colour whose name

- not everybody knows" (0C, #546). Tt would be absurd to

ask’ someone in referehce to a primary colour, "Do you
know what colour this is?"--unless there were =
circumstances which made them atypical (e.é., you

sgepected they were colourblind they were just learning

)
v‘w B M
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English, they.had récedtly been uqcbgséiods,,etc.); The '
question o} knowiedge arises only‘when‘the possibility
of not knowin% is élso present,. Wittgénstein summarizes
this conditioh succinctly: g know' means ﬂhat I .who
know it, and therperson'who doesn't afe separated byya
difference in understanding" (OC, #563). ﬁggwledge'is
something that (at least some) others do not haye——it is
something individual, something ﬁhat can be pbs.sessed.5
Thuszittgeﬁstein reveals an important and'almos;
universally overlooked asbect of knowing‘buried in its
~depth graémar; Knowing is always characterized by
partiality; that which everyone knows (which nobody

' -
doubts) does not fit the grammar of the word "know.:"

.fhus, when we aPply the word know to}the "primary
expefignées" of our“lives we,engendef confusion because
here e are dealing withl"soﬁeﬁhing universal . . ., f e

_-not - just sométhing pef;;pal" (bC,,#A&O);Y To say 6ne‘

Xnows one's qwn pains in contradistinction to anyone

else's is to misapply the word "know" and there%y

-~

obscure the unbroken continuum of pain behind t§§>4
"linguistic fences we set up on its surface. Pai“)_

bélongs not to the individual but to all of humanity

(and a great deal of the rest of nature as: well). When

pain is present a deep and immediate communion takes

place; it is almost impossible not to react, either to

one's own paing-or to those of ‘others. To conjure up

doubt here w ﬁld be extremely unnatural; it would



i,

- which our lives are founged; doub
Doubting and knowing comq into pl

from this'coﬁmon denomingtor to

~ bBeyond doubt™ (0C, #519

178

I

threaten the foundation or our relationship with each
other. As Wittgenstein premarks: "Just try--in a real

case--to doubt someone else's fear or pain" (PI, #303).

. Pain.and fear belong:to the universal subsf:atum in

has no place here.

only“¥when we move up

it

rd the individual and

 the particular: "Doubt iwSelf rests only on what is

'Hawing seen what i8 contained in the .depth grammar
) :

of "know," 'we may begin qur return to the surface. The

paésééeg from the PhilggQghical Investigatiohs quoted
earlier can now be fereaq (hopefully) with greater
prﬁfit. We are still fan from exglalnlng all that is
contained in them and, 1qdeed to try to do so would be
a mistake, TIf explanatiqn were all that is needed the \

v

PhiiosqphicalaInvestigations would not exist,

. work there is a push toward that which lies beyond the

Nonetheless, it should ngw be more apparent how the questlons
of knowledge, doubt and Qertaintyalie 1ntertwined at . thev
heart of the sﬁ&gtical pqsition. Thls p031t10n is not

built on the indubitable foundation of our lives, but .

s !

on the sands of doubt. Janguage hangone onkmoliday and

ended up at the beach.

The experience of man. Throughout Wittgenstein's X
— NAN ] "éﬁh

knowing?’doubting indiviqual; toward that in which all
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men- share. He accgmplishes thig by working foward the
ground from which all.languége—games, includihg the
complex forms of phiiosophy and psychology, arise.
Here, as in the example of pain, he is.abie to show us
how the often overlooked details of our 1énguage—games
can reveal the whole ﬁattern of the various forms of

~

life with which they are entwined. For this reason

Wittgens%ein spoke of the physiognomic quality of -

language (PI, pp. 181, 210)--the face which language

presents to us (grammar) is revelatory of the character
o : . —_—

of mankind, the common denominator in which we all take
-our being. Always it is contact with thls ground that

Wittgenstein seeks, whatever stands in the way, however
highly regarded, must be destroyed

Where does our investigation get its

importance from, since it seems only to destroy

" everything interesting, that is all that is great
and important? (As it were all the buildings,
leaving behind only bits of stone and rubble.)
What we are destroyirdg is nothing but houges of
cards and we are clearing up the ground of language
on which they stand. (PI, #118)

Wittgenstein wants to reveal the living language which
' . 8

has been obscured by our theoretical constructions.

These constructions always'rely on a foundation, and so &

will .attempt to take part of:languagevand make it the

keystone of a general undefétandiné of the world. Thus

Descartes erected a philosophy ;hicﬁ interprets the’®
.world'éggosf entirely in terms of knowledge, doubt and

certainty. In our own century we have seen other



‘-symmarizes the situation as follows:

-

philvsophers place a similar stress on words such as
bein&, existen;e, ankietyiaﬁd willt What Wittgeﬁstein
is Canérned with is liberating these words from such
undug philosophical emphasis and feturning théﬁ to their
placy in the language-games which are their crigi;al
homeé, Only in.this context can the full meaning of the
word emerge. When we take the word out its natur{l‘
miligu and empﬁasize a certain appiication of it, we ’
disrypt the linguistic environment in much the same way
that agricuiture distorts the natural equilibrium in
ordenr to absg}act from selected plants and animals those
asﬁths which best suit human ends. |

’ As we have seen, the constructions of the skeptical
position are among the "houses of cards" brought down by
Wittgenstein in his attempt to clear the ground of
langyage. With them falls the edifice\af the
private individual. For Wittgenstein the concept of a
privqte sensation, like that of a private language, has
no Meaning. We have seen how the notion of individual

experience arises from various confusions surrounding the

langyage-games of knowledge and certainty. Wittgenstein

\
1
|

In what sense are my sensations private?--
Well, only I can know whether I am really in pain;
gnother person can only surmisejit.--In one way
this is wrong, and in another nonsense. If we are
ysing the word -"to know" as it is normally used
(and how else are we to use it?), then-other people
very often know when I am in pain.--Yes, but all
the same not with the certainty with which I know
it myself!--It can't be said of me at all (except

180



time to acquire this certainty. While virtually every

fdﬁrww eauty and 1ove it belongs to the sine qua non of

\ 181
perhaps as a)joke) that Li-know I am in pain. What
is it supposgd to mean--except perhaps that I am in
pain? (PI, '#246)
The "certainty" with which the sufferer "knows" his own
pain is not certainty'at‘all.' Certainty; as we have
seen, arises from uncértainty through a process of
verification involving time. Wittgenstein provides the
4 \ :

following example: "I shall get burnt if I put my hand

in the fire: that is certainty" (PI, #474). It takes

human being knows that fire'will burn nim, it-is gtill
something that the young child must learn. Likewise,
there must have been a time when human beings did not
know ibout fire; a time when experience taught the
inngcent’(litérally: "not hurt") the certainty of a.

4
i

burnt hand By contrast, no-one would want to suggest

%ﬁfever a time when human beings did not
or that it 1is something the young child
must learn,,n_ertainty belongs to the individual, the

bein& in,time. Pain is much deeper——along with sorrow,

humanity. These are not qualities possessed by
individuals (experient@ngwnéd by the "I") but the
common ground of humanity from which the knowing,
doubting individnal-ariseo;

Wittgenstein was greatlyﬁgoncerned with the

Li ’ '.'ra« ' °
confusions that arise when thelinotion of individual

private experience takes hold. sting the example of

B
%
CI



- L ’ 182

something shared by all mankind, he bri<§s out the,
artificiality that accompanies this nction:

Look at the blue of the sky and say to

yourself "How blue the sky is!"--When you do it
.spontaneously--without philosophical intentions--

‘the idea never crosses your mind that this

impression of colour belongs only:to you. And you
. have no hesitation in exclaiming that to someone

else. And if you point at anything as you say the—”////
words you point at the sky! I am saying: you have

not the feeling of pointing-into-yourself, which

often accompanies 'naming the sensation' when one

is thinking about' 'private language'. Nor do you
think that really you ought not to point to the colour
with your hand, but with your attention. (Consider
what it means "to point to something with the:
attention".) (PI, #275) S ]

. In this example we see how absurd it would‘be for'éach

individﬁal to assume that he héd a%%piqﬁe pxper{ence of
the‘sky. The®exclamation "How bluéﬁﬁhg sky is!" carries
immediate impact‘because it connects with the’primaﬁy
experience of mankind; there is ﬁo need for ény‘
intermediate process whereby each observer scané his
expefience and infers what the otheg;@ust mean:
understanding spreads from one to tﬁéféQHér in the
instant .of speaking and hearing. If we bring the
processes of doubting and knowing here in the form of -

psychological investigations we only introduce

fragmentation and confusion. As behaviorists we might

investigate the atmospheric conditions:: "Is there some

w

measurable'quality of the sky that elic;té;this

o

exclamation?" If we are phenomenolbgiéis we might query

the "inner experience" of the observers, as if we missed

[

&

s L ’ o - ’,
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something the first time round,' in‘either case we
frégment the original unity of the linguistic act which
was woven in;o the livés‘of the two human beings and the
fabric of théir worldy "It is és if we détachéd the
colour-impression from the object, like.a‘membrane"'(PI,
$#276). Thought becomes the ﬁhird party to whom we-refer
for certainty: "Is the sky really blue?" We may devise
various methods 6f verifying the sensation, or seeking’
its essence, but these methods simply garner us a
different set of sensations! As‘Wittgenstein apﬁiy.put
it, we end up in the position éf the man Mhé buys
thnty copies of the morning paper to check the acpﬁracyi\
of something he.haé read there (PI, #265), For .
Wittgenstein the blueness of the skj is not something
that can be doubted or elaboraﬁed upon—-it‘speaks for
itself. |

The observer and the observed. The furthest

‘reaches of Wittgenstein's investigations converge on a
queétion'of great importance in twentieth century
thought: that of the relationship befweenithé obs%gver
and the observed. In this regard, Wittgenstein's work
represents an outstanding example of a particular form
of)obsérvation generallybdisparaged in psythology——

)ﬁ}ptrospéction. Wi;tg%:ftein's entire opus consists of
" little more %ham intrdspected pieces of common N

experience~~the everyday words and events that mag% up

our lives. It is of interest to.:consider why
o o
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giptgepstein‘advanc=h' ﬂ“far in this form qf inquiry
. which has been\laréeij rejected by psychology.

. What has seﬁt introspection inro disregdﬁe is the
percepeion that it brings forth only anwunverifiaQIe
individuallreality. We'agflhere‘in the grip ef'a very
'anvincing picture: Fhat of intrespectfﬁn as looking
‘into theehead. »Theretrong compuleion to think Qf-

introspection in rhis way is a 1egaey of our Certesian
conditioniﬁgN We assume that erger%ence is a privgte(
display aﬁpearing before an inner spectater; thus Qe
are convinced before we etagf that our flndlngs are
L L

1dlosyncragﬁc, subJectlve, and therefore unreliable. VWe
do not even questldn these assumptlgns because we do not
know we have made ,then. Wittgenstein expresses this
point as follows: ) ‘
"I cannot know what 1is goingvon in him" is
above all a picture., It is the convincing
expression of a conviction. It doe's not give the
reasons for the conviction. . They are not readily
accessible, (PI, p. 223)
When we begin an investigation in the gripgof such a
pieture;lye generally- end by .perpetuating it.
Wittgenstein ilkusprafes this with the arresting example
of an investigaf%r who sets out to locate thought by
opening Iris own skull and observidg his brain while he
thinks._‘Because he is elreadz con&inced that rhinking

must occur in his head, he correlates the felt process .

o' thinking with,his observatiehé of braim activity and
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’ g ' 13 S ,
concludeS that "thought takes place in %h® head." But,

notes Wittgénstein, he has simply "gixen'this-eXpression

its meaning by [c ing] the experience which would
4justif§'the hzgothésis'thxt the tnought'tnkes places
' [gig] in our heads" (BB, pp. 7;8).’ He begins'and ends -

nis inVéStigatinn\in the gtip of a picture. Psychalogy - -

is full of such uroboric innestigations. If we set out

(intend) to do introspection, then in accordance with .
! . W

the picture we have of it we will assume the role of an = ——

_inner observer peering into "the depths of
consc.ousness." Our reporting will be like that of an

1

esn" yrer in an unknown land (a Jungian happy hunting
, : \ '

| groﬁnd)iwho telis of the many strénge creature ht‘an
seen but never thinks to rank himself among them,
iWhén wé engage in introspec;iqn aftet snch a

.fnshion we'never.estape our conditioning; we just

follow the prototype of "exploring an unknown place" o
wnich éxperiénce»has taught us. We begin with a piéture

we have inhefited and‘end_nf accumulating more evidence

for its validity, It is'extremely difficukt to nvoid

such pitfalln; as difficult as.it is to be

free of one's own conditioning. For Wittgenstein

the only way to escape'such conditioning is to make no °

1

mptions at all about what a word means, but to see

3 i :
h

ow it 1is used in everyday life. Thus, we.cannot'merely
think about langnage because, ns we have seen, thinking

~1s always conditioned by the past--it is the .

’

-~
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condit%oning we are trying to escape. Instead, as

'Wittgegstein emphasizes in the following passage

o /59ncerning the "family resemblance” of games, we must'

A

look at what is“actually in front of us, even if what is

in front. of us is before the'mind rather than the eye;
- Consider for example the proceedings that we
. call "games". I mean boargd- gages, card-games,,
: ball- games,a@lympic games, and /80 on. What is
. common to them all?--Don't say" "There must be
something common, or they would not be called
'games'"--but look and see whether there is
anything common to all.--For if you look at them
you will not see something that is common to all,
but similarities, relationships, and. a whole series

of them at that. To repeat: don t thlnk but 1ook!-‘

(PI, #66)

_It is 'when wé\are thus‘willing to.sgfuclnize what
we have previously taken for granted tﬁaﬁfwessegin tc N
§ vno;ice those aspects:"which have escaped}fedack only'
because they are always‘before our eyesﬁ‘kPi, #415). \
For Wittgenstein, this "dawaing of an aéﬁéct" (PI, p.
‘212j is a phenomenon df-great.importance because dt is
in such momew -3 that understanding and‘meaning come into

\\being as our relationship with what we are observing

.changes., IW the following passages, Wittgenstein

an

describes how our observyation of a face is not simply

the static receptlon,o light rays, but a complex

involvéﬁént of the oblserver and the observed:

I contemplake a face, and . then suddenly notice

4 its likeness to_ghother. I see ‘that it has not
changed; and yet I see it dlfferently._ I call this
experience "noticing an aspect”. ,

And T must distinguish between the 'continuous

186 ~ -

Y
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* seelng "of an aspect and the "dawning of an - )
aspect'. -
p . & . , o
The expression of a change of aspect is the *
expre331on of a new perceptién and at. the same tlme

of the perception’'s being unchanged i

"I observed the 1ikenesswhetween him and his
father for a few minutes, and then no longer™--One
might say this if his face were changing and only
logked like his father's for a short tlme. But it
can also mean that after a few minutes I stopped
being struck by the 11keness. (PI, pp. 196, 210)

The fact that the face belng observed could equally .
well be a'pottraft and still produce the same effect
ehows how far we are from the behaviorist's stimulus;
response universe., The relatienship between the observer
and the observed is not one of mechanical response to
a.signal; but‘ailiving,pfocess in which the most

varied nuances of understanding maf“be aroueed by a
"stimulus" whichhremains unchanged,  The best name for

such a process is psychological.

- To emphasize the importacce ot this psychologycal
aspect-of.opserVation, Wiﬂtgenstein asks us to imagine
a peopie who are "aspect—blind " who do not experience
che dawninéﬁof aspects (PI p. 213) Clearly -their
existence would be a drab and. 11fele<b affair by our
standards. Like the micronystagmus of the eye which

keeps the visual image fresh “the fluctuations in the

" relationship between the observer and the observed are

what keep alive the phenomena we refer to as meaning,

x’



»property of the obJect, but an internal’ relation between
it and’ other objects" '(PI, p, 212) Just so, when we

. . ? B
survey the grammar, of a word we are not concerned with
<

its, v1su51 propertles (the prlnt on the‘page), but with .
its meaniag--the 1nternal relatlons (relations in the
mind) it has wiphln‘the languageegames arrd forms of life

. ld
which constieute'its grammar.

It 1s this. unthinklng observatlon of what is before )
the m1nd (as opposed to the eye) that constitutés .
1ntrospect10n. Here, as in Fhe observatlon of external
nature,. it is the-refusel fo accept old'we}e of lookihg M
that.seoarates good introspebt;on‘from bad. Some
commentetofe (n.g. Gier, 1581) heve,argoed that ' ) ;f
Wittgenstein rejeo&ed introspection as surely.as'he dié"

behaviorisnm, but this assertlon is .hard to rec0nciie "

with the fact tqat The Prinq;gles of Pszchologx was @

book Wlttgensreln greatly admired end ﬁone of the verz
few books he used ‘as a kind of text‘;o his.le;tures"ﬁy
(Fannn 1969,Ap; 47). It was>not }ﬁtrospection that
Wittgenstein rejected, but géi fﬁtro%pection,‘
vintrospection which acceéts the Ca£t;eian distinction of
.an inner observer which queStLDns, ‘doubts and
~accumulates knowledge of "human nature._ For
Wittgenstein, knowledge hae.no place in 1ntrosoec;ion
beceuse it is the whoie huoeq‘oeing in the hurly-burly

of life that d&oots and quéstions, not a disembodied
4 T O B ‘
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‘inner observer.g Doubtlﬂg and questlonlng are

i

. .
1ntercourse wlth hls world. When abstracted fr

\\

o context for philosophical purposes these language games

;,fmanifestatlons of the llving human belng in 1i%i;ist1c

this

A

<7% ,1oose their vitality and end up, in. Wlttgeusteln s
. phrase, "like an: engine idllng (PI, #132) unable to do

any‘useful ‘work f0{ us. The lonely meditdtions of

t -

Descartes are. Just such a mlsapplicatlon of doubting and
questloning. Descartes quest for an inner certalnty
attempted to turn doubt back on 1tself'-oy reasoning _ -
that "we cannot- doubt, our ex1stence§%1thout existing -

«+ while we doubt"‘(quoted in Malcolm, 1986, p. 203). Thus
he attemots to make of hiszuncertainty the one certainty

gﬂu:isgseeking: he bends and twists in his phllosophical

isolation until he catches.his oun‘tail."This
contortion of the ladguagelgames of, doubt and certainty

_ 3 _ .
~ ‘indicates how,confused philosophy can become when 4

¢

language is removed from its orlglnal home.

For Wittgensteiﬁ’f%ere can be ;o quest for an inmer
certainty,.as the "inner experiences"--pain, sorrow,
fear, pleasure, etc.,--are already far more than certain:

~ they ar% the ground ou\which the game of‘certainty is
played. We.canuot turn doubt againsgt tgls ground
because in the process we destroy the very framework of

our doubting; as can be seen in the case of Descartes,
y A

our doUbts begin to make ng sense: it is as if we had

asked our hand to dissect itself, stchologically,'the,
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.observer is the observed, as Finch (1§77)111lustrates'qp“‘r

with the example of "pain: "Pain is not something which

e : ‘ s
"confronts us" 1nwardly,\or which we ‘"look- upon o I}?is,.f;”v‘

part of our\manifeSting in the c1rcumstances of the
S (T N T

wqud .f. . . I cannot see my pa1n because‘IcamfmeZ" R

pain™ (p. 139). Paln is part of Ehe wﬁole complex which

\/ .g,:.

\

anlmates ‘thie knowing observer, we are unable to seParate

ourselves from it, to make 1t\stay put while Qe apply
the questlons and doubts whlch are the precursors of our

knowledge. Thus, as a standard texthbok of nursing
(Hendereon &’Nlte, 1978, »p. 1908) notes, therv is no
nsc1entlﬁhcally acceptable definltion of pain, though it

‘could be con81dered the center around which.all.of

-8 ' ‘g) &'\g‘(\“' ‘

3

medicine is organized.

5,.

To. Wittgensteln, all the psychological terms of

humah be;ngs——thought, knowledge, the' self,plgk
'consciousness, the ego, the will, etc.,--can He\
understood only throughﬂtheir grammar. Theﬁaftempt”to
stndy the "inner processes' to which these terms are
commonly tﬁought to refer is to WlttgenStein a grave'
ph1losophica1 error committed by those who have been.'gf‘
"bew1tched by language" fnto believing that a |

' correspondence must exist between WOrd and thing.lkfor
.Wittgenstein, all the psychological terms are simply vaya.

.A A

of talking (language- games) and *hus Fheir secrets are

» . K

grammatical, not psychological or physiological.‘p

J."l ’ - :
. N . i

a"‘



- Therefore we learn about knowlédge not by grinding up
- braiss and extracting various residues, but by seeing !
2 . V v

.how the word "know" is used in our.daily discourse. For

S [,

this ‘reason introgpection is indispensable to
psychology, for how else are we t% study grammar7 That

is why the assault son the notion of a private language

(and thus on private experience) is “the central
aﬁzument of Wittgenstein s philosophy" (Einch, 1977, p.

127). As Finch elaborates, once the essential

-

,community of language is establlshed " the illuSory
isolation of the Carte51an self begins to dissolve: /

B What;should be clear. at the outset is that the
main point of the private language discussion is
‘mot to establish something about language (egg.
“that language is necessarily "social").
Wittgenstein is after much bigger game than.that.
He 1is out to establish something about so-called
"inner experience", to break down. the Cartesian way
" of thinking of this, and thus to change in a
. “fundamental wayyour conception of ourselves. There
~is an attack on the prevailing philosophical
conception of the self implicit in the attack on
the possibility of a private language, and it is
this which gives the project its'importance.
(Ibid )

When we survey the grammar of a word we range far
beyond the indiv1dua1 Wittgemstein exerted great
effort to show that—no human being can carry about
wiqhin him a self-contained, privatexlanguage. For : .
Wittgenstein the meaning.of a word is always its use,,
"and use implies a world of human beings with their

inumerable conventions an;\patterns of 1nteract10n.

How could human behavior be describz}ﬁ Surely
only be sketchingithe actions of a variéty of



o

A
. ""
humans as they are al mLxe 1 together What
~determines our jucgem: ts. © . -“oncents a.d r
- ‘reactions, ié not whau 2s¢ man is  oing ncw, an
* /'individual action. ,ut the whole h.: .y-surly of

/ human actions, the t: kg. sund ageirsL which we see
any action. (Z,l 4567,

AYEé only way that we ‘can secufe he Leariug o the

for - .

fwords with‘wh$g§_we wish to ch ractecize o r mental life

iélthrough the use these words reccive in _he worild at
. —_— - ‘s

oy ,
large. The way that the word "sell" .s used is all that

we will ever know about the ultimate nature of the self, |

Thus Wiiliam James was able to make a sensible depiction

of.the self not because he was an acute observer of some
. .

inner thing, but because he understood what we all mean

~

A\ :
‘when we use the word "self." 1If we are able to purge

.

ourselves of the Cartesian,picture'of an inner observer
which actually sees the things we talk about,

‘introspection’ resumes its rightful place in psychology.-
5 : :

It is not an embarrassing anachronfsﬁ'noy safély
superseded, but the only means at our disposal for

fulfilling.the origipal project of psf&hplogy-—to

understand the place of thg‘ohagiii:'in the Field of the

bsyche. - \L ’ \'\

» .
Conclusion

. 8 o
Wit¥genstein's philosophy has been called the fir%t.

serious Chailenge‘to three ceuLu:ies of Cartesianism.
While many have recognized the importance of "getting

below the cleavage between subject and object,"

N\,

Wittgenstein is one of the verv few who -are



. the case of the systems theorists.(gh::

S
.I""_: d * ' .
actually able to do it. As Finch (1977) points
outy’W;hﬁgenSQein.is convincing where sSo. many ore not,ﬂ

Wittgenstein s phllosophy requlre& us to’ . /;lj
"think in a new way", and henceé 1its great ° T
* difficulty. He is the first philosopher who is
< reall§49utside of modérn.philosophy--that is, -
outsi the philosophy of the last 300, years, In
an exact way he is the first phiglosopher“of bur
‘time who is not a Cartesian. . .

We have heard this before about other
philosophers. ‘It has indeed been fashionable ‘for a
long time, on various provocations, to sound the
death-knell for Cartesianism. But when the noise
abates, the patlent hs found to be $till there,
gasping but alive. (p. vii)~

L4

T

< : ’ i
For Witt‘en§%ein no‘fhgiry, no "ology" ox "ism", Cé; get

We@gath the- Cartesian fYssuro because any such the;¥y is
" ‘ 8 .. ) ) -
only a part of language, and thus stands in \2

contradicfion:to the whole field of iahguage. If we try

"to base our understandlng on certain key words or -

concepts (as indeed this the31s has sought to do with
"thought," 'time," cultivatlon, i 1nd1v1dual," etc.),,
then at some point ye have to arbitrarily sever the web

of language and thereby must inevitably breed

~contradiction and confusion. Thus, as will be seen in

Six), the

very way in which we construct a th?’, f'péfonounce tho
Cartesian dis.inctions can be show#lt\ iioorporato the
same confusions against thch we are tryihg to rebel,
Our attempto to demolish Cartesianism with theory, it
apoears, mdsf ihvariably end'hy perpetuating it.
Witﬁgenstoin once told a friend hhat "he felt as

though he were writing for peopie who would think in-
- Sy ’
-
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quite a dlffdhent way, breathe a. different alr of life,
from that of presena day man' (cited 1n\Fann, 1969 »
. e .
llQ), “To many who encountered hip this quality of .

v

‘,newness, of great originality,ycdhstituted a tangible and .
even oppressive presence. Norman Malcolm (1984), in ' 1
: ‘e \ . . oY
recounting his experience of Wittgenstein's lectuces, ’/>
. . . . o ¥

has written evocatively of the powerful impression tﬁhgt
he was flghting his way through<§:;koundly‘difficult
problems ‘and that his method of attacking them ggs

v

absolutely orlginalV (p. 23). It was this immediate
, . * ! ’ i )

inVestigations that kept Malcolm (aavng many others)

apprehension of the seriousness of Wittgenstein'

2

riveted to his seat, thaugh he "understood q}most
nothing of the lectures" and estimated that "one had. to
attend quite a long time (at least three terms, I should

\

say) before one could begin to get any grasp of whad he

was doing" (ibid,, pp. 23, 27). Philosophy wa
‘ P ,

Vittgenstein intensely hard work: "He drove
/ . .

fiercely" and "was always exhausted by

to
mself
is.lectures"
'(ibid., p. 2@?.‘ This ﬁas an intensity born of > .
necessity. Wittgenstein had'renoved f¥om himself. the
N ' . :

buffer of time. He knew that everything of impor{ghce
that could be discovered in philosophy is already there
fif one has the energy to’ uncover it. He s;w the

g
~t
‘tendency. to wait for understanding to come inm time ,as

enervating, sap’&ng the urgency of c\d/ﬂnvestigation.

. . . J '

/
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Thus he W‘ g-0f “his early'wor“:-the Tractatus Loglco-"

/

- t .
Philosophlcus, "Much more dangerous (than dogmatlsml is

v

another. error which also pervades the whole booh—-the

notion that there are questions the answers to which

will be discovered at some laterrdateﬁ (quoted in Fann, ’
1969, p. 56). If anything of value is to be found, it

is to be found now, wrested jrom the 1ethar‘1c and *
&

complacent hablts of thoﬁg%ﬁ a&d speech in thCh it is- - (\\

embedded.
£

It i# precisely this kind of intensity-which fé '

lacking in psychol . Theories and theraples succeed

.

one another wlth ut ever escaplng the g;fsp of

Cartesianism. Each succeedlng theory id just that: a

' - R 2
seé now that thls thesis has adopted the same pattern,

plodding along cultlvatlng its own theory of theory as

[
LS

us when we look up. Everfthing we have gathered is

lost, but in the moment of startled attentin

195

N

—{

>p01nt of view for which éne seeks ggrlflcatlon. We caa

“cultivationﬂ* Wittgenstein is the scarecrow who startles

everything we need is.revealed. The encounter with _ -,

. . N
Wittgenstein is always difficult, but he a:ifords what th

others cannot: W glimpse beyond“the narrow confir;e}' of

e

our private Cartesian cell,
« » 2 ~

eh

o



Chabter Six

¢
)

BATESON AND MATURANA: THE SYSTEMIC CARTESTIANS, =
. . - v R N ‘ 2 t
In the previous chapter we dealt with the -

o

dpparently d%sp rate schoolscof behavigrism-and

humanistic/éxis tial psychology bn.ﬁpétbasis of a
' H . ' A o ; . \
® ' shared assumption %hich renders incd‘sequential their -

swﬁsequent divergedée in te?ms of theory and therapy.
. N, .

»We are/not the first to so treat thgse strange \

-

'bedfellows A number 6@ years ago Gregory Bateson

(cited 'in Keeney, 1983) was pointing out that both these

psycﬁoqnaiysis,

one postulatlng a

approaches . psﬁchology, along wit
1 ) )

, "belong to the same world view

&%

material world of phy51cal objdcts obeylng the laws of
force and energy"-(p. 12). Al )thefmajor‘schoéﬁs of

psygﬁblogy,{he felt, were united it'the level of

eéistemologi; they all operated f{op a sqt.QE shared

-assumptions about -the world which goeverned zheir
~ -~ ) .o -
subsequent action and cognition.. Bateson characterized

—~

this "old epistemology" as being grounded in linear

thinking; that is, in reductionistic, analytic modes of
‘o R 2 g
S

thought which ignored context and relatlonshlp in

I~

favour of instrumentality{and control.” For Bateson

-

(1979), the 1nev1thbfe consequences of such a ngrrow
view are "gbggéizgzéghmous over-growth,.war,atyrhq;yi
and pollution" (p. 241). 'Any psychology that operates
from such an epistemology can.only contbiﬁuge further
toithe generalbbrocesses of dJ&ectificatian?nd

-
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exploitation which threaten to leave "every aspect of

our civilization . . . split wide open" (ibid.). What

is needed, said Bateson, is a new beginning, a new

..

“epistemology. - L ' I

Bateson's pioneering efforts in epistemological
reform have; as Paul Dell (1985) aptly put it, "bred

excitement, boredom, irritation and confusion" (p. 1).

This manifold reaction is at least indicative that

Bateson has struck a chord to.which many feel the need

¢

to respond. There is, as he noted, a widespread

recognition that "something [is] deeply Qrong" (1979, »p.

»

243). _ But Bateson felt that this epistemological crisis
does not constitute "a necessary tribulation about which

nothing can,be;doné"'(ibid.). EHe thought that the

¥

burgeoning fields of "cybernetics, systems theory,

,infofmation theory, and related sciences" had brought

about "extraordinary advances . . . in our knowledge of

P

what sort of a thing the environment is, what sort of a

thing an organism is, and, especially, what sort of a
thing mind is" (1972, p. 315). This could‘provide, he

felt, the basis for a neW‘épistémoiogy, one which would

emphasize "interrelation, complexity, and context"

(Keeney, 1983, p. 14). Now, this immediaﬁély strikes
one as a curious piecé.bf reasoning, as it is hard ‘to

see how anything fundamentally new can grow out of a

- conglomeration of activities so intimately associated

[

i
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with the old epistemology. What we want to examine in’

this final chapter, then, is this: Does the "new
. : \ " ' R
epistemology” of the systemic.school provide a new o

beginning for psychology, or are we silply witnessing
: : - BN E :

once again a reorgapization of the o01d?
- .’l' .

s

. : - &
What is a New Epistemology?

In order to determine what A‘new eE}stemology is,
and what is has to.offer, it is first necessary to

eliminate the pretenders. Th = are légion in oot
conﬁemporary psychotherapy, e¢~secially in family thefapy.
To have a new epiétémology‘is a prestigious endowment,

and so many. _make tﬁe claim én d@bious.groundsfi Bateson
himself observed that most family therapists Auickiy
rémgal_é solid foundation in Nveonian thinking beneath
their fliméy claims to a "radicallf different frame of

reference; paradigm, and epistemology" (Keeney, 1982, p.

o

156). Keeney (ibid.) expands this crit%cﬂsm; but at the

- same time stakes his own claim to a "radically
. A

different" epistemology:

A "systems", "nonlineal", "ecological",
"circular" epistemology may or may not signify a
cybernetic epist-mology. In family therapy, for
example, a "systemic epistemology" is often used
only to indicate a holistic view, e.g., working
with families rather than individuals. General
systems theory, which got its official baptism from
von Bertalanffy's work, must be differentiated from
cyberpetics. . . . cybernetics is principally
concerned with changing our conceptual lens from
substance to form, rather than parts to wholes. In
the world of cybernetics, both parts and wholenr
are examined in terms of their patterns of
organization . . . . The cybernetician's criterion
of distinction centers around whether one is in a

N : =



‘ descriptive universe that utili-ens metaphors of >
matter, force, and energy or > b-=2ed on the
metaphors of pattern, form. 01 ion, and™

organization. (pp. 154-55,

4

‘Keeney wants to charac;er;ze the . 317 new episteqology_
as cybernetic; that'is, as attempting to "see the world
primarily as>systems of pattern and inf?rmation rathef
than s sysﬁems of mass.and enérgy" (Tomm, 1983a, p. 9):
He phusohopes.to advance the cause of the "one true

e
epistemology," but we cannot fail to notice here the same

process of fragmentation that we have described as a
general tendency whenever human beingslthink about

something. It is not enough simply to have a new
. ‘ N
"epistemology; it must be a certain type of new

epistemology, and, as always, there are those quzlified

i

tb say which is the right new epistemology and which is
~ wrong (though "right" and "wrong" must be circumlocuted

with terms such as: "most useful," "most practical,” N

"inadequate," "less desirable," etc.). The ’

quélifications necessary to become .ch an arbitratot pf

epistemologies are remarkably familiar: esperience and

knowledge. He who has convincingly demonstra’bd the

most knowledgé‘and expertise iﬁ the field 15 he who is
. . .

=

best qualified to judge?§ﬁﬁ Qalidity of éﬁistemolégies,
'The new epistemology, thén, has plenty of room in it for
that denizen of the old epiétemologyf;the expert.; The
ingividual thus assumes a status invthe new epiétémélogy

similar tov that he held in the old: there are those +ho

.
°
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those who don't, and those who know who has

—

"have it,"

it and who does not. o'

It is tg Bateson S credlt that he- Qld not thlnk he.

'had it. In a feveallng passage tow often passed by,

Bateson (1972) admitted that,ﬂihatever his 1nte11ectual

leanlngs, he contlnued ® live and work by the old

o]

”épﬁ@fémblég{

Let me say that I don't kpow how to think [1n the
new way implied by the cybernetic epistemology].
Intellectually, .. . I can give you a reasoned
exposition of this matter; but if T am cutting down/
a tree, I still think "Gregory Bateson" is cutting
down the tree. I am cutting down the tree.
"Myself" ‘is to me still an excessively concrete
object, different from the rest of what I hdve been
‘calling "mind". (p. 462)

Bateson did not know how ty achieve the.necessary
epistemological conversion, only that "that step is not

an .easy one" (ibid.). This passage has an important -

Vooe )
message for those who whish to "attaln" a new

-

epistemology in order to ‘accomplish various ends, such

"

as "better therapy. It is not a simple matter of

effort or will which brings one a new epistemology; on

X

the contrary, will and effort are th'e modus vivendi of

the old epistémology. Nor can one simply decide to use a
‘new epistemdlogy as a tool; the very idea of using

anything as a tool is hopelessly "old-epistemological."

(&N

Yet one sees this kind of mind-set throdghout the

writings of even the most highly regarded systems

theorists. Keeney (1983),Afor_instance,'feels we can

"choose to operate within the framework of a nonlineal

4 .
\
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ﬁ%ensgﬁemology" (p. 15), "achieve an epistemological
conversion" (p. 193), and even "[l]earn to trigger the
necessary higher order feedback prbcesses before ye
destroy the planet” (p‘~140——[ita1ic3‘adhed]).-.Likewise,

Tonm (1983)italks about "employing" a circular .

epistemology (p. 10),.offthe "deliberate attempt

to synthesizé behaviorél>connectiohs into iarger,
hdlistic patterné"‘zP.‘fl),'of being Mable to échigve .
and hold a circular epistéﬁologyﬁ.(ibid.), and of

"striving" and "struggling" to learn the requisite

skills (p. 12). ‘The Milan Associates, whose approach is
; , , . -

uhdoubtedly the best therapéutic application of the

systemic principles (Hoffman, 1985), maintain they‘have

"adobted"_the sys{ebic epistemology (Selvini Palazzoli
. P '

et al., 1980, p. 31) and that they "made the effort" to

change their
CD

al., 197¢, p.-51). 1In all these cases, the underlying

linéar episfemology (Selvini Palazzoli et .

- o
epist mology remains one qf effort and mechanism, old

7”2 N

worlc values indeed. . As Bateson was;attempting to

illustrate with the example of himself, one cannot

"employ" or "adopt" an epistemology--it employs you!

N

Thus we can begin to see what the "new epistemology" is.
It is not a description of what is actually téking placé

- among theorists and therapists, but rather a descriptign

. ~ 5 :
of a desired state, an end toward which effort can t.
. ' . . « .
directed (something akin to sainthoad in the Catholic

3 : .
A N 1 ..‘-



ChurchQ As such it does not differ t%om'any other

product of thought?\Jﬂ is the projection of e/gggii:ed

past 1nto ‘an 1mag1nary future.

fo be sure, most treatises on the new epistemology

contain 'a caveat similar to Keeney's (1983): "It is
unlikely that apyone has fu%}y realized a nonlineéi

epistemology" (p. 16).- But such tokené-of false hodesty
\ > - . \

do not dlsgulse the “fact that the new eplstemology has -

A

become a reified reward for adopting a certaln p01nt of
view.  Where mostwtheorles offer pethaps a frameyork for
ihsight or greater underetanding, the systemic
orientation offers the oppdrtunity‘for pereonal
transformation: “"A chgnge in epietemolOgy means

transforming one's way .of experiencing the world" £
 t /

(ibid., p. 7). Mo wonder the systemic fold is drawing

many converts: the petceivederewards here are great.
Paul Dell.(1985) poxnted out that Bateson uses the: °

term "epistemology" jn at' least five different ways.
. t e - :
.The "least important™ of these, says Dell, is as a sort
' [} \

of grandiOSe synohyh_fog paradigh; But it is this.usage
'"that has become the host popular in the‘family therapy
f1e1d today" (ibid. y P 2), perhapsibecau§e it is'thie
interpretetion of epistemology whieh lends itself most

mpreadily to transformation by thought into a future

Y -

reward for'the-intellectqally faithful.j As Dell points = .
S

out, "it seems likely that the ternm epistemology has-

often been used by family therapists when the word ‘?;



'tﬁeor}' wodld‘be.moré modest and;'pérhaps, ﬁbre
.accurate" (ibidfai Such moderation would at least
temper the exclﬁsibity'fostered\hy those who imagine the
new episteﬁoiogy to be a special'staﬁe of mind for the

.

"exceptional and dedicated few. It.is unfortunate that
this superficialiunderséénding_of Batesoh's epistemoioéy
‘has pfevailed. Howeve;, it is probéblyvfair to say that
this simply cénstitu;es a perversion of what he was
actually trying to get at, and-it would npt bé wise

to dismiss the ;hole of.his ef}grt on this account.
Beneath; the clamor and hubbub pf’tgose‘at the ®

epistemological rummﬂge sale one senses something deeper

and worth pﬁrsuing further.. s

Bateson's Germinal'Questién s a .

It is difficult to tease out what might Se
worthwhil? in Bateson's epistemology, just because it is
so ubiquitous. Bateson seeas'to’mesorp to the term s

every time he wishes to explainfanything beyond’:he

N
~-"

commonplace. As Dell (1985) indicates in the following

passage, every avenue of Bateson's investigation seems
b

to end in a new aspect of epistemology:

For Bateson, almost everything fs

epistemology. To review briefly, first, he had a
cosmology of the living world. Nevertheless,

Bateson called it an epistemology. Second, Bateson
incisted that the various life sciences are ,
u{sumed by a metascience--epistemology. Third, ¢
Bateson contended thdt a living organism's ’
character structure is actually its own personal
epistemology. Thus,.there seems to be little room

for anything but Lpistemology in Bateson s

?
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worldview. . Like a black hole, Bateson's
eplstemology Seems to gttract and devour everythlng
in its vicinity (p. &)

- If hreud saw sex at the basis of all biological

interaction, Bateson sees knowledge. "Bateson insisted

« . A}

o
that the fundamental'characteristic of biological

systems is that ‘they possesd the ability to know,

—_—

think, and decide" (ibid., p.,3). This'somewhat

’

abstract principle is rendered more eomprehensible in

—

the specific. In the introduction to Mlnd and ﬁature

(1979) Bateson relates that he had. been concerned

throughout his life with the questio% of "how we can

!

1" "

know anything," where "we includes "the starfish and

the redwood forest, the segmenting egg, and the senate

~of the United States" (p. 4). How, asks Bateson, do

these living systems know how to do tlie things they do:
"grow into five-way symmetry, . . . survive a forest g
fire, . . . grow and stay the same shape", etc. (ibid.)?

This is the basic questiog which forms the staging area

for Bateson's far reachlng forays 1nto anthropology,

2 blology, and psychology . .

™

Unfortunately, Baeeson neher realry answers hil -
lifelong question. He talks around it, sketchingia
subtle and perceptire picture of the "sacred unity" of
the biosphere, an. provides penetrating‘insights into !
how various illu31ons and mlsconcepgions have set man

apart from nature and himself but he never seems to
. . ,"

resolve his germinal qoqstion. .Dell (1985) feels that this

\
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failure is due to Bateson's 1ack’of an oﬁtology;—there
is no position téken on "what sort of a world this is"
and sq@?o ground against which questlo;s\can be.
definitively answered (p. 3). Thus, Sﬁys*Dell”

(ibid.): ?All of his arguments.remain tautological and

a bit mystifalfbecause he justifies his epistemblogy

solely in terms of his epistemoldgy. He lacks an

&

ontology in which to/ground his arguments" (p. 5). It is
hard to know what‘to‘make of th%s explanation, ‘as

it seems fﬁat Ba;eéon spent most ;f his time talking
abaut exactly that; what sort of a ﬁorld this is. It is
d¥fficult to see how one could sort his ontological
statements fro@ his épistemological séatements,
espeéiaily'since Bateson seems to equate being (living)
with knoy;né. There is a si&pler and-;efhaps bolder
explanation for Bateson's failure: he never ;sked the
right questioh. |

What Bateson did not Know ) : -

a3

i

To expo§e the fallacy of Bateson's. primary question
(essentially: "How do living systenms 2221 how to do the
things";hey’do?") ve have only to ;eview Wittgenstein's 4
examination of the“grammar of knowledge. We have given

_the full exp051t10n in the prev1ou° “hapter and w111

~ ‘
here recall only the most pertlﬁent aspects., i
Whereas. Bateson sees knowing as the basis of all- :
IZ .o
biological processes, Wittgenstein insists that it must
v . Y A
4
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be limited to but a very small portion of human

dctivity. As we have seen, Wittgenstein will not even

4

.allow éﬁiindividual the privilege'of knowing what heis

thinking, saying, or doing (thoughlit is possible to
N ) .
know what one has thought said, or done). Life as it

-

unfolds cannot be captured in the crude processes of
verification or "finding,out" which characterize

knowing. An 1nterval of time must(%e created in whlch

\

' know1ng is establlshed (e€.g., knowing how ;to drive a car

or speak a language, know1ng one's self, kno;'ng‘whqt
time it is, etc.).  Within this peculiar ti e—boum?
. > .

domain of human thought the processes involving

[ 4

knowledge, doubt and Certainty have their rightful

application. But Wittgenstein exerts great $ffort to
. .

’

show thaﬁ;ewen'fh& first stirrings of .doubt can take

place only against a vast indubitable background which
s X

cannot itself be guestioned. This "scaffolding" (OC,

#le)Jpr "river-bed" (0C, #97) of our lives must remain

. r . i
immune from doubt in order for our doubts to make

““Sense. Finch (1977) calls this foUndation the

"

area of "ordinary certafntiés" (though we have discussed

the d'ifficul of apply{ng any such terms in this
regarh) and provides é Qseful summary of the two matn
limiting conditions of kndwledgé with thch Wittgenstein
was concerned'

.

1--Knowledge needs to be grﬂunde (OC ##16 18
91, 243, 270, 504). This meahs that when we claim
to know something, it has to be possible to state

E Y

’
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~how we know it, or to show that we argq in a
posithon to know it (OC, ##559, 555). With regard

to ogdinary certainties, hdweger, there is no

grouynd (0OC, #307), and we do not have to be able .
show\how we know them (0OC, ##34, 176).

2——Know1edgg always carries with it the possibility
of doubt (OC, #480). Knowledgc and doubt have to

make sense together. With *egard to ordlnary
certainties,. on the other haad, no doubt 1is .

possible, or. at least no réasonable doubt, or no :
doubt that would-not bring a large part of my world
toppling down with it, if it be possible; and hence
no knowledge is po§sib1e either. (p 230)

Finch (ibid.) also prov1des an exg;llent -sufimary of the

import of these condltlons for our undersgandlng of

knowledge: o T : : .

3 These meaning-conditions for knowledge amount
to the one main condition that knowledgé/has to be
able to fail (0OC, ##41, 58). What characterizes
ordinary certainties, bdn the other hand, is that in
normal circumstances it is inconceivable that they
should fail because they are just what makes up the/
normal circumstances and so also determine what
constitutes failure. If abnormal circumstances
should sweep such certainties away, it would be
tantamount to "normality"sor "reality" itself
giving way. ' '

Knéwledge, theh, iS»atEached t; the realm 6f "ordinary
certaintiCu;" as'Witggenstein‘put it,, on "the hinges of
doubt" (OC, ##341, 343). And these hinges can only open
one way; doubt cannot bé turned back on tﬁe doubter. In
the faiiufe to realize thié arise the great confu?&ons
of-;odern philosophy with which Wittgenstein was so_
concerned, \ ¥ )
Thus we do not know what forams thé‘background to

‘our knowing. Our’ thought and action must ultimately

rest on "a matrix of surety, which is prior to

( ‘ >



'knowledge"_(Fineh 1977- p..22G). This patrix cannot

&

I 1tself be questloned because it is from thls that web.

"define what doubtlng is [and] what i ﬁ‘

—_‘

2 ?sense to
doubt" (ibid., D. 222) It is thlS éaté%& .hee Bateson
wishes to characterlze as our eplstemology, but to
Wittgenstein this cannot be an epistemology because it
is prior to the ;hole intedlectual endeavor which
- \ ‘ o
distinguishes sand defines such entities. An:
1ep'ctemdlpgy is not the ground of our knowing, becaus@
this can never be known, but is rather‘a set of
assumptiohs, ideas, premises, etc., which we, as
observers, wish to.designatedae.behng particelanly
significant for some domain of‘human activity. And we

<

in turn have our grounds for making these distincttfons,

about which ultimately we Know nothing. Here, the

N _
systemic theorist might want to invoke "a 4

metaepistemology" (Keeney, 1982, p. 157), .but in so

doing simply moves 15terally within the sphere—af
. . - :
knowing and doubting. We may give grounds for our *

grounds, bug!eventually reach a boint where we "have
exhausted the justirications, [where we] have regched

bedrock, and [our] spade is turned" (PI, #217). "At

bottom," says Finch (1977), "language is a doing; and

‘.

this doing cquo; be further justified or accounted for.

<

It is what one commentator has ca#lled a full stop" (p.

199). -Doubting must "have an end (PI, p. 180), and at
\
this end we enter; the "ungrounded way of acting" (oc,

YA
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#110) whiph'foiﬁf the fouhdation of our lives.

Epistemology, if we are “interested in such a Ehing, -

- Peones later, o '.;y

As Finch (1977) br1ngs out 1n*fhe fofﬁqylng

S

passages, Wlttgensteln challenges the entire

philosophical tradition which seeks to ground our lives

]
S

'in knowing:

ST We do not . . ., start with knowing. There
is no given which is epistemologically primary.
Rather we start with actin rwith—certainty. Our
action is, as it were,"?ﬁfg a matrix of
surety, which is prior to knowledge, being the
matrix of knowing-and- -doubting and know1ng -and-

- being-mistaken. Ordinary certainties are the roads
on which we walk without question, not becawﬁa they
are the only possible roads or the rlght roads or
even the pragmatically justified roads, but
because they are the roads which we are on, and no
occasion hag arisen for leaving trem.

Wittgenstein's dictum that there is\a sureness

which is not a knowing, but which _s prior to
C knowing -and-not-knowing, challenges tne primacy of
epistemology across the board . o . In his view
philosophers have been bewitched by che word know
(0C, #435), a word which he says won 't ":oTerate a
metaphysical emphasig%-(0C, #482). The ‘
philosophical tradition has given this word a ~
o preeminence which, he says, it does not daserve.
(p. 232)

Clearly Bateson follows in this tradition. He wants to

' f
bring epistemélogy out of the philosophy texts and

~install it at the basis of a new anderstanding of life.

But if we now return-to his- germinal question (e.g.

"How does tie starfish know how wkv

FE
symmetry?"), we_can see hoi,deeply Bateson is embroiled

-

in the. various confusions surrounding the use of "know."

For the starfish there'{s no possibility of failure; it
. , ,

-

209
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cannot fail to grow into five-way svmmetry and still
i - J
be a starfish. 1In other words, there is no

L,
separation between the starfish an& its growigé into e
which we can insert knowledge. Though he ‘felt himself

"the herald of a neﬁ age, in his formal ph1losophy

Bateson ends up perpetuatlng the whole cloud of Cartesian

confusions he purported to end. Begeson's,epistemology

<@

o~

-~

is sim%;f Descartes' res cogitans "to ayery thinnesse
~beate" XJohn Donne).

From Bateson to Maturana

If, to recall Dell'sametaohor, Bateson's

epistemology is like a black hole, there is one-

~

devoyrs all, but from Bateson's epistemology comes a

 —

7 . . L,
important difference. The black hole attracts and \)

B

lamentable emnnation—-confusion Though his general

}

7
approach to the problems of p§ychology has helped foster

insigﬂt and creatdve thinking, Bateson's attempts to
establish a formélﬁbasie io epistemology have only
perpetuated the Certesian confusions in e partleularly
subtle and virglent form.. This dutious legacy ie"
perhaps best illustrated in theé work of the Chilean
biologist Humberto Matorana, a eereful and rigorous

" thinker not'suscepﬁible to mild’strains of confusioﬁf
It wlll»be the task of the following section to trace

out some of the Cartesian confusions wh*we saw in .

Bateson as they manifest themselves in ‘the work of

—
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: Though strictly speaking a theory of biological

gaddressed questions related to this area (Maturana, 1983;

a—

i

U o

K}

-Maturana.

8, A : o )
It was Maturana whom Bateson felt was best equipped

to bring to fruition the work he had begun (Dell, 1985,

Sy

"p. S). And indeed Maturana and his associates have

developed in their work on "Autopoiesis" a theoretical

system which many feel~ may at long last be providlng us

w1th the sound foundatlon whlch the sac1al‘and
. i

behav1ora1 scleneee S0 sorely need" (ibid., p. 17).

systems, variousGSCholars have‘been engaged in working
out the 1mplicat10ns of Autop01e31s for the practice of
psychotherapy (e g., Dell, 1982, 1985; Hoffman, 19855

Keeney, l982,p1983), and Maturana himself has recently

Mendez, dedou, & Maturana, 1985). These efforts have
. - » X O , _ .
helped render more intelligible a difficult end abstract

theory.. Our concern here, however, will not be with

A

summarizing“or further developing these interpretive
effo;ts, but rather wlth follow1ng the thread of

confu31on which was. picked up in- Batesoh s work. Thus -

: / . \a ' .
our examlnatlon of,Maturana ] work w111vbe organized not
- : - : .

'&round ghat'ds clear'anﬁ ihtelligible, but rather around

. what is confused and eontradictory. In this Way it may

be p%ésible to‘complement-the efforts which have been

made to date and‘thus'speed the exegeéis of this

A b

undoubtedly 31gnif1cant theory. .

5 2

Wlth Maturana, the clearest ‘indication that we

Yy
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have got left&béhind Batésdn's Cartesian legacy is that
Wé are ohcé'again éurrounded by knowing, of as Maturana
prefers to call it, cdgnition.ll Like Bates-n, Maturana
prométesvknowing as a fuﬁdamental property of livgmg
systems, to the extent that he maintai&s "the two *
pﬁeﬁomena——cogpition and fhe'process of living--are
actually one and the saﬁg" (cited in Dell, 1985, p. 5). .
"Living; as a grocess, is ‘a process of coé;ition," says

Maturana; therefore "to know has become t

o live’~(quoted
‘in'ibid4§ cf. Maturana &‘Varela,'1987, p./I{Z;T/ Tﬁere

could hardly be a balder reformulation ofithe Cogito:

ﬁI think,. therefore I am.," vThis is the kind of statement.

of which Wittgenstein remarked: "Why does it strike me

as if I did not Undé:stand the‘sentence?ﬁ’(Og; #347).
Maturana® here is pushing at language, trying to gef it to
express sometﬁing which does not come easily., This, of

course, 1s the task of every writer engaged in the

expression of "new ideas," but here we run into what-

¢ M :

couid.be‘called "the grain of language." If we want a
word to function for us, we must respect its place ip the
"language-game which is its original héme" (PI, #116).

It is thig context, or“;nvifonmentf from which the word
draws meaning., If ve dislocate the word fr;m this
background, its meaning cannot be naturallg sustained.

‘Language cahnot be coerced; the more we push and pull at

a word, the more artificia] it becomes and the further

d
r[
W

N

o | :
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' orlglnally 1nterested Vlttgensteln expresses this

-

we are removed from the living thlng in which we were

.

point with rare elegance:

. In the actual use of expre331ons we make
detours, we go by side-roads. We see the stralght
highway before us, but of course we cannot use it, .
becausecit is permanently closed. ~ (PI, #426)
Maturana attempts to take the opén hlghway, to reach in
a hurry where he wants to go. Like Bateson, he
wants to drive "knowing" into a new domain of

understanding. But in the process he runs roughshod

over language and destroys the very meaning he wishes to

‘convey.  Maturana's equating of "knowing" and "living"

is too far from our actual use of these words to convey

any&general meaning..2 Hi/s attempt to so use thése words

(4

is like the attempt to establish a private 1anghage: we

‘want to jump aboard, but are left,behiﬁd because there

is ‘no vehicle. -
The further Maturana attempts to drive the‘concept

of knowing, the more he becomes bogged down in the

Cartesian confusions he has inherited from Bateson.

Like Bateson, Maturang feels we can talk about knowing

in assessing the conduct of any living s&stem. In a

public seminar in Calgary, Maturana (1983) equated the

ability to play the piano with the ability of a fish to
: - P |
live in salt water: o
[ :

I shall define cognition as adequate conduct
performed in the domain specified by a question, or
more generally, in a partlcular domain specified by
an observer. v o o If somebody claims that he '

*
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’

knows how to play thg piano, how do you assess
whether he or she knows how to play the piano? You
ask him or her to play and then you decide

whether or not there is adequate conduct in that
~system . . . . If you want to know whether a fish
is a salt water fish, you immerse this fish in salt
water and see whether or not [dlsplays] adequate
conduct in salt water, which means [going] on
swimming without dying. And if it goes on swimming
without dying, then he knows. He has knowledge of.
being_a fish in salt water. It's not different.
knowing whether a* fish knows [how] to be a fish in
salt water from knowjing whether a person knows
‘[how] to play the piano. It's exactly the same
thing. You, provide a domaln in which you want to
assess adequate conduct (pt. 3; p. 6)°

The main confusion here is caused by equating the knowing

of the observer with the knowing of the piano ‘player and
the so-called knowing of the fish. It may be true that
the knowlédge of the observer ggggglthe fish is similar‘
to his knowledge about the piano player (i.e., he knows
- something abgfit the conduct of both), but if the
oéserver says, "Tﬂe fish knoigwhow to 1152 in salt

n

water," then he has misapplied the word know. As was

the case with Bateson's starfish, the  fi<h does not

< : o v
know how to live in salt water because there is iaxthis

. y .
regard ﬁo'possibility of failure; it cannot not kﬂow
‘this and still be a salt-water fish.'qLiVing in‘sélt
water-is one of'the_;oﬁstitutivé‘conditions of tﬁe fish;
part of_tEe fixed grounds upon which doubts, if. it were
to‘haVe any, would be based. Lt, contrast, 1t is correct
to say that a person does or does nof know how Eo play

the piano because-it is quite‘possible to answer this

question in either direction; there igia,possibility in

<

1
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this case of not knowing. This difference can be

"expressed- somewhat glibly by noting that~ye never see a-

living fish without water (only a dying fish), whereas

we often see a person (even a pianist) without a.piano.

~

‘Thus Maturana coemmits the classical Cartesian error of

a

\ g ’
invoking knowing where it does not belong. :This mistake

is (unknowingly!) concealed by simultaneously télking'

about both instances of knoﬁing in terms of an observer,

who cad be said to know_abbut both casesi But the %4

.

equivalence of his'knowing should not obscure the

important distinction between the knowipg of the piano

player and the "knowing" of the fish.

s

. i -

The crux of Maturana's difficulty with knowing is

that he creates his own definition of it: namely, .

“"cognition as adequate conduct performed in the domain

specified{. . . by an observer" (ibid.). This is not an

b

adequate definition of knowing. It covers part of the
At ° N ] ] g

grammar entailed by knowing, but as Wittgensﬂéﬁn’has
_ : . . :

_shown us, there is a great deal more to consider. By so

. . -
truncating knowing, Maturana distorts its meaning and

leads uékinto the Cartesian temptétion to'spread\the‘£g§
cogitans over hill and daie. Within;hié definition, the
knowing fish is joined in its cogitationé by 511 cregturés
greag'and small., But we neéd not stob,there; we

o

have carte blanche to go as far as we want. Do we want

to say a plant knows how to grow? A stomach to digest

A star to shine? A cloud to rain? A stop sign



‘o control traffic? Dell (1985) reaches rock bottom:
"the most fundamental knowledge-is to 'know how' to

exist. A rock knows how to ekist? (p. 12)% What do we

gain by so diffusing knowledge throughout the cosmos?

Does it make us feel less lonely? Is it like a glue

~

that we want to stick into every cleavage we have madé
between noun and.verb? - But what concern does the rest
of creation have with these preoccupations of linguistic

observers? Witt-znstein asks simply: "Does a child

belie¥e that milk exists? Or does it know that milk b
L‘ LI N .

-exists? Does a cat know that a m6use exists?":(OC,
#478). By now we can answer Wittgenstein's question for
him: no doubt is possible hefg, and so there s no

question of knowledge either. The separation we create
' - A : &

“'between the child and its milk is an artifact -of our

operation as linguistic observers. As Wittgenstein

. ‘)7\ \ .
N : .

brings out in the following passages, doubt can only

»

enter the child's life after it learns to speak, and

then only in a restricted domain::
When a child learns language it learns at the
same time what is to be investlgated and what not.
When it 1earns that there is a cupboard in the ‘
room, it isn't taught to doubt whether what it sees
later on is still a cupboard or only a kind” af
stagq set. (OC, #472) R

Children do not learn that books exist, that
armchairs exist, etc., etc.,--they learn to“fetch
books, sit in armchairs, etc., etc.

Later, questions about the existence of things
do of course arise, "Is there such a thing as a
unicorn?” and so on. But such a question is
possible because as a rule no corresponding

-
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'questionvpresents\itéeff.- For how does one know
_how to set about satisfying oneself of the

‘' existence of unicorns? How did one-learn the

method ¥or determining whether something exists or
notﬁ‘(O , #476) : ; '

Without language there is no question of doubting and thus

“of knowledge:(of, for example, the existence of things).

-Thérefore Maturana's definition of .cognition as
depending,on the specifications qf an observer will not
do; rather it is the obser?er'who must obey the
specifications entailed in ;he grammar of know.

Maturana 1is thué caught in é peculiar dilemma of his ow@
making: since his definition of cognition ;s adequate‘

conduct is not adequate,‘he cannot say-he knows what

~knowing is! To establish an adequate definition of

knowing, Maturana must return to the language-games from
which he has dislocated his truncated version of
knowing.

In and Out of Language .o

We touch here on a very importaqt qﬁeStiqn: Whét
gives}us the riéht to say Méturéna's definition of
cognition is adequgte or inadeqﬁate? How cén'wé say
Maturana is right or wrong in this'regard yhéﬁ it isﬁa
fundamental tenet of the systemic pqsitioﬁ that since
there is no access to "an independent reality, then what
each one kno;s or distinguishes is equally legifimate"
(Mendez,‘qudou{‘& Matufang,il985, p.(S;? Finch (1977)
puts the Jues;ion in more general terms:

Whaf”eétablishes correctness in the way we speak

%



about the world? How do we know we speak about it
rightly? How do we see things rightly, use the

right concepts and understand things rightly?
(p. 194) .

The systemic theorist hesitates to answer these

questions because he has seen that traditional attempts

to answer them in ontological terms--"the appeal to the

Qayiﬁhe world is indepengént of us" (ibid.)--will nb{
suffice and he does not want to ﬁake the same.error.:
But the very fact that the\systemic ﬁheorists wish to
advance a new epf;temolégy sﬁows"tﬁat/fhey have aiready
decided the old one'is wIong (though, as has %gen noted,
thevaeél bound by their rﬁeoretiéai.stadpe to fiad -
imaginative synonyms for theﬁforbidden terms‘right

and wrong). -But Wittgensteih does not hesgsitate to

answer these questions; on the'contrary, they "occupy an

important place in the Philosophical Investigations'

*(ibid.). How, then, does Wittgenstein answer such
duestions without resorging to ontological grounds?
Wiftgenstein avoids the traditional ontological

error because he never attempts to go outside language.

On the contrary, ‘he takes the very "things" with which

‘ various'philosopheré have tried,tg transcend language
(e.g.: "ex?erience," "reason," "inspiration," "éommon
séhse," "intuitiogg" etc{) and treatg these as phenomena
of language. Since all these words and concepts are |

part of language, they must find their niche in the

appropriate grammars and forms of life/ which surround

18
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¢ them. In other words; they must partake of the fule—
governed nature of all language, otherwige they serve no
better than.a sfriﬁg‘of random letters. Thus, though.wé
cannot go beyond language, to find ; justificatiqn for a’

word or concept, we can find a justification within

languagé (and in fatt must be able tL db’Sp if preésed

on the mdttér)._ In Finch's (1977) bhrasé, grémmar is

"the last court of appeal for the correctness of °

language" (p. 199). If we have f@Lly satiéfied the

K

requirements of grammar (i.e., used each word as- well as

e N

possible), we have said'atthidg as wéllvas ;;_can bs -

\

~ e Y

said. If we do not fully satisfy the'réiﬁin;méééé_Bfili

.c’.f'-'i._ p ‘,l;:;\' . ‘\"'
grammar (as Bateson and Maturana do not whén-they

»

about knowing), we ‘advance a point'of,viéw'yh' Kyc
legitimately be called incorrect.

. There remains one further question in this“regard:

. : ) - KL
What makes our statements, however grammaticaily;

correct, descriptions of iﬂg world? The ke& pdinglﬁére
ls articulated by Finch (ibid.): "grammar is not
semething which hangs in'the void; it is the practiqe of
language, wh;t we do, as this embodies the patterns and
rules of correctness" (p. 198). 1In other wqrds,
language is an activiﬁy of the human animal and must

\ .
‘take its place within the whole pattern of praxis which

constitutes our lives. Whatever "the world" is, our
language is part of it and so must somehow fit with it,

though we cannot say how or why. Where we run into

-
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trouble is in trying to explain ong in terms of the

other. This occurs when we have "forgotten that such

concepts as world and m1nd also arose out of language
(ibid., p. 151) and so cannot be used to "get outside
it" and provide the comprehensive view we seek. Whgn we

"give up the ideé that we have access through language.

to meanlng and sense independent of language " then "it

is no longer possible to speak of a universal framework

N

~within®which language functions and which has a reality

.

ﬂ_independent o? language" (ibid., p. 150).  Thus, like

Maturané,‘we hdve closed the door between language and

—

To drop the picture of "the way_;hlngs really
: .". does not dispose of the question of what
Jggtlfles the way we speak about-them but simply
wfts its" locys. 1If there is no sense in talking
@ut ‘how ‘the world is, entirely apart from the
2ys we make 'sense of it, then -we still have the
.,“joblem of what constitutes sense, even if this
+341 no longer be decided in the old way. (p. 195)

‘.ﬁé left with'is the way language is, and this,

not explaln it (because 1t is already the

baSLifi%ihe wholes act1v1ty of explalning), is our only

3

"frame of referenceo And th 3 is “all we need. There 1is

4
1"

" no. "essence th%t eludes langu £y because language is

, . )\A o

already of this essenge; alrea§§§§ part-of the natural

manifesting of the w@rld,'as much as the forests, lakes

and streams. The patterns of language (grammar) are as

>

e,
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real as anything, though not more real (i.e., not a
"tool" for abstracting the essence of things).

Language, as it is, makes sense, just as the forest, as
’.w_.—.._ R W

-

it is, "makes sense" (i.e., fits with its world); this

»

‘despite the fact that no appeal to the way things reailag?

are can be used as a justification or corroboration of
this sense. Language cannot reach outside itself, but

does not need to because it already has its place in
-

N ]

the natural order. Even if we have closed the door our

room remains in the world. ¢ Thus, we may, és'Maturana
suggests, bring forth a‘world ih fanguage,,bht do not
create it ex nihilo.

.that we have when we-speak chdrrectly, &hen, while
it is not a description of an "independentofeality," is
still a description of the world begause that is what we
mean by "the world." The world does not arise until we
speak: "ws cannot cénfront the world outside language-
games" (Finch, 1977, p.-172). ‘Without language there is.
no observer sepaiate from what is observed and so no |
world to be distinéuished as a-backg;ound-to one's -
doing. Within'language we bring forth a world, but not,
as Wittgenstein once put-it, "by some ;xtraordinary act
6f mind." Rather, every move in each language-game fits
together with all the rest in a concatenation whose

overall configuration is flexible but whose links are

forged through centuries of use. Each speaker is bound

°



[we] distinguish between true and false" (0OC, ,#94). 1In

by these couventions to "an enormous system . .o ..the
entiré systeﬁ of our languagﬁ—games" (0C, ##410, 411)
which is our world*(thefe is no other). And what;ver

the inﬁlination offindividual St kets, it is the entire
systém-which holds the final authority. It is qﬁite LR

possible for them to be mistaken, but it cannpot -be wrong

since it is "the inherited background against which

the words of Hugo von Hofmannsthal: "The word 1is
mightier than he who speaks it" (quoted n Finch, 1977,

p. 94).- Thosﬁﬂgjq would say, then, that "what each one

fBshes is equally legitimate" are in a

peculiar way perpetuating the myth they wish to debunk -

-~

since they baserthis statement on the notion of

o 37
| o

something beyond language which renders grammar.

inconsequential (some kind of non-objective, non-

independent'realitg’which somehow swallows up or negates

the sense ¢f language). If we stay within langqgge we

automaticaliy begin sorting sense from nonsense

(sometimes "patent" nohsense, sometimé?'"disguised"
nonsense (PI, #464)). As Wittgenstein notes, the great
difficulty here i; to resist the temptation to go beyond
language (even by saying wh;t the world is not 1like):
"it is difficult to begin at the beginning. And'not try
to go further back" (OC,, #471).

Maturana's Negative Ontology

LN Cie
In many ways, Maturana's understanding of language

]

7
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iy

to Wittgenstein'si%anr Magﬂrada (1983)
S :
%

. : ' 'r ’ - ,‘:.a'ﬁ . N
everythying that exists, exists in Iapguages "without

. 45

o~

. “‘?? . A . -
languagedthere is no realitzf (pt. 3; p. tl).

Likewise, he is adamant that 1anguége is "a closed

A
{

'doﬁhin" and that "we cannot get out of languagelthrough

language" (ibid., p. 10). He is .careful to avoid the

"~ gearch for ontological absolutes which he describes as’
an important but misguided part of our philosophical
tradition:.

In our historical tradit%pn, there has been a’
continual search for the absolute, for the thing in
itself. To speak about the thing in itself we must
make distinctions which show or specify the
attributes of the thing itself, and part of the
history of philosophy has to do with that. But how
could we do that? TIf we were togdstinguish and
talk about something which was hing itself,
then it is language . . . so it 19not the thing
itself. In language we canngt make statements

~about the thing itself . . . Language is . . . a

o

closed domain. (ibid.) ' .
So Maturana is fully aware of the traditional
toloéiﬁal error, but at the‘séme time sets out to
establish theubiological foundations of language. Thus

we - .
he is seeking somethig@_more fundamenta{~;han language N

' o5 _
but all the while opg%@?ing'in language. He describes

his peculiar task as follows:
»

I shall . . » speak about. language as a
biologist. In so"doing, I shall use languagé,
notwithstanding that this use of language to ‘speak
about language $s within the core of the problem I
wish to consider. (Maturana, 1978, pp. 27-28)

The reason he can do this,agays Maturana, is because he

1s operating as part of the "closed.tognitive domain" of

—
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.science. 'That'is, ‘he accepts from the beginning that

his "statements are,hof necessity, subject depehdentﬂ
valid only in the domaio of interactions in which the
standard [scientific] observer exists an operate;“ '
(ibid., p. 29). Thus he is not<talking' out "a reality
that is ontologicsliy objective and indfpendent of ug"
but simply meking state@ents that must find their niche

within the "closed cognitive domain" of science (ibid").

'Only with these limits clearly established does Maturana

advance the thesis that language can be expl&ined as the
"trivial necessary result" of "fundamental" biological
processes such’as "ontogenic structural coupling"

1 4

(ibid., p. 50).
Thus.Maturana makes no claim for the ontologicsl

validity of his statements; in fact, he is very careful
. 3 )

to avoid this.. Surprisiﬁgly, this has not always been .
9 :

49
recognized, even by some of Maturana's strongest

advocates. Dell (1985)1 for instance,.feels'that-
Maturana®s work provides an "bntologicel bioiogy" o:
which we .can base the, social and beha&ioral sciences
(p. 17)? This 1s a very tempting ‘:rsion of the

traditional ontologlcal error, because it seems that

N
31:ce the 1anguage -using human being is first of all a

living creature, h#% biology must be more fundamental
. . « .

than his laﬁguage} But it is not his biology, it is

ours. 'Buology (#ith- all its, concepts, including

6 v ' ";”\ R ' -I$
3¢&“ q e »
a .
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structural determinism) is not something we discover,

but sometﬁing we have constructed in our operation as

linguistic obseryeré.q It stands élongside all other
forms of description as cohabitors in language and

cannot claim any special status as an explanatory mode

simply because it is supposed to be about "fundamental

processes" of the living. That claim is simply another.

linguistic construction which can be investigated along d

with all the other ontological claims wﬁiéh, though they
are part of languagé, have soﬁghg to golség§nd it. ~§
Matufana's position is more subtle than thigg he slipsfﬁy
the traditioﬁal ontofegical error while'Dell Slips into
it. ’ | .
But foa all his caré in ;voiding the t#adi;idnal
'ontological error, it ié possible to detect in
Maturana's work so.iething which'couldvbevtermedva
"negative'ontologyl" Wé‘can begih to‘see what this

, .

means<§g asking thevquestipn:' If there is no ch thing
as an independent, objectiye feality,'why is Maturana
aLways.talking about it? In the‘aftiqle ge co-authored
with Mendez and Coddou (1985), for instancg, the Adtion
of an/independent or objective;reality is-mentioned more
than one hundred times! Osteﬁsibly this is done in
order to show the fallacy of M) to "put it in
parentheses," or otherwise négate it;u But hgre we Tun

g

intoéano;her phenomenon of language in which

Wittgenstein was very much interested; namely, when we

Q
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negate something, the negation depends for its sense on

the thing negated. For instance, says Wittgenstein,

“"yhen I want to explain the word 'red' to someone, in

' the sentente 'That is not red', I do it by pointing to

something red" (PI, #429). Thus, it "is as if the

(negatien J6f a proposition had to make it true in a
, ;

/

!

certain sense in order to negate i-" (PI, #447). This

occurs- because go one part of language works in ' )

isolation from the rest. It was the realization of this

‘proﬁositiohs" (Wittgenstein, quoted in ibid., ﬁ. 107).

which in large part prompted Wittgeﬁstein to leave
behind the atomistic, reductionistic philosophy of hié
early phase and move toward his later understanding of

the organic or, as he preferred, physiognomic nature of

‘language. In some remarks to a friend in 1929

Wittgenstein illustrated this point. by comparing
languageKYith-the act of measurement (see Kenny, 1973,
p. 106f.). When we meaéure someihing, Wittgenét‘in
pointed out, we must lay the whole scale up again%a'iﬁ,

“

not just an individual graduating line. Thuénwe know

simultaneously not only what length the object reaches,

say the 10 cm mark, but also that it’does not reach 11,
12, 13 cm, etc. In other words, the whole scale.ié negded
to take a measug%@ent;‘not just a single mark. Just so,

. W :
when we use language, it is "whole proposition-systems

. . . that are compared with reality,3 not single

»
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When an observation is made, the aéscription which -
ariseé»depends not only on what has been said, but also
on various things,whicﬁ have not been said. It is as if

all the potential stateménts which might be used to
, - . = : ‘ ;

characterize a given observation are needed to support
the description which is actually used. So, when

. H ’
Maturana says theére is no such thing as an objective,

, independent reality he does:not thgreBy dismiss it. On

»

the contrary, he brings it into the picture, because the

whole system of prdpositions which relate to this

concept hust be invoked to support the subsequent . \\;:
‘negation{ 3 1ong as we kéep trzingatq negate

 somethiqg, .’ n; wekmuét also sustain it! The way to

estapg such "pérado%es"vis to simply relinquish our efforts »
f%; "gét rid of them." - Thus we méy come across the.
éoncept of an’objecti?e, independent reality but simply
leave it behind, as we have left behind the notions of a
flat earth éﬂd a man in the moon. If not, we are in the
positionﬂgf‘the monk in the well known story whg refuses
to help his companion carry a beautif&l girl across a
muddy street. As the two walk on, ﬁhe deed preys on the
monk's mind and" he begins to admonish his compdnion for
associating with such an attractive young'woman. But
his companion simply poiﬂts out that he has left the
woﬁan back\?n the street corner, while the monk is still

carrying her. Thus it is somewhat ironijc when Maturana

et al. (1985) tell us that they have arr ved at "the

N
-



complete abandonment of the notion of objective reality
o 7 S - N
itself" (p. 6).. Cn the contrary,:-like the -alcoholic who

has hidden his bottle but can’'t keep is mind off.1it,
they are obsessed with it. ‘

In his constant nega}@ng of the proposition of an

independent, objective reality, %aturanaasets up a-kind

-of negative ontology. He takes no pos;tlon on what kinoﬁ , R

of a world 1t 1s, but takes a deflnlte stand on what
u) t 3 .

sort of a world it is n&ta' Ihe.wntologlcal character of
. N
thls negatlve ontology is revealed Yn its supposeﬂ
il

‘domlnlon over language. An ontological claim is always'
a llngulstlc constructlon (1dea, concept, prop081tlon,

bheory, etc.) which 1s‘ndnetheleas held to he'beyondc

) <
t

language (because it concerns the "true'nature" or
"essence" of the wox1d and is thus prlor to language) v
and therefore determines wham can and cannot be said.

<

?of Maturana what cannotjbe_sald is anything based_onr ..h
the.notion of an "objective: indenendent"reality," but -

the obviously ontologfcal cha}acter ofgthis condition is
disguiseo b& its suppoeed consequence: namely, "what

each onc-knows or dlstinguishes is equally legltimate.
Here.we have an ontologlcal condition which claims that
there are no such conditions! Maturana' s_éntology,-like(
a spurious dweller in language aware of its own

111eg1timacy, attempts to cloak itself in its own

negation.
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Thus we return to the same confusion via ontology

f'5yhich'we earlier approached through epistemology: The

s A
JA S
A
S
.

' ¥ equally legitimate" depends for its sense on the notion

.

-

'fbf something beyond language which renders grammar

‘fﬁi?tum that "what each one knows or distinguishes is

¥

.inconsequential, This convergence confirms Finch's

S -

(1977) oﬁseréation that "[t]he ontélogical pfcfuré is a;
one with the epistemblogical; to say the world is
éefiﬁite is to say that it must consist of elements" (p.
16). When%@?‘stay within language the duesﬁion of the
epiStémological or §ngologicaﬂvmoofings'of language is
resolved_in;o a question of grémmar. LY Witﬁgenstein

t: "L;nguagé is1qq; tied down; t one part ig

led to another" (quptéd;in-Lee, 1980, p. 105). 1If, as

Maturana insists, "our starting point is language"’

(1983, pt. 1; p. 7), then there can be no'questidn of
all points of view being equally legitimate: all our

statements must be honed againgt grammar..

®
Conclusion 4
. . C b

"The philosopher", Wittgénstein bncéisdid, "is not

a citizen of. any community of ideas. That is\what‘makes
"him a philosophe;",(quotéd in Kenny, 1973, p. 1). We

have visited one of the latest of such communities, that

" of the systems theorists. It is claimed by many that

here péople live in a different way.‘JAlong the main

street lie all the familia; 1ahdm&§§s: the "theory of

229
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"Autopoiesis"; "structure determinism"; etc. . Here, a$i

is arranged to impress the visitor. But we have’ passed
. )

by the official portal and entered by a side street,

because here we can see how the people actually dive. We
S _ _ -

-

are not oVerly surprised to have found that thg daily
life - of this communiﬁy is orgahized a{ouna familiar
principles: there is the ancient venenation.of f# 
quwiedge and the narrow_humén éapacify‘to gnqw; there

" is talk of "second orders," "superobservers," -

— i

"hierarchies,” and all the familiar litany of logic and

A

analysis; and on every street corner there are the . ¢

inevitable experts strutting and fretting their hour., - 1

Sometimes it seems as if there might be something‘mo}e

\

substantial going on. One quadrant of thedcity'ﬁgs

" taken the‘trouble to officially ban ontology; but-now
those ‘who live there must spend all their time.
“"guarding their gates against the encroachment of = s

o
- I

"reality." To be sure, there is much that’is serious .

r

here, aﬁd genuing in its iptent; ahd%?%»far.as thedry
goes, it'é some Bf,the best we'ye seéd. But we have | o !
‘already realized that in dealing.withﬁfﬁéiﬁéyche, the;ry R
doegs not go far endugh untii it comes upéﬁ.ifs own | ‘
fufility. There seems to be sbﬁe‘realization of the
ffutil}ty*of theory in the systems camé, but this

-~ \

generally takes the shape of formal arfahgements»to

"save" theory by restricting its range; to, as it were, .

\
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3

put it in a zoo. Like Wittgenstein, we are not

o o
1Y

\ ' . . P L .
interested in sawing theory: it obscures what we seek.

What we seek cannot be ¢onfined obpkept alive in zoos.
t ) s
" To find it we must leave gll the communities of ideas

and go back out onto the open;groundvof lanfuage.

\ -
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) ' ' CONCLUSION
Where was it one first heard of the truth? ,
The the, - "
\ ~-Wallace Stevens, )

- The-Man on the Dump.

\

—_— . . ..
This thesis, if it has learned its ‘own 1esson,"k

~

cannot reach any tontluSions, but only an end. Rather
than to distill some final wisdom that can be held on

to, the purpose of°these last pages can only be to

o

complete the process of deconstruction which has arisen

of its own accord and led us to-abandon all the theories

- of bsychology, including our own. Whatevgr value this

" 'thelis has lies not in what it has accumulated, but in

what it has gotten rid of.

-If we _have abandoned all the theories of

. § \
psycholog{, what have we left? As Wittgenstein has

shown.us, we are left with the ground'of language, and,
as psychologlsts, that is exactly where we want to be.
If there is any point toward which this thesis drives,.

it is this: The field of the psyche is the field of

language. As Maturana (Maturana & Varela, 1987) has

stated: o
language is a condition sine qua non for the
.experience of what we call mind. ... . it is in
language that the self, the I, arises as the social
singularity defined by the operational intersection’
- in the human body of the recursive linguistic
distinctions in which it is distinguished. . . .
Self-consciousness, awareness, mind-—these are

phenomena that take place in language. *
(pp. 230- 31) :

B
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The corollgry.of this observation is clear: the
pr%biems we approach as psychologists are also phenomena
of langgage. Animals do not have psychological
\problems; they are the exclesive property of linguistic
;bsefvers. And, as we have learned from Wittgenstein,
problems in langu;ge alwaysxarise with the misuﬁe of
language. Language itself cannot be a problem; it is
simply a given, whag Wittgenstein called "a form of
life." It cannot constitute a problem any more than
can flo;ds, volcanoes, drogghts, diseases, or any other
aspeét of nature. These things can become a problem
ohly when we do'not accept them as‘part of the weave of

life,-and instead try to prolong the more pleasing

‘.
aspects of existence at their expe&se. As we have seen,

it is this cultivation of what we find desirable that, .
has defined our attitude toward nature and shaped our
o\ ,

relationship with it. This process extends even into
* our relationship with language: we ignore its natural

condition and instead seek to secure it around fixed

philosophical positions. It is this*@;&toftion of the

k4

given condition of language which'enggqﬂers the
philosophical confusions examined in fhié thesi‘q7 CIf Qé 
are able to restore language to its natural state, we
~are able to resoive even the greatest’philosophiéal

confusions. In this way, Wittgenstein was.able to

’

. resolve even thézmighty philosophy of Descartes, which
. v
f \) S
overpowers even those who profess to reject it most N ‘
- N

N



vehemently, o

- Why do we find it so ha}d to let language épeak?

Therevfs no easy'answq@,‘ We seem to be eternally
preoccupied with coﬁstrutting stories, my:hs,ftheories,
.ideas, réligidns,‘philosdéhies, ideologies——anything
that will enhance.buf"se;se of Esychological security by
makiné tﬁe varioué'linguistic‘aelf—de%éfiptio@§ wg;have
devised seemqmofe permanent. ¥ In this way, as Wallacé”
Stevens (1978) observed, we have made language int&ra
dump, a slag-heap of ideas and images which are but

.

moribund excrescences of the living language they
<€

Only if we reject such.traéh, says Ste#ens,
can we feelN\\!the purifying change"'(p. 202). Psychology
is in dire need of such a housecleaning, but this cannot
"take the form of systematic reviews, revisions, or any
kind of org;nizea effort. It is simplz up toteag;*one
of us to reject the trash, to leave the fallow fiélds of
'thedr} and return to hunt and gather in the dark

[y

continent of language.




L 4

Footngtes

Chapter One

1Our modern.connotation of revolution as upheaval
dates from ®he Copernican vision of the earth revolving

afﬁund the sun (Bronowski;'1973, p. 197).

&g

2Bateson g@%&9@ provides a definition of stochastic

i

-processes: "If a sequence of events combines .a random

,&Qgi

<

with a selective process so that only certain

6§ random are allowed to endure, that

—_—

points out, it is only through stochastic processes

that thange can produce anything new: "Withomt the
random, there can be no new thing" (ibid., p. 163). 1In
a deterministic system, i.e. oﬁe in which future events
can be de-ermined'from present cir;umstances, change
cdnfonly produce'éxtrapolations (modified versions) of
the present.
3This differential between the two rates of
evolution is evinced by the recént transplants of
vaboon hearts to human bodies. Though we diverged from
the baboons some %D million years ago (Pilbeam, 1984,
p. 87), there has been sufficiently little biological
change since then that the hearts are mechanically
S .

interchangeable. Yet the vast difference in éultural
evolution ensures that it is the baboon, not the human,
which is sacrificed. |

A Popper (1972, p. 167) has noted, "There are no

235

fdﬁto be stochastic" (p: 253). As Bathson

&
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Darwinian laws of evolution" in the sense of Newton's
laws of motion. But the term fits in describing "the

observed regularities of nature" (Merriam-Webater

‘Dictionary) which characterize the evolutionary process.
. . ‘

5Otherwise there would be no need for symbols.
&Qat is, if a symbol did not condense experience, it -

would ful%i&l no purpose since it could not be
' I

distinguished from all~thét{ urrounds it. For a system

of symbolé (i.e. a langeg%éffto exist, it must‘retain a
relative, thoqgh not absolute, 3tasis with respect to
the né;ural flow of experience, otherwise it disappears
into the background it is meg?t to represeﬁt.
6Note how thjs ability apparently enhanzes man's
independence/ffom time, one of Huxley's criteria f, the
perfect individual. The thinking man can plan for
future evente and thus releases himself frbm_an eternal
present. However, since human thoughﬁ is the means
through which time came inﬁf beiné (some have )
maintained that time 1§\thought (Krishnémurti &»BOHZ,‘
1985)), this juncture aceuaily.marks the beginning of y
man's bondage 10 time, his own creatiop. |
7Riéhard Dawkins (1976), in an imaginative‘but less
" than careful analysis, proposed the term meme for the
"unit of cultural transmission" (p. 206)% - However, his

discussion fails to penetrate the cultﬁre-wide .

perception that man is“a special creature, some part~of
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whoge psyche remaiﬁs independent of evolutionary

influences; and so ends up endorsing the Lamarckian

conceit: "we ére built as gene machines and cultured as

, _ 3

"meme machines, but we have the power to turn against our
'creatdrs.  we, aloné, on gart@l“can rébél against the

éyranny of the selfish replicators" (p. 215).

8

. In terms; that is, of an explanation that fits

_gvith the scientific understanding which dominates our

P

present wgrld-view. Religious explanations, for

examﬁle, may be important, but must be considered to
stand apart from our generai uﬁderstanding of the world -
and can only be appropriately used in a much narrower

context. It would have been entirely inappropriate,

for instance, to have given an unexplained religious

justification as the basis for this chapter. By
coétrast,‘the sort of "natural philosophy" developed in
this chapter would be accepted in mogt areas of
discourse (even in a religious context this kind of
discussion is tolerated as long as it does not trespass

against fyndamental articles of belief).

Chapter* Two

b lAs Krishnamurti & Bohm (198§? Pe 56) point out, our
word theory comes from the greek root-meaning theatre.
2The natural $ravitation of thought toward inorganic

material processes was a fundamental point of Bergson's

Creative Evolution (1911), wherein he declared that

]
the human intellect feels at home among inanimate

‘. ' v
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objects, more especially among-solids, where our
action finds.its fulcrum and our industry its tools; |

that our logic is pre-eminently, the logic 4f

solids; that consequently; our ihtellect,triumyhs in
geometry, wherein is revealed the kinship of logical

- thought with unorganized matter, and where the

intellect has only to”follow its natural movement,
after the lightest possible contact with experience,
in order to go from discovery to discovery, sure

that experience is following behind it and will
‘ justify it invariably. _ i '
e But from this it must also follow that our

thought, in its purely logical form, is'incapable of
pregenting the true nature of life, the full meaning

of fhe evolutionary movement. (p., ix)
3F eud, for instance, felt this gap keenly, and
realizedf\that it would have to be closeéd if

psychoanalysis were to be successful in its claim to

scientific status. He also had to admit, however, that

his attempts to do so with the theory of instincts were

problematic at best:

Of all the slowly developed parts of analytic

theory, the theory of instincts is the one that has -

felt its way most painfully forward. ' And yet that

theory was so indispensable to the whole structure
#t something had to be put in its place. . (Freud,

1930/1985, p. 308)

Chabter Three

Idgﬁtity;kﬁsameness‘of essential character"
B * o toe

(Merriam-Webster Dictionary),ﬁpomes from the Latin idem,

meanirg "same", which is probably derived‘froq the

(Platoi ') greek idea: "eternally existing pattern of

which individual things in any‘class are imperfect

.

copies” (Concise Oxford Dictionary). There is also a

relationship with the English word image. Thus identity

is the continuing image which transcends the finite

»
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biological individual.
s .

'vahe"questigﬁ of the "timelessness" of childhood

w“

has igteresting implications fbr'our critiqdebof
psychoanalysis, to'be developéd in the next chapter.
3Agéiﬁ note the relationqﬁiﬁ td‘idea} the static

fofm.which/providee an uhshifting'anchor for the finige
| - .
individual.
‘ “In the East thé théory of réincaynation fulfills
the,saﬁe funcﬁion. |

5James"perception that tﬁe present,has‘duratioﬁ
foreshadows much later work on th; nature of time (see,
e.g., Schaitenbrand, 1967).

‘,6After examining psychoanalytic object relations
theory in the next Chapter Qe will have reason to
quarrel with James' attribution of the origins of time
té_é@arenéss of internal change. ‘1  o

'7As we will see‘in Chapter Five, the conﬁotatibn of
' iptroépection as’iookiné inside (as opposed to outside)
need not be taken literally. It is very likely,
hdwever; that\Jamésldid take'it 1iterélly, as he reveals
in several places that for hiﬁ the secrets of p%ychology
were to be obtained byiactually 1o§kin§“wi§hin
\dnéself. At one point, for exaﬁple,”James (1890/1950)
attempts to fi;d_the innérmos; kernel of tﬁe-self |

by introspecting his, consciousness and ends: up ™

reducing it to "peculiar motions in . . . the head and .

throat" (p. 297). Clearly, this is not-what we mean when
‘ . ‘ ) . : .
{



we talk about the self. James is most convincing when

he talks about the selfvand’cher mental phenomeAa in
terms of what the "human race as a whole largely agrees"
_upon (p. 289), what is ﬁfelt by all men" to be the case
(p. 297), and what "[ej?ery one knows" is so (p. 403).

- It is his ability to articulate the common ground 1in

our undérstaﬁding_of the various mental terms that
distinguishes James among psychologists, not an imagined.

ability to "see"

inner realities that had somehow been
overlooked until the introépectioniéts came along.
Thus, James dispiays both good and bad introspectiog:
good when he isicontent to act as a spokesman for the
psychological experiencé §f mankind and bad when hé
takes literally thé implied project of intpospectfén as
looking into:onefs'gig mind. |

\w

Chapser Four

1Pérhaps Freﬁd should have recognized a
"resisténée" here. °“As we will see, making further
progréss into ' the question af timelessness méans
confronting some serious inconsistencies iﬁ the
 psychoéna1ytic model. .

2Feelings, th§t~is, of pleésure or unpleasﬁre,
'"thch prove to be almost the only psyéhical quality
attachiﬂgoto traﬂspositions of energy in the inéide of
the apparatus" (Freud, 1900/1975, p. 729).

. SX;/ ) ) . o . .
BWﬁ t is most puzzling about this contradiction 1is
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that even Freud éppears to have overlooked it, as he. ,J

¢

personally reviéwed Bonapar;e's article (Bonaparte,
1940, p. 467). — " x

4Another way to see that we cannot know what is

going on inside us is to ¢onsider medicine. Clearly it

is not possible -o base medicine on introspection. THe

~

‘accumulation ¢ wedical knowledgf requires experience in
éifernal naturzk Thus the progress of mediciné was for
.long impededvby various taboos agains%'the disSéctiom of
corpbes. The physiciah c%n onlyrlearn about his body by
dissecting %hbse of others. Inﬁrospectiont&s not
sufficiént, nor oflcourse can he @;ssect.his own bod}!’
It would be difficult to find a wore graphic

demongtration of how the accumulation of knowledge -

requires the separation of the observer, from the

-
-

Qﬁsefved.
Here we see the connectlow'of psychoanaLySIS with

ﬁyth. The story devised by the analyst mwst alwgys be

lgrafted onto the unlversal beginnlngs 13 éhlldhood

sexuality. Psychoana1y31s, like any other SYStem of

myths, provideé-alst&ry of origins; in this case, the

origins of personality. Like any othé\\Qrigin myth, it =

\

‘refers to a special time, before the advent of nbfmal;i7 '

b4

-

everyday frames of referenée. Inr such a realm fantéétic
and supernatural things can take place becduse the

\ s |
normal rqles of logic and rationality do not apply;

y
. : (l/
" .

" hence the outlandish quality of this portion of
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psychoanalysis. Generally, it is "such concepts as the
\ . , -
Oedipal complex, penis-envy, the psycho-sexual stages-—
' /
. R : .
in short, those aspects of psychoanalysis origimating’

EY
N

from the:interprétation of childhood sexuality‘-whicm

seem most incredible to the newcomer. Myth is the
- ‘

attempt by consclousness to account for its own origlns._

Slnce by deflnltlon it cannot find these within 1tse1f
it pushes this account into another realm, genarally in
the distant past, where it is possible to rel - the

conditioning imposed'by centuries of experiena“ wi&h

"reality". But even here consciousness is cons: 1ousness.‘

the result is only a dlsgulsed‘ver31on'of eve -day
Ehinkimg——that ig why.myths are susceptible to
in;erpretation; The same tan be said of dreams. Itaﬁ

seems qulte sensible to talk of the dream as belng a:

dlsgu15ed version of primary process thlnklng, but it

rs

does nmt seem rlght te . “tribute this primary proCess,td

ir

the unconscioms. What is. truly unconscious must remaim

so,  Greater theoretlcal clarity is maintained when the

primary process is seen as the mode of oggrauiqn oflthe‘

. )
. deeper layers of consciousness, perhaps that par{

repressed by the ego. Cf. Eliade (1963): "For
psychoané}ysis . . .éthe truly primordial is thé 'human

primordial', earliest childhood. The child lives in a

-

mythical, paradisal time .« . . . This is why the

unconscious displays the structure of a private
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-

- mythology" (p. 7).

ey

<

, 5
6It is interesting to contrast cultivation with
‘thange; Since change derives from the act ééfbartering,
| it Can'be‘aeen as the means through which one obtalns

? that-which'one¥qannot cultivate. Change brings the new,
: o NG e _ r .
. . . B Ny * . - .
: while cultivation dﬁvelops what already exists. 'ThuSﬂ
: M
the entlre history :0f human cultlvatlon has resulted in

o i

{not one new spec1es of plant or anrmal. Only natural

. o o : , ¥

change can b.ing this abdut. s e
. N . A . \,"

’Chapter FiJe.
L

G. S Brett has dlscussed the general impacc of

this premlse on psych0108Y, and traced it to the

L
%

\ »
. philosophy of Kant: s

o

e

., Many would regard the legacy of Kant as a disaster
for psychology.. It perpetuatesg the rigid
distinction between the outervand ‘the inner with
its accompanyi&&éassumptlons both that there is-a
radical difference between what we know of our

‘minds and wha't others know of them, and that overt
behavior alone can be- scientlﬂically described.

'(Quoted dn Wolman, 1981, p. 413) “

2Wittgenst‘ein s work shows two unusually distinct

a
4 e

phases, descrlbed by Walter Kaufman as follows

It has been said that every. grdat philosoph®r
‘'has given philosophy a new direction, but that only
Wittgenstein has de¢ne this twice--first.with his
- Tractatus, published right after World War I, and
- then again with the ideds that’ found their final
_form in'h}s Philosophical In(%stlgatlons, published
posthumously after World War- II (Quoted in
Bartley, 1973, p. 11) : N s

oA
As K.T. Fann Gl969),suggests, the’ first phase may be
\L o . ' ' R . Lo ’

said to endorse‘analysis;_the second to repudiate it.

3S)i‘nce most of Wittgenstein'Slwqitlngs consist of

Byt
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short, numbered remarks, it is customary to refer to - .
them by the intials of the work and the number of the

remark. Thus (PI, #109) refers to remark number l09‘o%

Part I of the Philosqphical Investigations.. Those parts

of Wittgesntein's work which are .not numbered (such as

Part II of tNe Investigations) aré simply referred to by
the intials of“the work and the page number, e.g. (PI,
p. 220). The intitials used and works referred to in

this thesis are:

3

&

BB The Blue and Brown Books (1958/1975)

0ocC __ElCertaintz (1969) ) .\a' : o
PI qphilqsophical Investigations.(1953/f963) -

Z Zettel (1967) ~

¥

For instance, B.F. Skinner uses many such examples

in Sciepce and Auman Behavior. 1In fact, the whole book

t

~ -

contains no references to actual observations; it is

entirely written by Skinner from his experience. ‘é? 3
: W

Q’ -
L1kew1se, R. D Laing, after telling us in the openinﬁ;

pages of The Politics of Exgerience of the

™

1nvisib111ty" of one's experience to another, proceeds
to fill the rest of the boolwith’ observations on

o .~
the nature of that experience. Faor sugh pundits of
prlvacy, both men show curious confldence as psychic

1

'eavesdroppers.

5The’physicis:t Richard Feynman (1985) captured this

divisive quality of knowledge in his reply to a woman



g

who had reacted to the information that he was a

phyé&cist'by saying: "Oh. Well, nobody knows anything

about that, so I guesé we can't talk about it."
fOn the contrary,“ Feynmaﬁ answered, "it's because
someohe(does know something,about it that we can't talk
about physics. It's the things’that nobody knows
anything about that we can discuss. We can talk about
the weathefﬁ we cén talk abqﬁt gocial problems; we can
talk about psychology; we can talk about international
finance--gold transfe:s we can't talk aboﬁt, bécause
those are undersﬁoodi&so it's the subject that nobody
knows anything’about-that we caa allftalﬁ abéutlfbd,J
(p. 283‘) . ' | ». o _:':

. py
G it

'Thus theories actually impedevthe progfeSS’ofxﬂ'%

psychology, Because thgy set up artificial linguistié
hedges where we need an open view.., | o
| 6 The aspect-blind would be véry 1iké Malcolm'é »
(1971, p. 93f.) *ﬁtural behavi%;ist, tﬁg imagiﬂaryvmank
who ‘actually lives accg;ding ;o-the dictates of
behaviorism. Among the;maﬁy prdﬁléms facing this 4
unfortunate fellpw wouid be that of recogniziﬁg T
‘expressi6ns. To see that this is ndt simply a matter of
noting the'"geomet;iéal descrfbtioné" (ibid., p. 97) of
faces, gonsider the following remark of Wittgenétein’s:
" Think of ﬁhe recognition of faciai
expressions. Or of the-description of facial
expressions--which does not consist in giving the

‘'measurements of the face! YThink, too, how one can
imitate a man's face without seeing one's own in a

Ty i
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mirror. (PI, #285) | : ' :
The natural behaviorist will not find employment as an

actor. Wittgenstein (quoted in Gier, 1981) summarized

this discrepancy betweén behaviorism and the actual

el . ]

At ] .
circumstances of our lives.in an even more pithy remark:

"Behaviorism: 'It*seems to me as if I'm sad, my head is
| , my hea.

Tooe

drooping so'" (p. 135).

s

Chapter Six . ‘ e

We treat Maturana's use of the terms ﬁcognition"

v

and "knowing" as synonymous because he does not

: dlstlngulsh between the two e1ther by deflnltion or use.

N

Whenvasked during the Calgary Public Seminar Series
(1983) if he did in fact distinguish between the two = 57
termex Maturana's ansQer was equivocal and incohclusive.

Maturana may prefer cognition 8simply because, as a less

'frequently used word, its grammar is less well developed

and it is thus more adaptable to his purposes. However,

since cognition is invariably defined 1ﬁ terms of

. o
knowing (e.g.: "the act or procdess of knowing"--

Merriam-Webster Dictionary} "Action or faculty. of

o *

knowing . . ."-—Co;%ase Oxford Dictionary), it draws

v1rtually all of its meaning from the grammar of know, '

It is as if cognitlon were a word in a foreign

K

language which we must first translate 'n terms of
khowing before we can understand it.
2It is dlfficult, for instance, to think of an

example from everyday speech in which the ‘two words
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- | ‘ /

~could be used interchangeably. Perhaps and old soldier )

might say, "I have lived the ex;érience of war," which
could be paraphrased as, "I have known- the experience of
war." But here the concept of experie&ce mhst be

brought in to mediate a common ground hetwegh‘the two.

In general they are not interchangeable.

3The word "reality" here will be seen by sdme as a ’

red flag, indicating the Wlttgensteln was reallz a

"realist." But this is to miss one of Wlttgensteln's
Sost important points; namely, that when we use a wqgrd H
naturally (i.e., in a way approprlate to 1ts grammar), }
there need not be any phllosophy implied at all The o

word reality has its appropriate useS‘whleh have

nothing to do with the various philosophies bearing the

o

. . : e ’ - ‘0
label realism. In the same way, we do not abardon the

words man and moon just because they were once
agsociated with some erroneous ideas about a lunar

inhabitant; we simply try to use them more ap%ropgiatelyw

next time. The sgogtaggouS'use of words cannot be. 3;¥;
wrong, because this is the only standard against which we
can measure right and wrong. |

4The "Theory of Logical Types,"”developed by
Russell and Whitehead (1910) in the Principia

Mathmatica, is often cited especially by Bateson (e 2.,

1972, p. 279f.), as a principle theoretical mooring of

the systemic position. But’Wittgenstein,ronce a close



5
ﬁriend‘and EOIIaborator of Russell, was ;profoundlj
dissatisfied with the theory of types (Kenny, 1973{

p. 42). Wlttgensteln found the: ‘theory 'superfluous"
because "if omne knows the range of'ﬁpplicability {of a
word or symbol], one will run no risk of generating
logical parsdok by extending it beyond its range or
Ytype" (Bartley, 1975 p. 78). For Wittgenstein the
theory of types represented exactly the type of escape
into abstractlon and, ana1y31s agalnst whlch he directed
the whole force of his philosophy; one must gggl with

the word, not retreat into theory. As much as any other

single issue, the break with Russell over the theory of
types emphasiees the shsro diversion of Wittgenstein's
philosophy fromvthe maipstream ot-Western thought. Fo;
Wittgenstein, any such theory simply will not do: fIf
anybody offers me a theorz I would say: No, no, that
_doesn t interest me. Even if the theory were true that_
would not interest me--it would not be what I seek"
(Wittgenstein, quoted in Waismann, 1965, p. 16). But
éor mostudggferh thinkers, inciuding‘the s}stemic
school, the whole obJect is to establash a theory ‘
Ironlcally enough Wittgenstein is sometimes referred to,
ufor support»by systemic theorists, and even claimed as.
,part of their philosophical heritage'(ngéﬁan, 1985, p.
391).. But, tellingly, it is almost always the Tractatus
to which these writer refer, thereby allying themselves

with Wit?EEnstein's early }hilosophy which was still

ro
g~
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circumscribed by the pardmeters of logic and-analysis he #°~
later came to repudiate. Thus if, as Bateson (1972)
asserts, behavioral .scientist "can claim approximately

sixty years of obsolescence" because they have "ignored

the problems of the Principia Mathmatica" (p. 279), then
. . » - '

Bateson can claim almost fifty years of obsolescence
through his ignorance of Wittgenstein's post-Tractatus

_ gﬁ.

philosophy.
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