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SUMMARY

The interpretation of behaviour in psychodynsmic terms serves
both as a mode of explanation and as an agency of therapeutic
chenges  Although there is some discussion of the relation
between these roles, the main purpose is to investigate the way
in which it carries oul its explanatory function. This is
done with special reference to some of those rational end
empirical principles which are regularly said to characterise
"geientific" procedures, and to be absent from psychodynamic
oness But since human behaviour is characteristically purposive
tintentional' and expressive, and since interpretation is
typically concerned with what such behaviour means or represents
(and with the method of communicating such inferences), some
affinities are explored with artistio interpretation which also
has elements of explanatory analysis and executive comﬁunication
(chhe 2, 8)s 4 second principal analogy is the understanding
of language, where problems of decipherment, translation and
textual criticism are argued to have important parallels, in
their rationale and use of evidence, with psychodynamic
interpretation (esps che 7)s This leads to the suggestion

that many psychodynamic concepts refer to (or are in some sense
‘models of') generative or transformative mechanisms relating
underlying structures to particular behavioural episodess

This in turn reflects our main contention (esps che 5) sbout

" scientific principles'ly which is that the appwopriate paradigm
for human behaviour is that of structure-modelling (in the wide
variety of ways used in real, rather than stereotypic, " science'),
rather than that of hypothetico~-deductive experimentalism.

From these points of wiew, psychodynamic interpretation is defended
against some familiar but misdirected criticisms to do with its
supposed lack of precision end objectivity, and its reliance on
contaminated evidence (espe che 4)e Suggestions are also made
passim about meeting valid features of such criticisme
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INTRODUCTION

"Could he, whose rules the rapid comet bind,
Describe or fix one movement of his mind?"

POPE: Essay oa Man, II, 35.

Few people would nowadays write @n Essay on Man; but
that is not to say that the "proper study of mankind" is
neglected. Rather,he is treated differently. His actioms,
capacities and functions, his perceptions, responses and
attitudes, his motives, relationships and organisatibns,
his thoughts, feelings and dreams, have all become the
subject of that motley group of inquiries known as the
Behavioural Sciences. This title is intended, no doubt,
to signal to thelimpressionable the transfg; of such topics
from the realm of educated literaturé to that of the $aboratory,
where numeracy has too often been substituted for both |izteracy
and education. In Britain, we even have a government institution
to mark the contrast: the Department of Education and Science.
Some voices, however, are still occasionally raised which
venture to ask, with the poet, whether Man really is, after all,

a suitable subject fior Science (Ayér 1964, Deese 1972).

Some of those who raise this question do so, to be sure,
for the wrong sort of reason., There is, for example, the
obscurantist viey that the mysteries of the human soul are
not to be explained.rationally nor to be treated in terms
of law-like regularities; but this will not be our concern.
Neither shall we give much space to the aetiological objection
that to adopt an avowedly 'scientific' approach to emotional
functioning is symptomatic of schizoid émpersonalisation and

P-03 Gt 1961, pp2 - 253)
over-intellectudlism (Fairbairn 195%{ ' ?ﬁ%ut it may



also be doubted, on more sober and rational grounds, that actions
which are a function, in an admittedly problematical sense, of
the agent's preconceived intentions and purposes, can be studied
and understood adequately by methods that have proved fruitful

with planets, chemicals and steam-engines.

Nevertheless, such is the prestige which the established
physical sciené;;s have derived from their spectacular achievements,
that other studies, such as psychology, economics, archaeology,
sociology and anthropology,which have been anxious to claim an
intellectually respectable pedigree(in the belief that hope of
progeny goes with pride of ancestry), have consequently devoted
considerable energy to insisting that their methods are objective,
to hammering their data into quantifiable form, and generally to
sacrificing on the altar of Scientism. Even the ancient Muse of
history has been seen to shuffle the dust of Helicon, cast an
uneasy glance over her shoulder, and grasp ambivalently at the
passing bandwaggon. So eager, however, were some psychologists to
mount the vehicle, that she was brushed aside; and they, having clamb-
ered aboar&, began calling out to thzse students of Man who were
less precipitate, "Either you have a Science or you have nothing".
Thus they revived the kind of sectarian exclusiveness which
fortified theologians through the Dark Ages, for St. Augustine had
similarly preached that there was no salvation outside the Church:

salus extra ecclesiam non est.

The rejection of this attitude, so far as it touches psycho-
dynamics in general and interpretation in particular, will be a
recurrent theme in our discussion. We shall have to take account of

the dispute which has divided psychologists and comm;htators into



3e

those who hold, on the one hand, that the study of psychodynamics
can be significant and constructive, and those, on the ohber,

who see nothing in it but misguided and disreputable crystale-gazing.
The former, it is true, ere often none too convincing when pressed
to give an account of their methodology, while the latter parade

the banner of 'Science' and dress the window with slogans about

' objectivity' , ' hypothesis=-testing' 4 'predictions', 'experi%mtal
method' and the rest of ite These guardians of the Popperian
shrine attack the plumbers of the soulifor being not only umnsecientific
in their empirical procedures (a sufficient crime), but also
illogical mg:::argumantation. We try to identify snd straighten

out some of the muddles which confuse this controversy (chhe 5=7)e

our general defence will be that not all approaches to the
understanding of humen behaviour (or anything else, for that
matter) need to be 'scientific', in the sense required by these
window-dressers, in order to be rational, useful and concerned with
factual truthe Cpecifically, we investigate the nature of the
logical and empiricel work done by certain kinds of statement about
why people do what they doe These statements, and the arguments
in which they play a pert, are of the sort which typify 'psychodynamic*
accounts of behaviour: that is to say, those which deal with the
interplay of such mental states and forces as regularly influence,
and sometimes dominate, our actions and experience., I mean, of
course, the statements which are known as 'interpretations' because
they are intended, in the first instance, to illuminate the
meaning of some behaviour { and only
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indirectly, perhaps,ﬂwhat has caused it).

Our contention will be that, although the implied
rationale which supports or generates such interpretive
statements in a particular case is demonstrabley different
in important respects from what is characteristic of procedure
in many physical sciences, yet it is not necessarily any the
worse for that. For it has features in common with the
procedures and argumentation used by other learned men,
such as historians, archaeologists, linguists or epigraphists,
who also manage to arrive at true, factual, well-founded and

sometimes spectacular conclusions about their subject-matter.

This is not to deny that extremists in the psychodynamic
camp have shown a culpable disregard for standards of evidence,
objective observation and philosophical acum;h in their
speculations about the ?motional currents underlying people's
behaviour. But it is important to convict them on the right
charge. To wave the slogans of scientism at them may be to
misconstrue the logic of what they are up to (or could be up to),
and to accuse them of not being something which they have no
need to be. And yet, in theiri;:gzzggse-to appropriate to the
study of Man the supposed tools and tactics of some physical
sciences, many psychologists over-reach themselves and seem
to assume that only physicists had previously been concerned with
observation, facts, evidi;ce, accuracy and sound reasoning; and,
further that the implied rationale of "scientific discovery"
as spelled out by Popper in the 30's remains the alpha and omega

of empirical truth.

Thus Eysenck tells us that either "psychoanalysis is a
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science, or it is nothing"; and agein that "the answer to the

question 'what is wrong with psychanalysis?' is simple: psychoanalysis
is unscientific" (1963, pe68; 1953, pe2hi)e The answer is complicated,
however, by his telling us at the same time that you can Jjudge

whether a discipline is "scientific" or not "without value implications"
(1953, pe226)s For it follows from that that the value=free

statement 'P is unscientific' cannot be an answer ( simple or other-
wise) to the velue-loaded question 'what is wropg with P?'; no; can

it generate the inierence that P is "nothing", for that is a denial

of valuee. "Seientific statement", he glso tells us, "is based on
fact and rigomous logical reasoning" (pe227)s Well,des he mean

that only scientific statement is so based? If so, then history

and literary criticism emerge as 'scientific'; if not, then it does

not matter that psychoanalysis is unscientific, for it may #£ill

rest on fact and sound reasoning, which is all that matterses But

even these "scientific truths" are not all that you might think:

they have the disappointing property of not always being "correct".
According to Eysenck, these "truths" (only) "tend to be cormﬁt".
because of the method by which they have been reached (ibide, italics
added)e 2 flexible conception of truth, to say the leaste

Paychodymenic ideas in general, he goncludes, rest on "loose and

wishful thinking"e Zvidently not only _psychodynamio idease

The purgetions of Positiviam and Behaviourism were, no
doubt, a therapeutic antidote, in the study of Man, to the romantioc
imagination of some specusliors; ﬁut fortunately for the understanding
of behaviour, andi for the specific contribution of psychodynemic
interpretation, thes% be based on rationel principles other than
those of the idealised laboratorye. These principles are discussed
from three main angles.



of's0mé\ spgculators;hut ene is to defend the business

against traditional lines of attack, by asking from where, in
terms of logical and evidential considerations,any account of
behaviour draws its explanatory force. This leads to an
inquiry into some uses of analogy in scientific theorising;
and 6o the suggestion that psychodynamic interpretation can
helpfully be seen, in its explanatory role, as a special case
of analogical explanation. This way of seeing it carries
implications for the grounds on which we assess 'evidence' as
being supportive, refutatory or neutral i;itespect to a

particular interpretation.

Elaboration of a principal analogy, and of the way it
functions, represents another angle. That the understanding of
behaviour should be regarded as more like understanding a
language than understanding a2 thunderstorm, is not a new idea.

W
In his Introductory Lectures Frend makes it clear that psycho-

dynamic understanding involves believing in "the sense of
sy@ptoms"; and Rycroft has argued this metapsychological stand-
point explicitly, if rather negatively, in more recent times
(1966, pp. 7-21). But perhaps the most welcome philosophical
support for this attitude comes indirectly from a non-psychodynamic
study by Harre & Secord (1972), who argue for an "anthropomorphic
model of man", characterised by attention to 'powers' rather

than 'causes', in which some Freudian concepts might have the
status of models for the unknown mechanisms which generate (by
analogy with psycholinguistic concepts of 'generative grammar'’
and 'deep structure') the subjective significances with which
people invest objects and events. We explore this approach by

reference to certain linguistic activities including translation

g



and decipherment, and to the way in which their practitioners

meet questions of evidence, explanation and validation.

The third angle is to make emplicit, what we have so far
assumed, that the explanatory role of intepretation can, for some
purposes, be separated from its therapeutic one, and to ask

) 0f ot rpagtuteon§
what light each throws on the other. Theiw job[;;ktherapy
is to get something done; but presumably what they are intended
to do is a function of what, if anything, they are supposed to be
saying. Another analogy is pursued #n order to illuminate both
the nature qf the claim-content“in what is being said, and the
relation b&tween that and the job-content. The analogy is that of
the interpretation of musical structure, which has also two aspects:
on one hand, the analytical description, or depiction, of the
alleged 'structure' of work; and on the other the communication
of a sense of that structuee to an audience in performance. We
shall see that the validation of these analytical structure-claims,
often in the face of rival claims, raises similar problmms to
those encountered by the explanatory claims of psychodynamic
interpretation; and that the executive aspect of musical
interpretation resembles, if only in its (partial) dependence
on the analytic aspect and its need to make a systematic effect on

an audience, the job-content of therapeutic interpretation.

It will be apparent from this that the metaphuri of meaning
and structure, as well as reflections on the characteristics of
science and rationality, will run through our discussion. They
will keep cropping up, like the themes in a multiple rondo.

But if there is no strict sonatq form, there will at least

be one continuous pedal note: namely, the insistence that the
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physical sciences and their methods are not the soleiﬁy&mﬂi&n& of
rationality nor of fact; and that there is more to the studp
of Man than slogans about objectivity, measurement, prediction and
controlled variablﬁs. Science, we shall say, was made for

man, and not man for science.

"Trace Science then, with modesty th@y guide;
First strip off all her equipage of pride..."

POPE: op. cit., 43.



Chapter 1

Dramatis Personae

(a) What are we talking about?
(b) Some aspects identified.

(¢) A glance at representation and expression.

(a) What are we talking about? Let us work outwards, by

way of conceptual reconnaissance, from an example of a very
general kind of psychodynamic interpretation, which does
not presuppose any particular theory of personality or
psychopathology, and which I take to be typical of many
sorts of interview-transaction, such as may occur in social
case-work, vocational guidance, marriage-counselling,
commercial 'depth-interview', general medical practice, or
outright psychotherapy. We shall then be able to see more
vividly what kinds of question, comparison and distinction
suggest themselves (or ought to be suggested), and we shall
have forged some pegs upon which to hang the controversial

issues which I want to discuss.

A patient who has been coming to see me regularly
greets my habitual first phrase of our therapeutic session oa¢ daj
with "Ah, your conventional opening;"; and I reply something
like, "Perhaps you feel that what you have to say to me

today is neét so conventional...". (The fact that some schools



of psychotherapy self-consciously avoid any such f'irst phrases is,
of course, irrelevants) With this single speech-act I am doing
two, and perhaps three, thingse. That it may 'mean' many more
things to the particular hearer is again another matter; except
insofer as the contrast between what a speaker intends todo,
logically speaking, in & speechwact and what ei'fect he has on a
hearer has proved important, as we shall see, in the analysis of

'meaning' «

(i) By indicating what may be on his mind, and that the
associated feelings can be recognised and esccepted, I hope to make it
easier for him to express those ideas and affectse (ii) What I
actually suggest, by way of identification, about just what is on
his mind, namely that it is something unconventional=-seeming, looks
like a tentative assertion of fact, of whateis=the-case. (iii)

And I also imply, because what I sa y derives from what he says,
that there is a connection, between his categorisation of my
behaviour as conventional and his hypothesised (by me) perception of
his own, in respect of the same construct { to use Kedly's (1955)
language), = that of 'conventionality'e The former is taken as a

sign of'y or pointer toyz the latter.

The attempt, in (i) to loosen up communication is part of
a general effort to move the patient's behaviour in a supposedly
beneficial direction, and as such is hopefully therapeutice Or at
least, lest we assume too much, insofar as it moves or changes him
Strachey (1963) amds
at all, it is whatLI{ycroft (1968, pe76) hawecalled "mutative" end Farrell
"transformative"s [Now there are many ways, of course, of transforming

people's behaviour by saying things to them: promises, advice,

sugrestions, threats, bribes, flattery and abuse are some.

lo
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The third aspect (iii) of my speeche-act looks in itself like a
relatively independent matter-of=-fact claim that the patient said

Y because (in some sense) he had X on his minde That is to say,

it looks like oifering some sort of[(mowiwmzation of why he seid Y;

an explanation which would stand or fall on merits independent of

the motive for which it was edvenced ( that being to help get him
better)s And there is sore to it than this: because the traditional
notion of interpretation implies that this relation between X end Y
is something more specific than just a vaguely generally causal

ones

It has some causal~looking features, to be sure, but we
have to look a bit closers For if the patient comes in limping
and with his tr;users torn, I might infer that he had fallen and
hurt his knee on the way to the clinic. This, however, would not
constitute an interpretation of tlie limp; not at least, of the kind
we are concerned withe But if he seemed to be drawing attention
to the limp, by fussing about it unduly or parading it, I might
think that this total behaviour ( the fussing-sbout~the=limp) meant,
or was 'his way of saying' (as the phrase goes) "Look what risks of
injury I teke coming to see you; you cannot reject me now, can you?".
This would be to interpret the situations An interpretation proper,
that is to say, does not merely assert, implicitly, that X is
evidence for Y, or is an (Mlication that Y is the case: it asserts
that X is an expression of Y, admittedly in a problematical para=
linguistic sense, and with the notion of (unconscious) intention
to express or communicate not far below the surfaces And insofar

as what is said to be so expressed, is
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a feeling, thought, attitude, ideg, anxiety, motive

etc. (in other words, some 'mental' state, event, force, etc.),
to that extent it is a 'psychodynamic' interpretation.

Further, it is the combination of this particular kind of
explanationtclaim:f&;ii), with the intention of

'transforming' the patient by giving it:EE;), that would

seem essentially characteristic of a therapeutic

interpretation. We shall have to keep returning to this idea.

The distinction between these two aspects of clinical
interpretation is brought out by#moticing that, as a
therapeutic or transformative act, it invites such qaestions
as 'Was it effective?' and 'Was it given at the appropriate
time?' orgl...in the appropriate way?'; whereas in its
quasi-explanatory role it is presumably to be judged as true,
false, more-or-less precise or more-or-less complete. But how,
in the latter case, are we to assess this particular sort of
‘explanation'? The varieties and principles of explanation have
been much discussed, to say the least; and we shall have to
refer to some of the studies which impinge most closely on
our topic (chh. 5,6). Let us just notice, for the moment,
that it is eme thing to explain how-something-is-done, and
another to explain what-something-means. Egplaining what
makes a refrigerator work is obviouily a very different
logical job from explaining what 'polytheistic',[::;:seeijwﬁnr

Italian gesture, means.

Suppose that the patient in our example does turn out to
have the required sort of thing on his mind (that is, something
tunconventional™); in fact he began to talk of wanting to

be rid of his wife, and to marry someone else's. That does



s e I3.
not in itself substantiate the implied interpretive

claim that his first remark ("Ah, your conventional opening}")
was a function, in terms either of cause-effectj or of
meaning, of what was on his mind. The two things,comment

and preoccupation, might have been quite independent. But
how could it ever be shown that there really was such a
relationship as postulated: namely, that the comment was

a sign, effect or expression of the preoccupation? (The
objection that this is a pre-Rylean formulation can be

waived for the moment.) That the patient should have such

a thing on his mind is a necessayy condition of accepting my ex-
planation-claim as true; but it is surely not a sufficient one
because the preoccupation might have been theee without

having generated the comment. I still need vindication for
postulating the link, and it is a problem to know what form

such vindication would take. For that depends on what sort of link

I have postulated.

Several questions, then, are already raised by our exanmple,
and they give some idea of the kinds of probiﬁm we shall be
concerned with. They are raised, moreover, by a somewhat
mundane example, which is at once less complex than some florid
dream-interpretation and more characteristic of everyday
psychodynamic transactions. There seem to be a number of
sep@rable strands runding through and making up even this
rather prosaic sort of interpretation: meaning, comminication,
transformation, causes, explanation, and individual
'perspective'. Insofar as particular interpretations vary

in type, and in the purpose for which they are made, they
will vary as to which of these threads are present, and as

to which of those present is or are the most conspicuous.
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But should we not specify, in a more comprehensive way,
what defines the class of proposition or activities, called
'interpretations' , of which our example is an exemple ? Perhaps
we should try to say what particular subgroup of what wider class of
accounts of humen behaviour is to count as that of interpretations.
It may be a misteke to think this a necessary prelude to a coherent
program of investigation, and there is certainly e danger that in
trying to squeeze the concept into a definitive mould you will distort
it by including too much or by excluding something thet is wanted;
or that you will stultifly it by producing & formula which is .
logically circulars This was the fate of some vell=known early
definitions of 'learning' by science-conscious but philesophically
naive psychologistse "We may def'ine 'learhing' as a change in the
probability of response" wrote Skinner (1950, p.199)s Well, you
may do, at your peril. Because you will end up t alking about
something very different from what everybody else understands by
'learning'; and it will become appropriste, on your account, to
designate as "learning" certain behavioural changes which have
nothing to do with learninges Thus, if I catch a cold, the probability
of my 'sneezing-response' changes, but I have not learned to sneeze

more oftens Skinner's definition includes too muche

Hilgard hed foreseen this pitfall, and tried to avoid it
by stipulating what such a change in response must be due to in
order to count as learninge So he introduced the proviso that
it must be due to ® training” (1948, pe H Je But he is now faced
with the task of specifying some independent criteria for what

activities are zoing to count as *training"; that is, criteria



that do not themselves refer back to the definiendum

'learning'. His specification will have to exclude, for
example, the effects of accident, surgery or medication
without mentioning learning, Insofar as he fails to do this,
perhaps because the task is logically impossible, the proviso
about 'training' risksgmaking a circle of the definition
, fu pTL o ne
and rendering it worthless; an@[it would seem also to reduce
the animal experimenters' concept of 'latent learning', which
is characterised bys:ge absence of training, to incoherence.
It is only fair to add that, in a revised edition of his discussion

(1956, pp. 1-6), Hilgard treats the problem more cautiously.

(b) Some aspects identified. Let us see if some textbook

definitions of 'interpretation' fare any better. There will be the
difficulty that some will be concerned with particularities

like dreams or symbols,rather than with behaviour in general;

but it may be that there are only particular interpretations

of particular sorts of behaviour (such as dreams, slips of the
tongue, gestures, psychosomatic symptoms), and that it is a mistake
to expect them all to function in the same way and exhibit

the same range of laégical properties. Concentrating on the
practical use of interpretation in therapy, 1§¥Y gives an account
which, like Skinner's of 'learning', is altogether too loose and
unselectivelllzgome points. He writes (1963, p.5) that it
consists typically in presenting "an alternate description of

some behavioural datum" in order to ''redefine" or '"restructure"

a situation for someone who is "in a bind". But only some

such proferred restructuringsof my view ofK:;tion or habit of

mine are interpretations of it; and we need to mark off which
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they arees Christian preachers, including the poet George Herbert,
have often exhorted bored housewives to 'restructure' or construe
their household chores as a contribution to the will of God, to
the Grand Design, to cosmic order or to the fight against entropy:
"Who sweeps & room as for Thy laws/makes that and the action fine"
( Herbert, The ulixir). But this is not interpretation, in the
sense that Levy wants; it is preaching.

What Levy is trying to get at, unsuccessfully, is the idea
that people are often "in a bind" because they are really (deep
down, unconsciously) structuring some situation in a different way
than they ( consciously) recognise; and that interpretation consists
in bringing to light,; and presenting them with, this hitherto
hidden (neurotic, infantile, anxiety-driven) mode oi structuring.
How far, and in what way, a therapist goes on to encourage an
alternative ( and hopefully more %liatia. healthy or:adaptive)
structuring is a matter of therapeutic doctrine and techniques The
material which is interpreted, however, is not necessarily or entirely
"hidden" from the patients Indeed, sometimes it is all too apparent,
and the purpose of the therapist identifying and verbalising it is
held to be to reassure the patient that his feelings etce are not
too terrible to be faced openlyes This is sometimes urged as one
point of interpreting to children, and we consequently find Money-
Kyide omitting from his characterisation of XKleinian interpretation
any reference to how accessible to the child are the feelings referred
to: "..es8he provided them with toys and encouraged them to 'play freely’
ess » She then 'interpreted' their pley, that is, she described to
them the feelings and phantasies which seemed to be expressed by it"
(1955, pexii).

Ryeroft (1968, pe76) offers a definition which is very much
more to the point; but it does not quite avoid the difficulty of
including too much, and it illuminatingly invites the charge of
explaining obscurum per obscuriuse After the comment that the general
idea is that of "elucidating and expoinding the meaning of something
abstruse, obscure, etc.", he writes that psychoanslytic interpretations
are statemenis in which the analgst "attributes to a dream, a symptom,
or a chain of free associations some meaning over and above (under and belou)
that given to it by the patient”.



But we need to specify more closely the kind of 'meaning'

®hich the analyst atributes, and/or the relation between the
interpretive statement and the phenomenon interpreted

(that is, the method of deriving the interpretation from the
data) in order that not any sort of fuller understanding or greater
knowledge of X shall count as a psychodynamic interpretation of
X. If Rycroft attributes the meaning of 'chicken-pox' to a
patient's spots, this may well be "over and above'! (not to

say "under and below"”) that given it by the patient; but the
diagnostic judgement is not of the same sort, ner is it arrived
at by the same pattern fif inference, as when he interprets a
glove-anaesthesia as a hysterical conversion of some repressed
anxiety about bathing a baby. Just Mlaf}iiﬁ differences are
we shall examine bilow (ch‘b&@.).ﬁﬂ fhat matters for the

moment is to see that this sort of distinction would have

to be built into Rycroft's definition in order to make it

sufficiently clear-cut.

The possible objection that the chiiken-pox diagnosis
does not go "over and above'" the patient's own judgement
that there was something wrong with him, but only elabozates
it on the same level by spelling out what is wrong,
draws attention to this obscure metaphor of stratification which
Rycroft uses. The interpreted meaning has to be at a different
level from that apparent to the patiemt, but so loose is the figure
of speech that it can be conceived as either 'above' or 'below', -
as a superior or more profound meaning. Does the interpreter trade
in mysteries that are supernatural or infernal? The quotation

from Virgil which Freud put at the head of his Interpretation

of Dreams suggest that he at least was prepared to think that
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it might be the latter: Flectere si negueo superos,

Acheronta movebo (If I cannot prevail upon the gods above,

I shall stir up the Underworld'). But what are these
strata of meaning, and what is it for one to be above or

below another?

Freudian dream-theory has, of course, made familiar the
& concept of 'latent content'. There is a meaning or
message, about repressed guilty wishes and feared phantasied
punishments, as it were "lying hid" (latere) among the
distorted and censored images which were 'manifest' to the
dreamer. He who knows the code of symbolism (both general to
humanity and idiosyncratic to the particular person), and
understands the characteristics of 'primary process' thinking
which Freud referred to as the "language" of the Unconscious,
can work back, with the patiesat's help, from the manifest
dream-image to the latent emotions, impulses, wishes and
anxieties. These are thought of as "lying hid" partly because
their identity has been actively concealed and obé@red by various
dream-agencies, and partly because they are in any case of a
kind which belong to a lower level of mental functioning in the
Freudian scheme. The level at which such forces function is
"lower", with respect to those of the ego and the superego,
not just by virtue of being represented as literally at the
bottom of a diagram of the 'psychic apparatus' (1933, p. 542),
but also because they are supposed to be typical of lower
rungs in the ladder of psycho-biological development. They are primi
bive in the sense of being characteristic of relatively infantile
or immature stages of mental and emotional development; that is,

stages of irrational, pre-logical, fantasy-dominated thinking
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and of instinct-driven, crude and impulsive affects.

The notions of obscurity, as to how you discover what is

: Witk mespect ty
really there, and of ontogenetic primacy,/&n terms of what
sort of thing is theee, have coalesced in this image of psychic
humility. And they both have a firm place in the concept of
psychodynamic interpretation. But I shall argue that whereas
it is the nature of the forces which it purports to describe

that makes an interpretation "psychodynamic", what makes it an

"interpretation” is the mekhod of penetrating the obscurity.

(c) A glance at representation and expression. Let us not be

too embarrassed, however, that we have not succeeded in

concocting a form of words which includes all the sorts of state-
ments or stories that we are interested in, a;ﬁ which marks off
clearly all that do not count. It may be an error to expect them all
to share the same properties, so that they can be captured by a

schoolman's definition per genus et differentiam. Perhaps,

although they do a certain sort of job, and do it in a certain
sort of way, what they all have in common is, like Wittgenstein's
overworked ""games', not a set of categorical properties but only
a sort of 'family-resehblance' which shows up here in the line

of the nose, and there in the ocolour of the hair.

When seeking how to pin down what would count as a work of
art and what would not, or rather, how to distinguish formally th;se
things that we do regard as works of art from those that we do not,
Wollheim found himself forced into a sigilar corner (1968, ppll74¢y.
Since aesthetic analogy is a kind to which we shall return now a;ﬁ
again, it will be well to notice how he dealt with the problem.

It might seem that all you have to do, as a first move, ipﬂéraw up
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a list of all the different sorts of art-work and then look to
see what properties they have in common (and which non-art-works
lack) . The antecedent unlikelihood of finding any categorical
property shared by e.g. a string quartet, Michaelangelo's

David and a couplet of Theocritus is considerable enough.

Add to it the tactical difficulty of knowing how to tell when
your 1list of contenders is complete; and that of identifying the
precise nature of the contenders, so as to know between exactly

what you are seeking resemblances.

This latter problem arises because it is hard to see
whether to identify the essential art-object in the case of the
quartet, for instance, with the printed score, the composer's
manuscript, the sum of all actual or possible performances or
the ideas in the composer's mind. If the score, then whose copy?;
if the manuscript, suppose it has been destroyed?; if performances,
how do you tell that they are of that work?; if the ideas, they
no longer exist. Even if we concentrate on art4works whose identify
as works of art is intimately connected with that of tangible
physical objects (such as paintings and statues), and which seem
to be more or less representational, there is the difficulty that
we want to attribute to the picture, qua pictute, gualities
which canvas and paint do not have, such as movement, piety or

repose.

A second problem, which is closely relevant because clinical
interpretations often speak of overt behaviour ¢representing®
some unrecognised feeling or motive, is that there are many
ways in which A may "represent” B, and it is not&riously hard
to say in virtue of what, exactly, in particular case, A is a

‘representation’' of B. Taking up the latter point, Wollheim
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remarks that resemblance obviously will not do as either

sufficient or necessary condttion (1968, pp.32-36).
Because if I draw a picture of Wittgenstein which in fact looks

like Napoleon, that neikher makes it a representation of

Napoleon nor prevents it from being one of Wittgenstein.

True, somebody could use it as a representation of Napoleon

in a history class; but this only emphasises the role of
intention, and I could still insist that it was really
(intended as) a representation of Wittgenstein. My insistence
on the intention is not, however, immune to all factual
considerations: I should havegto revise it if I had copied

a picture of Napoleon which was mis-labelled 'Wittgenstein',
and was consequently mistaken in thinking that what I was

drawing was Wittgenstein.

Since there are many ways of 'representing' any one
mettods

thing, (the first point above), someLna;s may have nothing by
way of physical, or even relational, properties in common
at all. The chemical formula for sodlum chloride looks
nothing like a ball-and-wire model of fits molecule, but they
are both effective representations of that substance (cp.
Wittgenstein on 'picturing' the facts that constitute the world,
in Tractatus). How much more is this true in expressive arts,
where 'autumn' or 'devotion' may be represented in music, verse

or paint. There may be little enough resemblance, indeed, between

two artists' paintings of The Creation; but what could there

possibly be in common between one such picture and Haydn's
orchestral 'Representation of chaos' at the start of his

oratorio The Creation?
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This 3ack of categorical correspondences between
artistic representations of the same thing, or, for that
matter, between linguistic representations, will be appealed
to later when we consider the consequences of the assumption
that the same psychodynamic element may be expressed in
different behaviour; %h assumption from which it obviously
follows that it would be idle to expect a one-to-one

NEt o~ variety T onslanets,
correspondenceibetween observed behaviour and interpreted
psychodynamic content. More specifically, we do sometimes
speak, of course, of a creative artist's representation of
a fairly standard theme, such as 'the fall of Adam' or 'the
four seasons', as his interpretation of it, and this is
separate from the sense in which an execttant performer gives
an interpretation of a literary or musical text. But the latter

analogy will recur in the context of the therapeutic use

of psychodynamic interpretations@i.Z@D-

So multifarious are the obstacles to constructing an
account based on the communality or exclusiveness of some
particular properties, that Wollheim seems compelled to invoke
the "aesthetic attitude" and to concede that anything created
as, or in the spitit of, art-work has to be allowed to count.
Indeed, some would extend the notion to include anything
perceived in such a spirit: such objects of 'natural art’
being rocks shaped by the sea or oddly-grown branches from a
hedge. This is not to say that anything purported as an art-
work is such, because its creator might be mistaken in thinking
that he was working in the appropriate spirit; and the same
presumably goes for a perceiver. Imebriation has been mis-

identified before now as inspiration. But if the search for
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crit¢ria is abandoned (pp.119F¥120), what is this spirit
which isgput in its place? Another Wittgensteiniag concept,
even more nebulous than 'family-resemblance': a "form of

life" (Lebensform). Let us see if we can be more specific

than this ingrespect of psychodynamic interpretation.

If we could get no nearer to a traditional definition
of terms than the 'family resemblance' analogy brings us,
would not this be thought a dereliction of duty on the
grounds that systematic theorising depends upon the use of
technical concepts whose fields of reference and implication
are unambiguous? How else are theories to be tested against
facts, revised and replaced? This is the first of many encounters
we shall have with what Harré (1970) calls the "myth of deductivism",
The myth has been sold wholesale by influential philosophers
of science, andThas been bought in bulk by many teachers of
psychology, whose students, lacking the equipment to assess it, are
left mouthing clikhes about hypotheses, predictiong and
experimental evidence, and are implicitly inyited to believe
that non-scientific enterprises (like histoﬂ?s of Queen
Elizabeth, translations of Voltaire, discussions of 'causality' or
commentaries d? Tacitus) are characterised by imprecision,
capriégiousness and indifference to the facts. It is a mediaeval
superstition, endorsed by Descartes' fantasy of encompassing
all knowledge-of-the-world under a quasi-mathematical scheme
of proposition and implication inwwhich deductive logic is the
only valid ticket of inference, that you need to be able to
mark off complete and clear-cut boundaries of reference before a

term can be useful to knowledge. The idea is khat by such

exhaustive referential circumscription, empirical terms are
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converted into logical connters suitable for playing the

cartesian inference-game., &F
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But so far from the whole of scientific methodology exemplifying
this schizoid fiction (in whatever up-dated Popperian form), it is
not even true, in real-life science, that the use of particular

terms necessarily conforms to the plan.

Scriven has made the point with reference to the
astrophysicist's concept of a 'radio-star', in his reply to
Skinner's critiqué@f psychoanalytic concepts. Skinner had
argued that Freud should have avoided some of the looseness and
vagueness in his theories, and generally made them approximate
more to the good old physical sciences, by defining the cenS;al
concepts more closely from the start, if only by means of that

well-known methodological deus ex machina ‘'operatiomal definition'

(1954g,p. 305). Scriven answers that this is a misconceived
.requirement of scientific theorising because, when you are breaking
new observational and explanatory ground (and perhaps even when you
are not), you may need merely to sketch in some aspects of what looks
like being a new 'concept+, in order to focus attention On certain
features and suggest connections, while leaving open the

questions of what other features may also be important, and hence
of what objects or phenomena may come to be subsumed under the

new goncept. For this sort of reason,'"it is as wrong to suggest
that Freud should have pinned his terms down to infant neurology

or ... to physical and biological science, as it would be to

insist that the founders of radio astronomy should hmve said
whether a radio star was a solid boedy or a region of space. They
introduced the term as a mame for the ijothesised origin of shorts

wave electromagnetic radiation'". (Scriven 1956, p.128).
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That is to say, you may usefully call whatever-it-is
that produces certain crucially interesting phenomena,
or behaves in a certain way, a "pulsar' without knowing what
other properties pulsars may turn out to have. Indeed some of
these other properties may turn out to be more important and
exclusive than the ones otiginally picked out, so that they
eventually take over as the defining criterda of the concept.
When Freud broadened the concept of ‘sexuility' by declaring
"sexual 1life comprises the function of obtaining pleasure
from zones of the body" (1938, p.26), he was doing something
of this sort. And when something crops up which meets most of
the criteria, or meets them in a sort of way, doubt will
arise whether to teat it as an anomolous pulsar, a true pulsar
in freak conditions, or something quite different which is
"mimicking" certain pulsar-like effects. But the possibility
of such doubts, and the fact thak they are not totally
forestalled a priori, does not render the 'pulsar' concept
usetess. Lorenz's ethological coqézpt of 'imprinting' was not
made scientifically worthless by uncertainti} about exactly
what would prove to be the essential features of the sort of
behaviour he was marking out, nor about whether, for instance,
the human infant's "social smile" should count as an instance
(Ambrose et.al. 1963). Such questioms do indeed lead to finer
dist¥nctions being drawn, and to some aspects being emphasised
rather than others, but that is a different matter. This
chronic vulnerability of many empirical concepté&o the
“horderline case™ is connoted by Waismann's well-known notion

of the "open texture" of many concepﬂs in physical sciences

(19:5. e%p. p. 120).
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However, even if we do not offer a formula which is proof
against the seepage of uncertainty, any more than Rycroft does,
we can surely agree with him that the main heritable characteristic
which the family of psychodynamic interpretation exhibits is a
concern for '"meaning". They are statements which purport to
provide understanding of certain behaviour by teeating it as
bearing obscure but potentially explicable signs, unrecognised by
the agent, of the agent's feelings, motives, attitudes, unconsious
processes and so on. What kind of signs they are, and what
relation they have to the inferences drawn from them (if indeed they
are "inferences') is left open at this stage (see ch.6)ﬁ@ﬁﬂa
I question in advance that these judgements are like 'inferences',
because this term guggests too close a parallel with a different
hermeneutic situati#n, namely that of the augur taking the omens
(for example, by examining the state of a sacrificial animal's
liver) and using them as evidence for predicting the fortu;és
of some momentous enterprise. There the enterprise is external
to the omens in a way that someone's actions are not external to
his feelings, motives and attitudes. The actions are not so
much evidence for the feelings, and so on, as expressions of them:
@nd there are those, of course, who would even seem to identify
the mental or emotional states with dispositions to act in certain

ways.

When my patient said "Ah, your conventional opening!" (the
argument goes), that was not gronnds for inferring a concern with
conventionality; it was an example of such a concern. Or perhaps
it was both? Somewhat analogous is the misuse of the inference-
paradigm in discussions of perceptual judgement. Early experimental

w
psychologists used to speak of "inferences" made pnconsciously from
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visual "cues" in depth-perception; and, in philosophy,fustin is well
known to have argued against Ayer that it is misleading to construe
everyday cases of seeing something as a house as a pergeptual conclusion
based on the "evidence" of raw sense-datas Actually seeing people
having dinner is importantly unlike inferring, from the 'evidence’

of the crumbs on the table, that people have been having dinner.
(Austing,1962, p«123; cpe Ayer 1967)s So it is with the meéning

of behaviour. To interpret some action as a sign of some conflict

i8 not just to say that it is caused by some ( separate, antecedent)
conflict; it is to see it as conflicted behaviour.

Since interpretations sometimes look more as though they
gre identifyying or conceptualising behaviour as being of a certain
kind, rather than postulating causal antecedents for it, it is
tempting to try to avoid treating them as any variety of explanatione
It is true, of course, that the crucial move in some sorts of explanation
seems to be to identify some element in the explanandum as belonging
to a certain class: ‘Why does Smith have fish for lunch every
Friday?'; 'Well, he's a Romen Catholic, don't you know's But this
move has explanatory force only because there is a generalisation in
the background, under which the identified class (Romen Cetholics) is
tacitly subsumeds However, even if everything that deserves to be
called ( strictly?) anfexplanation'conforms to this logical pattern,
as disciples of Popper and Hempel (such as D.H. Taylor (1970)) still
want to argue despite mounting oriticism, I do not want to prejudge
the question whether all accounts of behaviour which conduce to its
systematic understanding and amelioration also necessarily do

(cpe Che5, section (a) )e
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Acceptance of a formel doctrine about how empirical
explanations function would oblige one to show either that inter=-
pretations really are that sort of thing in disguise, or . that their
function is different but nevertheless réi)eotahla in its own fashione
Reluctance to be restricted in this way is reflected in the rather

more infopmal program of observing that the raison d'etre of all

such accounts is to reduce puzglement to vanishing point, and of
examining how various puzzlement-reducing exercises achieve their
aime Now, puzzlement can be intrinsically of different sorts,

can be about different mrts of things and can arise from different
sources. It would be remarkable, therefore, if there were only one
logical way in which it is dispelled, and if there were thus only
one logical type for quasi-explanatory accounts of behaviours But

we shall return to this issue below (chhe 5,6)e

On the other hand, I do not advocate the opposite view
that psychodynamic interpretations, in therapy at least, represent
merely a puzzlementereducing way of looking at the material, which
is independent of causal end propositional claims ( cpe che3)s The
point of treating some behaviour as the unwitting expression of
something, rather than the effect of something, is to draw attention
away from the framework of causal analysis and covering=laws, in
order to focus it on the guestion of how we do in fact manage to
understand expreassions and meanings of various sortse If we can
then show that such undefstanding, with the empirical consequences
that follow from it,; is regularly reached in the absence of certain

conditions (of precision, control and watertight generslisations)

2%

which the priests of scientism worship, we shall protect certain potentially
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valuable accounte and judgements sbout human behaviour from
unwerranted rejection; and we shall also be able to refine such
accounts by clarifying the principles on which they logicelly

reste

For our purposes, f.lmre are at least two forseeable chinks
in any would=be delinitive form of words for the nature of interpretation
through which "doubt may seep in" ( to borrow Haismsnn's phrase):
one is in the a'ea of the anslysis of meaning, and the other is to do
with the tactics of therapys The concept of psychodynamic inter-
pretation trades, as we have seen, on the metaphor of 'meaning' and
on the idea that some actions may be understodd as an expression,
in a sort of behavioural 'language', of otherwise covert feelings,
thoughts, wishes and soms Freud spoke after all of "the language
of the unconscious", of the need to learn the symbolism of dreams,
and of the "sense" of symptoms. But there are different ways, as
we shall see, in which X can mean, or come to mean, Y; and correspondingly
various ways in which dif'ferent sorts of X cen be inferred to mean
their respective Y'ss It may be very hard to say in advance
which ways are going to count for our soft of interpretation, and
of course which sort (or sorts) are exemplified by a particuler
instance of making an interpretation. But it will not do to
adopt a policy of "let them all come", and to allow any sort of
inference to how a person is feeling ( thinking, etcs), from
observation of v«hat he does, by appeel to its alleged meaning,

as psychodynamic interpretations

If a Frenchman says "J'al peur queees" and I consequently

day to a child "That man is afreid thalfe..e", T should have
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fulfilled these requirements; but I should not have made a
psychodynamic interpretation. To object that the inferred
meaning must be hidden to the agent, "over and above"what he
can see (in Rycroft's phrase), still leaves two possibilities:

what the latent meaning is may be hidden, or the connection

between that and the behavioural 'sign' which is interpreted.

If someone hitches me up to a machine that records the

electrical conductivity of the skin, and correctly reports that

I am feeling anxious, what is that? It seems no less of an

interpretation because I knew very well that I was anxious;

my feelings may well have been "hidden" from him. And it is

very different from my simply telling him, in a semantic

system which he understands, that Ifz;kious. It certainly looks
'psychodynamic', because it is about how I feel; and yet he seems
to have started from the wrong sort of material for his conclusion

to count. What if I had tripped over the carpet, or come late, or gone t
to the wrong room, and he had said to his assistant, '"Gee, this

guy's nervous'?

Or, on the other hand, suppose I did not know that sweaty
palms could be a sign of anxiety; then the judgment "You are
anxious'" would be "over and above" what I thought the damp palms
meant. Does my ignorance of a connection between emotional
state and physiological correlate turn someone else's judgement
about the fommer into an interpretation? What seems to be important
is the way the judgement is derived from the observational data,
and what sort of data they are, and the support-relation between
this evidence and the interpretive judgement. But here again,
can you mark off different sorts of behaviour and relations in such a

way that ggR's do not count and carpet-tripping does, and can it be
d
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done so reliably as to prevent doubt creeping in at this point?

Secondly, in the treatment-situation, remarks made by
therapists may convey messages about "hidden meaning'" more or
less implicitly. This creates problems when a third-party observer
tries to analyse a therapist's speech-acts with a view to examining

(¢ Marsd o Q70 .

some hypothesis about therapeutic technique {refs.). Such ah
observer may want to start by allotting the interventions to the
various categories which therapists claim to use, such as
cdarifications, questions, confrontations and support-noises
(Menninger 1958, ch.6). A remark, for example, which sets out
as a 'clarification' of what the patient has said about some feeling
may be phrased in such a way that is suggests a parallel, comparison
or analogy with something else the patient has said previously.
That is, the therapist may deliberately repeat a phrase which he
used on the previous occasion with the intention, or perhaps only
the hope, that it will ring a bell with the patient and get him
to associate 'Q' with P. The therppist has not said that Q is
another case of P, which might haveaamounted to an interpretation

along tthe lines of 'Q means the same as P, did you but know'.

But suppose that P had already been interpreted as meaning
X. Then to suggest, hint or convey the impression, that Q =izam
is another case of P, or is analogous to it (in some way which is
often unspecified), is tantamount to interpreting Q also as meaning
X. What is the observer to say that the therapist has done in this
case?; was his intervention an 'interpretation' or not?; if so,
has the therapist given 'the same' interpretation (as given for P)
again? And what is the interpretation, then: that Q means the
same as P; or that Q, like P, means X? (Compare Wollheim's quest

| -0
for the essential art-object, pL?? above). We cannot let the
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answers turn on whether the patient took it as an
interpretation, or what he took the interpretation to be,
because he may mistakenly see all sorts of things as
interpretations which are not. And yet therapists themselves
are often quite happy with the idea of leaving an interprégtion

implicit, so that a patient can take it if he is 'ready'

for it but not be distuwmbed by it if he is not.

22
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Chapter II

Diagnosis, Therapy and the Performing Arts

(a) Elucidatory features.
(b) Transformative aspects.

(c) The analogy of 'executive' interpretation.

We have seen that the-metaphor of the 'meaning' of
behaviour is central to the concept of psychodynamic inter-
pretation; and we have encountered the contrast between treating

actions as expressions, in some quasi-linguistic sense, of

underlying states of mind as opposed to considering thmm

- primarily as effects of antecedent causes. This contrast has
been epitomised by Bennett (1964, p.14) in distinguishing
meaning as 'symbol' from meaning as 'symptom'. We have also
met a typical situation in which a judgement about such an
alleged meaning is both made, by way of understanding someone's
behaviour, and communicated to him for the therapeutic purpose
of changing him for the better (howbeit indirectly and in the
long run). What I said to the patient who construed my first
remark as 'conventional' seemed to serve both these purposes, -
elucidatory and transformative. Let us press this distinction

futther, and introduce some of the difficulties to which it leads.

(a) Elucidatory features. It seems obvious that we can

separate these two possible fnmctions of interpretation. I

could clearly have made the elucidatory judgement, about the
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significance of his comment, without ever communicating it

to him; and it would have had no chance to be transformative

if it had not been communicated. Communigation of many

things in therapy, as in ordinary conversation, need not,

of course, be verbal. But the fact that some ideas and
attitudes may be communicated non-verbally (by nods, grunts,
facial expressions and other 'meta-messages') is beside the
point for the moment. We might just notice, however, that,
although it would seem at first sight that only rather crude and
unarticulated messages can be sent by that means, yet in the
field of drama one thing which distinguishes the great actor
from the others is probably his technical ability to convey a
wide range of relatively subtle and specific meta-messages to his
audience. Not perhaps to the extent burlesqued by Mr. Puff in

Sheridan's The Critic (Act III, scene I):

Sneer: ... Now, pray what did he mean by that?
Puff: You don't take it?
Sneer: No, I don't upon my soul.

Puff: Why, by that shake of the head he gave you to
understand that even though they had more justice
in their cause and wisdom in their measures -
yet, if there was not a great spitit shown on

the part of the people - the country would at
last fall a sacrifice to the hostile ambition
of the Spanish monarchy.

Sneer: The devil! Did he mean all hhat by shaking
his head?

There is no doubt that head-shakes and the like can
'transform' in therapy, in the sense that they can selectively

probabilify some sorts of behaviour rather than others, but they
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do not do so by conveying a message about the significance

of the behaviour which they alter. Let us see how far we

can separate making elucidatory or diagnostic inteppretations
(D.I.), simply for their explanatory force, from cpmmiinicating

T.I.'s to a patient to help get him better.

Although D.I.'s all share the common task of unravelling
the significance, in a broad sense, of actions which are
variously obscure, perplexing, ﬁé?ﬁg;?g:giggéy will do so
in different ways because they will be directed towards
different kinds of obscurity, perplexity and so on. Some are
concerned with what an i@age in a dream stands for, some with
why a person forgets a familiar name, some with why Mr. X
ignores Mr. A. and talks to Mr. B, some with what a mother is
trying (or not trying) to tell the doctor by saying that about
the child, some with how a man sees himself vis 3 vis his
workmates or boss, and some with what a response to a Rorschach
card tells you about a patient. They aim to facilitate the

understanding of the presented phenomena, and may be quite indep-

endent of any attempt to change them.

We have noticed that, in the ordinary way, people come to
understand some sorts of thing or situations by appeal to
causes (why has the car broken down?), others by appeal to purposes
or intentions (why did he leave the office early on Friday?},
still others by reference to ethical considerations like just-
ifications or obligations (Why did you let him off?; Well, you
can't kick a man when he's down). It is interesting that children
have to learn what sort of explanation it is appropriate to
expect wh different cases, and to ask (at least according to

Piaget) less often for justifications and more often for causes, -
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the world being less anthropomorphic than they initially

assume, fbut-ef~—¥sases—15—)r= We shall contend below (ch.5)

that there is no one logical framework under which these

various appeals can be subsumed, in spite of the fashionable
doctrine that they all work in principle by referring a particular
statement about the puzzling phenomenong(whether to do with
causes, purposes or duties) to a generalisation of the same

kind, in such a way that what is to be explained can be read

off as the conclusion of a deductive argument such as one

finds in elementary geometry.

But philosophers of sciz;ce are by now familiar with the
idea that perplexity is dissolved even in the so-called
'physical sciences# in more ways thatt one. Sometimes for
example we analyse the "fine structure" of something to expose
"hidden mechanisms™, and sometimes we design differesit sorts
. of model or anologue which replicate the functioning of what
we are trying to udderstand. And in case it is argued that even
these procedurss depend logically on implicit universal
generalisations, let us notice that in the fields of
language or history, for example, we can arrive at factual
explanations in the demonstrable absence of the allegedly
necessary generalisations. We shall return to this argument
when we consider theoretical objections to the possibility of
éonstructing viable 'explanations' out of the sort of
conceptual bricks which psychodynamic interpreations work
with. (ch.7). For the moment let us merely illustrate the
point by reference to another field of human expression, which

also serves to introduce certain analogies to which we shall

appeal passim.
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Literary critics spgak of 'interpreting' a drama or the
text of a drama. At once we meet a distinction between
"the play" and '"the text" (of the play), and the argument
draws partly on the faét that plays, on the whole, are meant
to be acted, to be translated into public human activity,
whereas poems and novels are generally not. The same goes,
obviously, for a musical score, the performance and 'interpretation’
of which will also furnish some analogies. In the case of the
play, there are interpretive questions about what the text means,
and sometimes even about what the text is; and if we cannot
establish even the latter, there is little hope of success in
Wollheim's qmest for the“identity of the essential art-object
(p.B’ above). There are questions, too, about how an actor
conveys his view of the significance of some passage or
situation to the audience. Thus Olivier's 'interpretation'
of Hamlet consists, of course, in what aspects of the character's
behaviour he emphasises, what he communicates about Hamlet's
thoughts and feelings, and how he communicates such things.

I shall call this sort of interpretation, through the active
performance of a text, an 'executive interpreation'’ (E.I.), because
to call it "performative'" (as Wollheim does) would suggest too
close a parallel with Austin's "performative"lUtterances'),

Sechon (¢
iwhich are touched on below (ch.3, E%) g.

One set of questions which now atises concerns the relation
between such E.I.'s, on the one hand, and critical interpretations
of the nature and significance of the text, on the other. The
latter are interpresftions because they have to do with questions
of the general type 'What did X (the author, composer) mean or

intend to convey by using the symbol-system (words, notes) in such
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a way?; let us call these 'CI for *critical interpretations'.

Now CI's obviously correspond rather closely to DI's in psycho=
dynemics; and the question of what relation EI's bear to them runs
paralled to the question of how TI's relate to DI's in clinical
practices It would seem at first that the relation is one of
asymmetrical dependence: for what Olivier does on stage depends
largely on whet he believes to be true about the text, whereas
CI's aboup the text take no account of what Olivier does on stage.
Except that, occasionally, a textual point (CI) may'be settled

by appeal to what is practiceble or customary for actors in
general to executes Thus schelars might reject a reading in a
Sophocles manuscript on the grounds that you could not, or did not,
do that sort of thing on the tragic stage at Athense The way in
which Olivier expresses in a performance his CI of some passage
takes into account also, of course, various conventions and
contingent features of stage and audience. But this too has a
clinical parallel in that a therapist might communicate the same
DI in the form of rather different TI's to different patients; and
Levy actually provides a prescription of the forms to be used with

different categories of patient (1963, ps«80).

The main point here, however, is that CI's themselves do not
form a homogenous class of judgements, because they are judgements
about a wide and varying range of problems. A systematic study of
the various sorts of question to which CI's address themselves in
literapy criticism has been made by Weitsz, teking Hamlet as his main
point of reference. He distinguishes three broad types of question,
arguing both that the kind of 'evidence' or consideration which is

appealed toﬁ?ettle those of one type will differ from that
2
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appropriate to others, and that the relation of logical
support between such evidence and proposed answers will also
‘be different for the various sorts of questions (1964, epp.chh.
12 and 13). Whether or not we accept Wollheim's criticism
(1968, pp. 106-107) that Weitz's categories of question;éannot
consistently be separated in the required way, there can be no
doubt that questions like 'Does this phrase allude to Polonius?',
'Is Hamlet in love with Ophelia/his mother/Horatio?', 'Does
Hamlet say "... this too too sullied flesh"?', 'Does the Queen
know that the wine she drinks at the end is poisoned?' are
different in some important way. To say that the text should
read "sullied flesh" and that Hamlet does not love Ophelia,

is to assert two very different sorts of fact; and these are

prebably different again from claiming that in King Lear

"Cordelia is a death-symbol", or that Aristophanes' Acharnians

is "a plea for peace" (Freud ...; Forrest )a

In the case of the textual reading we appeal to MSS,
early editions, copying errors and the like; but we also
invoke other sorts of consideration such as contemporary
pronunciation (would not 'solid' have sounded much more like
'sullied' then anyway?), and the likelihood that one image
rather than another is dominant in the pun. In the case of Ophelia,
it is a question of how you 'take' certain of Hamlet's utterances,
and of whether you think he would say or do these or those
things if he did love her; and this meets with the difficulty,
of a kind familiar also to systematic psychodynamics, that there
is little behaviour which could not be taken as consistent with
the true, but theoretically stultifying, proposition that love,
like ’ﬁod, moves in a mysterious way. But what sort of evidence

counts in favour of the thesis that Cordelia really is a
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death-symbol? Especially in this sort of case, though also in the mx
others less often, we may disagree not just about how much

support a consideration gives to a thesis, but even whether it

bears upon the question @€ all. This is no doubt partly because

the 'logical grammar' of the proposition "X" is a d-symbol"

is not sufficienitly clear: does it or does it not, for

inssance, entail that Shakespeare intended X to represent d

(and does it make sense to ask whether, if so, he Succeeded?)?

Still less shall we be able always, or even usually, to
predict what particular eventualities, whether of manuscript
readings, historico-cultural observations or subsequent events
in the play, will count for or against a thesis. And how,
logically speaking, do these various sorts of evidence support
the thesis which they support? Not, certainly, hy enabling
us to construct a deductive syllogism from which the
controversial thesis can be read off as the exclusive conclusion.
Nor are these questions and limitations peculiar to what some
would regard as the loose and woolly reasoning of the humanities:
they arise also, in principle, where any empirical hypothesis is
put to observational test, even in the case of so-called
controlled experimentation (see ch. 6, sections .... ).

That they provide well-known difficulties for the corrigibility
of D.I.'s and psychodynamic propositions generally, does not,
therefore, in itself mark off these latter as methodologically
different from other hppothetical accounts of empirical

phenomena.

W’"’" % '{}ﬁm S
Now, it is true also of interpretations which are actuallyz‘

therapy that they vary as to what they are 'abuout', and

therefore as to what kind of thing they are saying. Accordingly,

insofar as they aim to ®transform® him, T.I.'s do so by
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saying different sorts of thing about his behaviour. As
speech-acts, not only do they make some sort of assettion,
however implicitly, about the patients behaviour, but also they
do this precisely in order to influence his future behaviour in

some respect. It would be tempting to take a cme from

Austin (1962) by calling the former aspect 'locutionary' and the 1

latter 'perlocutionary'. For it is this similaritp to a

kind of speech~act which intrigued Austin (namely his notorious
'performative utterance', which seems actually to perform the
action that it deonteés), which Farrell has marked by calling
some therapist-interventions 'transformative'. So, in order to
avoid suggesting a closer logical parallel than perhaps exists,
we use Farrell's term and partner it with 'propositional' (in
place of locutionary'). We have seen that my reply to the
patient who apperceived a remark as 'conventional' was aimed

at getting him to communicate further, and that it carried some
propositional and quasi-explanatory implications about what was
his mind. The nat;re of thi%?usion of diagnostic with
transformative aspects will coﬁ%rn us shortly; but we must

emphasise first that the immediate raison d'€tre of a T.I. is

the therapeutic consequences, because this is the source of some

confusion.

(b) Transformative aspects. In order for them to have

such consequences they mus t necessarily take the form of
communications to a patient, whereas a D.I. could, in theory,
be filed away and forgotten. Much communication in therapy can
be made, as we have seen, by the non-verbal agancies of grunts,
nods and glances, whibh are regularly used (sometimes

unintentionally) to convey 'messages' about the acceptabilkty

on
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or value of something the patient has said. The same goes

for ordinary conversation too, of course, but therapeutic

skill consists partly in seeing when and how such support

can be given most effectively, and in avoiding the artificial
encouragement of some sorts of topic to the neglect of others.

But we have noticed that such modes of cummunication seem too
little structured to be able to articulate the sort of

message, purporting to elucidate the meaning of some behaviour,
which a typical T.I. conveys,_and by means of which it aims to tr-

ansform.

There are situations, however, in which the significance
of an unarticulated action may be (perhaps has to be) given
articulgtion by the context in which it is performed, and not
by the manner of its performance; this much can be said in
defence of Sheridan's Mr. Puff, the head-shake interpreter,
introduced above. In an obvious way, asking a question creates
such a context. If my dentist nods when I go into his surgery
that means something vague and inarticulate; if he nods immediatel)
after I have said "Do you need to take out all my teeth
this morning in order to avoid recurrent oral infection?",
there is nothing vague and inarticulate about what that nod
means. Rather more subtly, players of cricket can identify a
simple gesture by the batsman (hand poised over ball on the
ground) as meaning '"May I pick up the ball (contrary to Law
00 forbidding the batsman to grasp the ball) and return it
to the bowler, {n order to save the time and effort consumed
by a member of the bowling side running in to do this, without

being accused of 'obstructing the field'?".
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It will be said, of course, that all that the two
gestures mean of themselves is, respectively, '"‘Yes'" and "May
I...7", and that the context in some sense 'supplies' the rest
of the message. But it is with messages that we are concerned;
@nd the fact is that "Yes" does not convey the same message
(never mind how, in this vehicular imagery of semantics) in
answer to both "Do you like Tolstoy?" and "Are you a policeman?",
And this taking of the context for granted is typical, not
exceptional, in human interaction. Wittgenstein even seems to
argue that it is a necessary condition of getting linguistic
communiéation, of the sort which we in fact use, off the ground
(1953, paras. 1 - 65). Consequently, it is commonly argued,
against thelbehavioural atomism which seeks to analyse human activity
into sﬂguences of elemental 'responses', whether conditional or

operant, that such an approach will never reach understanding

of human actions, because the latter depend for their
significance as much upon what the agent's reference~-community
is known to do, to expect, to believe and to understand as upon
what the agent himself 'objectively' does. But this is another

issue which will be treated more fully later (ch.8, section (a) ).

In therapeutic practice, the necessary semantic context
may be profided by the patient being half-aware what feelings
lie behind some anecdote he has reported, so that the therapist
: needSonlyffeed back some crucial phrase of the patient's own,
without further comment, in order to bring these preconscious
feelings to bear upon the reported material and thus generate an
interpretation of its dynamic sigificance. Fromm-Reichmann
(1950, pp. 91-92) gives a clear example of this technique, and

even implies that this sort of thing can sometimes be done without
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words at all, when she goes on to discuss the technical

indications for using '"nonverbal interpretive response" in

contrast to "worded interpretation" (p.95). This takes us back

to the difficulty (noted above, p.00) which an 'objective' miffimmity

observer would have in deciding whether some particular speech-act of

a therapist really was an interpretation or not.

Given that T.I's are essentially special communications
intended to affect a patient's behaviour, and not merely to
account for it, the sort of technical question which they invite
are to do with whether they were successful in achieving
therapeutic progress, how you assess such progress, how you tell
whether what they said about the patient was true, whether they
would have been more or less effective if given at a dffferent
time or in a different way, and sé&n. But the answersfto these
questions will vary because T.I.'s address themselves to

different aspects of behaviour, and will differ according to whether

their message is predominantly quasi-explanatory (propositional) or ¢was

~directive (transformative) in its force. One may interpret a
dream to a patient in order (mainly) to give him insight into

the nature of his underlying and perhaps unrecognised emotional
conflicts, or one may inteppret a neurotic defence, after careful
preparation of course, in order _(mainly) to get him to abandon

it and develop a more adaptive and ego-adjusted one in its place.

The trouble with this contrast, however, is that the
pressure to make clinically effective interpresgtions, that
is,to maximise their benign directivity, may draw attention away
from the nature and status of their propositional content, with
the result that almost any suggestion about how the patient might

7y
usefully '"see" himself and his(;grblems is treated as an
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interpretation, regardless of the fact that the elucidatory
contribution to the suggestion which the therapist is making
has dwindled to nothing. I shall argue below that an é@mportant
discussion by Levy (1963) sometimes amounts to this (ch.3,

section&b,c ).

It is clear that traditional psychodynamic theorists
have always been prepared to distinguish the various targets
at which therapeutic interpretation may be directﬁkthus
acknowledging that T.I.'s do a range of different jobs (or at
least that the same kind of job may bgigiggerent material).
There are those, such as Bibring (1954) and Menninger (1958,
pp. 129-131), who, perhaps in order to sidestep these questions
prefer to speak not of making particular interpretations in
particular speech-acts, but rather of an "interpretive process"
to which various kinds of "iﬁtervention” by the therapist will
contf¥ibute. Menninger, however, seems confused about the
relation between such interventions (which do not themselves
"interpret" but are "precursors of", and "lead up to",
interpretation) and what he calls "interpretation proper". He
writes that "interventions which prepare for .... interpretations
(of unconscious material, defence-mechanisms, etc.) should be
considered a part of interpretive action™. And yet, if they
"constitute the final act itself", instead of merely preparing
for it, then "they cannot be considered interpretive in the
analytic sense ...". But he has just given us to understand
that such a final act would be "interpretation proper". At all
events Menninger seems to hold that speech-acts may play various

roles in the overall '"process'" of interpretation.
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Many of his colleagues are less cagey. They will discuss,
for example, interpretations of the symbolic content of dreams
and fantasies, of 'the transference', of 'resistance', of slips
of the tongue and motivated mistakes generally, of the dynamics
of personal-interactions within a group, and so on. What these
sorts of interpreations have in common, no doubt, is the use of
cef?lain behavioural phenomena as signs of feelings, attitudes,
wishes, etc. which are more or less unrecognised by the agent.

But they differ among themselves in at least two relevant ways.

One difference is that some of them depend upon a technical
theory in the way that others do not. Those that do may draw
on such technicalities either in what the interpretive message
says about the (meaning of) the patient's behaviour or in the
way thatAmessage is derived from the raw data. Thus the
judgement that someone's solicitude for his father's welfare
is a reaction-formation against oedipal jealously (however such
adjudgement might be expressed to a patient) takes it for granted
in the form (not just the words) in which it is conceptualised,
that people do have certain feelings for certain developmental
reasons, and that certain patterns of defence against guilt and
anxiety are regularly adopted. On the other hand, a dream-
interpretation to tke effect that the dreamer wants to outdo
some disliked rival would intrinsically express no more than a
commonsensical message; but it might have drawn on dhbious
technical hypotheses about dreams being disguised wish-fulfilments,

and about certain dream-images symbolising competition.

By contrast, with both of these, however, to identify what
5
someone conflictedly wanss to tell you (*uch as something

'unconventional') from the fact that he chooses to comment on the
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conventionality of something else, depends only on the most
general dynamic principles of selective perception; principles

so general, indeed, that they are almost part of what we would
call "educated common sense'. This distinction, which may at
first seem trivial, will matter in assessing the validity of what
an interpretation is saying: crudely, the question of checking
whether someone really is "projecting" his "oedipal guilt"

raises special problems that do net arise in trying to find

out whether he really has something "unconventional''to tell me.

A second way of subdividing T.I.'s, which is not unconnected
with the first, is to contrast interpretations of "contents"
with those of "dynamics'". Broadly speaking, the latter are
statements which identify behaviour in the here-and-now situation
(especially in the highly-charged 'transference-relationship'),
as indications of what kind of thing a patient is anxious about,
pleased about, angry about, sad about, trying to achieve or
trying to communicate at the time. The former,on the other hand,
use particular idiosyncratic features of present behaviour
as clues to understanding the causal origins, and specific form
taken by, the patient's disturbed feelings and actions in general.
And it &s perfectly possible, as Fromm-Reichmann illustrates,
to make the fommer sort of interpreation of specific material
without being able to make the latter. That is, you may be abde
to identify the dynamic significance of for instance, a delusional
idea or obsessional thought (by seeing in what emotional conditions
it recurd to the patient and perhaps what sort of purpose it
serves in his psychic economy) without knowing how it opmes to
take that particular form (why that thought, that image, those

words); and even, exceptionally, without knowing what the thought



etc., is (1950; pp. 85-96, 19).

A three-fold classification, which is treated as traditional
by Menninger (1958) also, contrasts such content-interpretations
separately with those of 'transference' and of 'resistance'.
Fromm-Reichmann pursues the distinction by saying that
psycho-analytical therapists have come to pay proportionately
more attention to interpretation of dynamics than to that of
content, and she discusses the various sorts of therapeutic
material that invite the former sort of interpretation
(transference, resistance, blocking, acting-out) before
considering dreams, hallucinations and fantasies, which require
the latter sort. Menninger (1958, pp.135-150) shares her concern
to abjure the notion that therapeutic interpretation consists )
mainly or typically in the sort of hermeneutic viﬂhosity which
Hollywood used to attribute to its technicklour psychoanalysts.
True, an analyst's job compels him from time to ftime to assume
the mantle of a latter-day Daniel and translate the sign-
language in which the moving finger of the unconscious writes
on the wall of overt behaviour. But Menninger prdfers
to start the discussion of interpresation in terms of helping
the patient to see how his maladaptive relationships and
emotional reactions are reflectedi;is behaviour towards the
therapist (transference), and how his reluctance or inability
to see this (in the analyst's terms!) %ffects the present
activity of unconscious pressures (resistance). These are both
"dynamic" forms of interpretation in Fromm-Reichmann's contrast,’
but they have been separately distinguished from content-

interpretation in a traditional tripartite categorisation which

we have just noted.
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Although his discussion of resistance-interpretation seems
to concentrate on identification of forces allegedly at
work (that is, of dynamics), and almost to avoid deliberately
any talk of elucidating the 'meaning' of what the patient
says or does, it becomes apparent on closer inspection that the
principles of elucidating dynamics (whether in respect of trans-
ference-behaviogr or of‘resistance-defences) are not as different
from those of i?erpreting content as both writers
seem to suggest. For, on the one hand, he writes (p.136)
that the second stage in "the interpretation of the resistance”
is that "one points out" to the patient "how it manifests itself"
(after having told him that, as a mseter of fact, resistance
does exist); but this amounts, whatever language may actually be
chosen, to treating some of the patient's hehaviour as 'signs'
or 'expressions' of particular kinds of resistance, and
indeed eventually (third stage) as expressions of particular,
largely unconscious, motives for resistance. And, on the other
hand, although he starts discussing content-interﬁretation in
colourful metaphors of decipherment and epigraphy, which
contrast strongly with his way of talking about transferences and
resistance, he soon teq? us that not only all therapeutic
interpretation but even all psgchoanalytic '"technique" is based
on the Freudian theory of drélms (pp. 148-150). The interpretive
aspeg}s of that theory, however, would seem to be ahmost

entifely a matter of 'content' and 'dynamics', and not necessarily

to involve 'the transference' at all.

In an exposition of psychoanalytic theory and practiceg
which Freud himself underwrote, Nunberg (1955) distinguishes

id-interpretation from ego-interpretation and refers to them
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as two kinds of interpretation". But again the difference emerges

as one merely of the sort of material or question to which interpretation
is addressed: for in the latter "we demonstrate to the patient the
reactions of his ego in relation to his problems" (and are consequently
much concerned with "resistance"), while what we show him in the

former is "the stirrings of the 1d", (pps 343=348)s Since the
pattern of neurotically disturbed behaviour is woven by an interplay

of both *primary' (id~) and ®secondary' (ego=) psychic processes,
according to Freud's conceptual schemes, many interpretations will
perforee concern themselves with both, and so be of both "kinds"

at onces Thus he,ﬁritea of an example (pe346) that it was "an id
interpretation insof'ar as it concerned his repressed sexual life,

and an ego interpretation insofar as it involved his defensive
attitudes towards it". Nunberg describes the basic strategy of

both these kinds of psycho-~dynamic revelations as that of bringing
"order out of chaos" by "reading sense into" or reconstructing the
meaning of, material which has been "distracked" by the agency of

the "primary process". Jung's complicated analysis of the various
forms of interpretation both overlaps and contrasts with these ideas

(epe 1935, ppe288=300; 1943, pps80=89)s

This looks like a clear admission in that there are not
separate fypes of' interpretation but rather different uses to which
interpretation may be put, in some of which the basic notion of sign-
reading has been driven further underground than in others; and that
the paradigm form of psycho=dynamic interpretation is what we are
calling diagnostice This conclusion seems justified, at any rate,
from analysts' theoretical discussions of therapeutic technique, even
though what bhey do in practice (and what they say in justification

of that practice) may not
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always agree cloéely with the avowed theory. To say this

is not to imply that the practice is inferior to the theory.

On the contrary; tkere are those who would argue a2 priori

that the theory is so bad that any departure from it in practice
would constitute a welcome improvement; and others contend

. that close observation of what analysts actﬁally do in

therapy turns out to be more coherent than the theory on

which the therapeutic acti¥ity is nominally based. We must
return, however to the logical relationship between the para-
digmatic D.I's and the T.I.'s which, in primciple (according

to the present argument), implicitly express them for therapettic

purposes, whatever else they may also do.

Two possible misunderstandings, of the contention that
T.I.'s are essentially communicated D.I's, should perhaps be
anticipated. One is that it does not follow, of course, that
any D.I. which is communicated to a patient necessarily
constitutes a T.I. In a 'diagnostic' interview, or in a
diagnostic part of a clinical interview, one may confront
the patient with a D.I. in order, not primarily to move him in
a more healthy direction (typical T.I.), but to find out more
about him by testing his &nsight, sounding out the strength
of resistance, or investigating the nature and quality of his
defences in a particular area. This information would be held

to be necessary to benign transformation; but the fact remains

fke
that a particular 'diagnosis' may be put toﬁpatient mainly

in order to diagnose further the nature and extent of his
disturbance, occasionally even at the risk of making matters
temporarily worse for him, such as by tipping him into a

frankly psychotic episode or frightening him away from treatment.
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(Therapists sometimes cover themselves against this and similar
risks by sgying that a patient may have to get worse before he can
get better.) It may turn out to have transformative side~effects,

a3 it were, but its aim is explorations

The other point is that, in insisting that a TI (as distinoct
from other transformative interventions like suggestion, confrontation
or clarification) implicitly communicates a DI, I do notd eny that it
may also offer the patient, or may be felt to offer, a new way of
looking at himself, = a new 'perspective' on his porblems. But it
is not any potentially beneficial belvedere that &s offeredé The

The only new perspective which an interpretation is entitled to offer,

if it is to be a significantly different enterprise from suggestion,
advice, persuasion or encouragement, is one which derives from
understanding the signs which the patient gives of his 'latent',

as opposed to 'manifesty attitudes, srivings, anxieties and so one.
For the theory is that a false perspective on them is at least
contributing to his disturbance, and perhaps even precipitated it in
the first places Some such understanding of signs is central to
diasgnostic interpretation; and I shall argue below (che 3) that it
is only by resting lagically on implied propositions about what is a
sign or expression of what, which assert identifiable and checkable
states of affairs, that TI can be rescued from the charge of

arbitrariness and from the possibility of misuses

Are we to say, then, that TI's are logically parasitic
upon DI's? In & sense, yess But not in a sense which implies
that TI'S8 do no more than slavishly transport a kind of Pooh
Bearish 'Idea' from the therapist's mind to the patient'se They

take as it were their mandate, both theoretical and ethical,
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from such plenipotentiary propositions; but the way they carry

out that therapeutic commission is their own technical businesss

For this reason analysts will theorise both about what such mandates
should ideally contain ( that is, about how they dould be drawn up

and what their terms of reference are), and about how the commission
should be executed, in the sense of how it is to influence the patient's
mental states Thus we find E;riel (#19589) , on the former point,
spelling out the psychic ground that should be covered by a full=dress
(dream=) interpretation, and saying that it should first identify

the repressed wish, secondly indicate the feared punishment (if the
wish were to be indulged), and thirdly show what defence=mechanism

is used against the guilty wishe And Menninger takes it for

granted (1958, ps ) that Freud's Interpretatién of Dreeams (che7)

is tha locus classicus for what such interpretation consists of,

though he might have mentioned also part of the Introductory Lectures

(19175 ppe100-239)s

On the other hand, Yorke (1965), for example, addresses himself
to the question of how TI's take their effecte Essentially the II,
by virtue of be_ing an interpretation as opposed to suggestion,
exhortation or persuasion, alters the patient's baJ.ance of mental and
emotional forees, that is his 'psychic economy' in Frued's terminology,
in a different way from that in which these other kinds of communication
alter it; for the latter, insofar as they alsc are 'perlocutionary®,
are likewise intended to do something rather than just assert something.
By this token, & TI, even though derived from a DI, might fail to
function a8 an 'interpretation' for a particular patient at a
particular times If the DI content is not perceived (or perhaps
perceived but 'resisted' ), it may have the psychic empact of a mere
suggestion; or worse, even that of' an accusation or a threat.

Whether, and how, you can tell of what sort the effect of a
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particular communication on psychic economy has sctually been, is,
to say the least, another questions But the idea that a TI might
be partly defined also by the manner of its influence on the mind
and behaviour of the recipient is not an incoherent ones Like
Wollheim's art-work, an interpretation may owe its essence partly

to the spirit in which it is perceived.

(e) The analogy of 'executive' interpretation. Since
my argument is that DI is logically primary to II's, we shall

mainly be concerned with what sort of thing the former class of
interpretation is saying, with what sort of illumination or explanation
they provide, and whether they can be evaluated in familiar terms

of truth and falsitys Their relation to TI's, whose ob is essentially
to affeet people, will be illustrated by elaborating the analogy,
already introduced, of 'executive' interpretation (EIL) in the

' performing arts, end principally in musicse Although tiis theme

is not developed until later (ch.9), we need to make its acquaintance
here, so that we can bear it in mind during the intervening discussion.
We saw that a performer:a EI of Hamlet or the Waldstein sonata, although
representing his point of view or perspective on the work, is not
merely a matter of taste and opinion, because it is grounded in an
admittedly elusive way, on various sorts of propositional judgement

(CI) about the nature of the worke That ism he does certein things

in a certain way on stage or at the piano because he believes

ocertain things about the play or the sonatas Such beliefs, of course,
may not be explicitly formulated, and the performer may be unaware of
how they are influencing what he does; they are also, as we have seen,

belief's about different sorts of things Consequently performers have ther
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concept of passages in plays, poems and music which "speak
themselves'" or "play themselves", where what is meant is

that the text conveys to an ordinarily sensitive executant

a strong but inarticulate impression of 'how it should go'.
One consequence is that the only way of conveying, expressing
or repowvducing that impression may be #o do the passage,

that is, to give an E.I. of it. Another is that all that

the performer may be able to say in justification of his E.I.
of the passage is "I' just feel it that way", or "Well, you
lcan't play it any other way'; and if you press him to
articulate his implied C.I., he may reluctantly say '"Well,

I suppose I see it as a sort of ...." or he may just dismiss

yau as an importunate philistine.

But we need to tread a middle way (which has its corellaery
in psychodynamics too). For there are some features of the
music or the text which the inarticulate, or even artiumulate,
impression of the executant cannot be allowed to overrule
or be at variance with. He may not add words t&élarify
Shakespeare's syntax; not may he sudden‘ly start playing
at half-speed with no direction from the composer, as Liszt
did when performing h&s piano reduction of the 'peasants' merry-
making' section from Beethoven's Pastoral symphony, explaining
that he felt that the passage representdd the old people joining
in the dance., On the other hand, it would be absurd to
suppose that all passages have enough sufficiently
objective properties to determine precisely how they should be
executed. And the idea, that the musical significance or import
of a passage sometimes cannot be expressed otherwise than by
actually playing it, has a well-known literary parallel.

The story is told of Eliot's The Cocktail Party, as it has




56. e

been, no doubt, of other works before and since, that, when the author
was asked what it "meant", he answered that if he could say

that he would not have had to write the play.

The psychodynamic corollary is that we h®ve to strike
a balance between over-subjective views of T.I and those that
are too categorical. On one hand, some therapists are
reluctant to distinguish very closley between what are ms;e
'associations'yon their own part, to the patient's material,and
what purport to be relatively objective statements of what it
'really' means, so long as the patiemt seems to be moved in the
tight direction (Winnicott 1971, p. 178). It would be unreal-
istic, on the other hand, to insist that everything which a T.I.
communicates desives, or should derive, from an implied D.I.
which is independently verifiable. The inter-dependence of T.1

and D.I. is more subtle thas this; as it also is with E.I. and

G.I.

With other passages again, a performer may not be able to
“decide how to play them until he has decided what he believes
about them, and hence what he feels about them. Obviously some
lines of a speech or bars of music do not make dramatic or
musical 'sense' for a player until he arrives at a view of
what their function is; for example, of how they relate to other
parts of the work (as opposed to what they 'stand for' in them-
selves). The musical amateur can supply his own examples
of this. For instance, a pianist friend points to a couple of
bars on the last page of Chopin's Fantasy in F minor, saying
"I don't know what to make of this bit", and one says, "Well,
surely it's a reference Back to the beginning of the slow B

major episode in the middle". With luck he may then say, as
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happened #n this particuler cgse, "Oh, I see; now it makes sense";
and the implication of this 'making sense' is that he now sees how
(he wants) to play ite The whole point of functional analysis in
music is of course to expose the structure of a piece, and to get
people to grasp that structure both conceptually and emotionally,

so that the nature and significance of the various perts of the work
become evident or are enricheds For in music most meahing is
'syntactie' , rather than 'denotative' or !semantic', as Langer has
argued (1942, pp )s in the sense th;t a phfrase derives its
aesthetic significance and value from its relations 6& other phrases,
as ppposed to stending for, or referring to, something in its own
rights On the whole there is no vocabulary: one does not have to
be an anti=fagnerite to find the language of the Leitmotif relatively
artificiael; and it is not for nothing that we regularly contrast 'program'
music with 'absolute' musice However, this syntactic view, which
the player arrives at, may or may not be correet; clearly, I might
simply have misinformed my friend about the structure of the Chopin
pieces And, anyways, depending on what kind of question is at issue
in the CI (and we have seen Weitz, in another context, insisting on
their variety), the propositional judgement on which the EI is based
is more or less corrigible:s that isy there are more or less firm
.grounds for calling it right or wrong, and there mey even be no“

' correct! view at all.

Both these features of the musical CI (the involvement with
syntactical properties of the data, and the problem of its definitive
description) have clear analogues in the psycho-dynamic field. For,
on the first point, it is evident, as we shall elaborate below (che7),
that the signifiicance which a DIgattributes to a behavioural datum

depends as much on its relation to other elements in an apparent
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patiern as to its own intrinsie propertiess Thus a particular
action, image or idea may be said to 'mean' different things in
different behavioural company, just as & given word or linguistic
form has different meanings in different verbal contexts. And,
on the second point, the problem will arise of how to characterise,
in a way which does not prejudge its significance, the behavioural
material which is to be interpreted (ochsl)e In meeting this,we
shall have to try to reconcile the eluskveness of such a definitive
and theoretically neutral description with accepted standards of

objectivity and validity.

It might be supposed that the latter difficulty is not so
acute in respect of CI and EI in the arts. Surely there is less of
a problem hhere about what is to be interpreted? Usually we know
at least what the text is, what notes are to be played, and are
consequently in a position fo say that some performances must be
categorically wrong in this respects The study of exceptions to
this situation, however, where we have to infer from inadequate
or false data what the text ought to read, will also be found
illuminating below (chek (©) )e There is more room f or doubt,
obviously, about the way the notes are to be played; whether fast
or slowly, loudly or sof'tly, roughly or smoothly and so one
Broad indications are often given, to be sures But how much
should you slow down for a rallentando?; Jjust how loud is mezzo
forte?; does this degree of rubato lose sight of the 'basic tempo' or
not?; and what does Beethoven mean by‘gndmtig; or allegro assai
anyway? (We know, indeed, that he did not mean some of his metronome
speed-markings, according to Soh:l.;dli;’ ¢ps chs8c)s And one man's

gon espressione c'bs aﬂways another man's schmaltz. However, even if

you could
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not tell whether some particular tempo was really too fast for
andante con moto, yet I am simply wrong to take very _glow],y a passage
marked prestissimo; and it is only some kind of joke for me to play
very sof'tly where fortissimo is asked for (as Chopin did when he

was physically too weak to follow his own dynamic markings)e I am

not at liberty to play it any wey I please.

There are, indeed, more general constraints, to do with
musicel and dramatic plausibility, whose criteria ere even more
difficult to identify and apply. If yowr opera-house orchestra
lacks, say, two of' the six solo cellos which Verdi ashks for at one
point in Nabucco ( introduction to Aot II scene 2), you compromige
by giving the top two parts to violas; you do not give the bottom
two to trombones. Hven in opersa, executive interpretation is the
art of the plausiblees It may be asked whether such a compromise,
since it involves a departure from the text, invalidates the EI of
the passage. ell, it does indeed seem tobe the view of Goodman,
for example, (p«8C)below), that this sort of procedure would not
even gualify as a 'performance' of the passage, let alone as a valid
interpretations But, less extremely, the argument needamly be
that some departures from the text are categorical grounds for
rejecting the il which incorporates them; there are departures and
departures, as the illustration showse And, once again, we have
to face a precisely analogous problem in psychotherapy. In trying
to get a patient to 'take' an interpretation 'p!, what latitude in
the choice of phrasing, imagery and so on can the therapist use
without inviting the objection that he has not really given

interpretation 'p' after all? 1In
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practice this would often be an artificial question; but it
might well matter in a therapy 'workshop' situation where

techniques are under intensive review (cR»,Malan 1963)

If the C.I. is concerned with the character and structural
‘role of a passage, which is sometimes used as evidence for an
appropriate way of playing it in terms of speed and dynamics,
there is some scope for unﬁbrtainty. Suppose someone disputed
my C.I. of that section fron the F. minor Fantasy of Chopin,
saying that the two phrases just happen to be somewhat alike
and that the later one does not refer to the earlier at
all. What'evidence', or what considerations of any sort, are
relevant to deciding between the rival hypotheses (the conflicting
C.I.'s)? Whatever they would be, and we shall look below into
what ggg#be said when experts disagree widely over the form or
internal structure of a work (ch.? (o) ), they will illuminate
what precisely it is that I am elaiming when I say "PhrasefB
refers to phrase A"; and they will be illuminatingly different
from the sort of thing we should appeal to in order to tell

whether this speed really is too fast for a Beethoven allegretto

or not.

At this point we are back to familiar difficulties in
psychodynamic interpretation. For it is certainly a characteristic
feature of D.I.'s, or of explanatory narrative which incorporate
them, that they trade on allusion. Their plausibility often rests
heavily on hypotheses such as that this memory, misperception,
free-association or parapraxis alludes to that alleged motive,
conflict, wish, anxiety etc., so that apparently illuminating
links and patterns are revealed in the material. The objection

that any revelation so based is bogus and illusory is discussed
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below (che5(a) ). loreover, since there is much diversity in

the kinds of claim that DI's make, whether implicitly of explicitly,
there is consequently a great variety of observations or considereations
which bear, in different ways, upon their vzl:idity. But if there is
a variety in the .sorts of thing that DI's assert, there is also no
simple, direct and invariable relation between DI's and TI's; and

it is perhaps this fact, or rather the combination of these two
sources of diversity, which mekes some TI's look as though they do
not rest on any DI at all but are merely idiosyncratic expressions
of 'perspectives' or points-of=-view on the patient's behaviour.

As if the therapist were saying "This is the way I see it", with no
more categorical implication thefd the musicien who says "This is the

way I feel it" when asked to justify his EI of some passage.

This diversity of relationship between DI and TI springs
from the fact that the latter communicates or expresses the former

to someone, and in such way as to have a hopefully therapeutic

effect on him, just as the executive artist wants to make a particular
aesthetic impression on his audiences In order to convey the same
message individually to several different people (of different
education, intelligence, age, culture or personality) you will not

be able to stick to the same form of words, and you will emphasise
different aspects of the message in different casess In order to
have "the same" effect upon the different people severally, you mey
well actually say different things to thems Therefore in order to
givelthe same interpretation (_121) to different patients, in the sense
that they can take it and use it, you may need to utter different

words, make different allusions, introduce or
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avoid certain emphases, and so on. This leads to thepproblem, just noted,
of knowing whether we really are giving interpretation 'p' or not.

And since the form of the T.I. is adapted to the condition and circumstances
of the patient, it also runs the risk of seeming to be no more than a
suggestion asbout how he might usefully look at things from his point of
view, merely recommending a new 'slant' on his behaviour, without resting
on any categorical claim about hisgpsychic make-up. But there is an
assortment of ways, once again, in which utterances express to a hearer
the ideas of judgements which they convey. Without investigating

the concept of 'expression' very far, and equally without trying to

prize away hypostasized 'propositions' from the particular sentences which
are held to affirm them, it must be clear that the key word is denoting
rather different semantic relations when a lyric by Raleigh is said to
"express" the romantic melancholy of the Elizabehhan age, or a sigh to

"express" relief, or 'Vive la France' and 'Long live France' to "express"

the same thing in different languages. HN“‘EEE form in which a judgement
is expressed will depend partly on thegpurpose for which it is expressed;
and since both executive and therapeutic intepretations exist for a purpose,
their form will be a function partly of variables affecting the achievement

of these purposes.

The wvehicular metaphor of conveying a message from A to B perhaps
suggests a picture of A thinking of his message, sealing it up in an
envelope of words and popping it into the mind of B as into his letter-
box. I do not mean that a T.I, is simply a convenient verbal wrapping for
a D.I. in this way, and that that constitutes their dependent or parasitic
relationship. I mean that a T.I. expresses some D.I, #gasm in a
therapeutic way, for a particular person of a certain psychodynamic
make-up. Consequently these factoss may serve to vary the form taken
by a T.T. on different occasions in expressing one=-and-the-smpe D.I,
Conversely, too, one-and-the-same phrase may "express" very contrasted
judgements, The story goes Bhat a music critic went to a performance
of Parsifal at Bayreuth and was bored rigid for six hours. At the final
merciful curtain, his neighbour, overwhelmed byfthe noble drama and
consumed with religious ecstasy, exclaimed "Thanks &@ to Cod". ™Amen to
tha8", said our critiec,

Suppose that a Shakespearean actor wants to convey to the addience
a point about Hamlet's readiness to think ill of his mother. What he will
actually do on stage (the speed, emphasis, inflexions, pauses of his
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speech, the movements and gestures, all of &hich constitute his

E.T.) will dppend upon the nature of the audience, the stage,

the production, the way the other parts are being dome, and so

forth, Sometimes it will be hopeless to try to make some points at all,
because the audience is too young or too old, too urban or too rustic,
has or has not been through & war, and has or has not seen Hamlet

ten times before., Sometimes the point will be conveyed by making an
implicit contrast with Horatio; other times, by suggesting similarity with
him, depending on how Horatio is being played. Ob¥iously an apron or
round-house stage may allow him to say the same thing in a quite
different way from what is possible in proscenium-arch conditions;

and a twitched eyebrow on television may suffice to convey the same
message as a raised ff;st does on stage. In all these cases, I want to
say that the varying E.I.'s are all expressing or conveying the

same C.,I. And since theékgzg;§=g;gfig of the former is to commmicate
the latter, there is a one-sided dependemce in the relation between
them. But an E.I., is not a function exclusively of its C.I., because
it is adapted to other variables as well; so this dependence is not

that of a talking parrot upon its instructor,

The same goes for the sense in which a T.I., depends upen,
expresses, conveys or communicates a D.I., We have already come
across the idea of a therapist tailoring a T.l. aceording to the
degree of insight or ego-strength of the patient, and we have met
the argument chal’-\tharnpeutic interpretation consisK‘ not in
uttering certain sorts of phrase but in altering a patient's
‘inner world' in a certain sort of way by saying a certain sort of thing
(pp.OO.ooabove}. That the extent to which a patient is "ready" for
an interpretation (D.I.) may'influence the verbal form in which it
is empressed to him (T.I.), illustrates the contention that T.IL.'s
do not merely restate in second-person grammar what the D.I. states

in the third person.
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What a therapist actually 8ays to a patient, in order to
get him to grasp a particular DI in a way that is not too threatening
to be used beneficially by him, will be determined not only by the
propositional content of that DI (the 'messege' which is being
conveyed) but elso by what the therapist believes about the insight=
fulness, vulnerability, defensive techniques, unconscious anxieties
and patterns of association of the patient himself. If two patients
differed markedly in these repects (and we all differ in them to
some extent), it would be idle to expect the same phrase to convey
the same message equally benignly and constructively to them bothe
Wie are beginning to realise that even in cognitive testing, the so-
called 'standard instructions' of intelligence test items do not
guarantee that children from different sube-cultures will, on hearing
them, be confronted subjectively with the 'same' task. Teachers
report that if you draw a sheep on the blackboard in Canterbury,
England, and ask a class of 6-year olds "What's that?" they will
instantly say "4 sheep"; if youdo 'the same' thing in Canterbury,
New Zealand, they will puzzle long and hard, and then ask hesitantly
"Could it be a two-year old short=horn Merino?". Wence Plaget's
so-called 'clinical' approach to cognitive research, which lets the
next question be determined by the previous response, in an attempt
to standardise not the auditory input but the subjective situation
for the childe But Bryant's recent insistence on the need for
corrective 'experimental' check on the fruits of such research must

be noted (1974, ppe171=181).

Another varieble which effects the significance of an
utterance or action, and which hence may determine what interpretive
force, if' any, an intervention has, is the context from which it is
drawn, = as opposed to the context into which it is introduced.

Consequently this is s further means whereby
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one-and-the~-same T.I., in terms of the therapist's actual
verbal bhehaviour, might well serve to express a different D.I.
on different occasions. Let us approach the point deviously,
by appeal to the question of the "significance" of what an

artist does when he uses certain visual effects.

Wollheim (1968, pp. 72-75) adapts from Gombrich the
following argument, to which we shall need to return from
time to time.

"An artist expresses himself if, and only if, his

placing one element ralther than another on the canvas

is a selection out of a set of alternatives: and

thés is possible only if he has a repertoire within

which he operates. Knowledge of the repertoire is

a presupposition of a spectator's capacity to under-

stand what the artist is expressing: but the

existence of the repertoire is a presupposition of

the artist's capacity to express himself at all”.
Consequently, when a painter puts a blob of blue on his canvas,
we cannot begin to know what it 'means' or what he is
'expressing' until we know what other colours he hdd on his
palette. Is it blue-rather-than-red, or blue-rather-than-black;
or is it indeed blue-rather~than-any or all of red, black,
yellow, green, white, etc.? More concretely, a black line
that turns out to be part of a monochrome sketch expresses
something different from one that features in a Goyaesque orgy

of colour. The same harmonic device conveys cosmic agony in

Haydn, in Mahler a jaded piguancy.
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What goes for the aesthetic 'meaning' of a blob of paint
goes also for whole styles of painting; it goes analogically, too,
')
for any significant human action. So that when Van Goflgh paints

like Pelacroix, as in his Crucifixion of 18.., it means

something different from Delacroix himself painting like
Delacroix. And this is at least partly because when Van Gé?gh

does it, he is painting like the Frenchman, rather than like

Van Ggigh; just as, when the blue blob is blue-rather-than-black-
only, its significance is different foom that when it is
blue-rather-than~green#,-red,- yellow-or-white. (There is some-
thing odd, of course, but not necessarily useless, in the idea of
someone painting like himself; though perhaps all it can be is
self-caricature.) There are a variety of reasons for adopting
someone else's style or artistic language, and thus a variety

of possible significances in the adoptive product: technical

exercise, personal flattery, forgery, obsession, atavism, joke.

Sometimes, at &east, you may use the language of another
person, time or place because it just happens to hit off ideally
what fou want to express. Why should one not, in twentieth
century England, have mediaeval, Indian mystical or Athenian
feelings? And if one does, he will naturally, like Betjeman or
Eliot or Brooke, break into the appropriate ancient language here
and there in his English verse. It is very common for educated

young people, in the questing identity-diffusion of adolescence, to

W
come across an attitude, manner or Weltanschauhg, typical of some
A
bygone age or alien}culture, which seems to express precisely
their own feelings about themselves, the world and life. As a

student, the British composer Vaughan Williams became hooked, as we
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should now say, on the historic harmonic language of the
"modes"; this system derived from the Greeks, permeated
mediaeval music and was generally supplanted, from around the
sixteenth century onwards, by that of "keys' which pre-
dominated from Bach to Richard Strauss. Consequently,
every piece the young musician wrote at this stage turned
out in the Dorian, Lydian, Aeolian or cognate mode, instead
of in E-flat or G-minor. Thinking to free his pupil from
this retrospective rut, his teacher, C.V, Stanford, told
him at the end of one tutorial to go away and compos® a
waltz. Vaughan Williams came back next week with a modal

waltz (ref. 1

And it works the other way as well. When a piece of
music has originally cxpressed a feeling, idea of message of some
kind' in the artistic language, historical context and
cultural setting of a modq#ége, the executive interpreter of
today is faced with the problem of conveying that same
message to his contemporayy audience, by Making 'the same'
aestheticﬁimpression upon them as the work made upon people
for whom modes, galliards, galleons and virginals were part
of everyday experience. But playing the thing exactly as
it was originally written (or played) will not necessarily
achieve this aim; indeed, it is rather unlikely to do so,
because of the wide difference in musical language and
experience between the sixteenth and twentieth centuries.
Here, then, is a chance to drive a wedge between critical and
executive interpretation (C.I. and E.I.), and to illuminate

by analogy the relation between D.I. and T.I.
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For it follows, from the fact that the aesthetic effect
of an E.I. is relative to the addience's musical experience,
that a given way of playing would mean something different in
the musical atmosphere before, smy, Beethoven and Wagner had
transformed the medium out of all recognition compared with
what it would convey to us. A piano piece by Mozart which was rich,
daring and brilliantly powerful to his comtemporaries cannot
hope to make that same impression on people who-kﬁow’tﬁe

Hammerklavier and the Liszt sonata; by comparison it just is

a feeble tinkling. At one time it was the most exciting piano
sound available, and as such could express things that

nowadays require a totally differenf range of harmony, complexity
and bravura to get them across. In order to receive the same
impression from Mozart, we try to tune ourselves in to the 18th-
century idiom, which means trying to understand and empathise
with the musical "palette' on which he was drawing. But the fact
that any such readjustment or correctiotv should be necessary
underlines the point that we are having to learn,in effect, a

new aesthetic language, in order to grasp and appreciate the

message.

The same difficulty hesets the performer and his E.I. When

a Bach Brandenburg concerto is played today on out-of-tune

straight trumpets, piffling recorders and all the other
paraphernalia of §o-called "authentic" performance, this is no
way to convey the same rich and thoughtful message to us, who
are used to in-tune valve trWmpets and ci;an-sounding flutes, as
was conveyed to the fortunate Margrave to whom it was dedicated.

To play Bach thus in 1720 was the @bwious and only thing to do;

to do so in the 1970's is to play sourly and breathily rathe® than
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sweetly and clearly. Historical and aesthetic authenticity

do not necessarily go hand-in-hand.

Let us translate these observations, about the influence

of cultural and sub-cultural contexts upon interpretive
communication, into psychodynamic terms. In Kleino-Freudian
circles of group-psychotherapy it is customary to suppose

that, when a member absents himself from a session without
notice, the other members will feel anxious and guilty that

they may have driven him away by what they said or failed to

say (generally, how they treated him) at the previous session.
This is often assumed to furnish the current session with a
group-problem about the feared destructive consequences of
aggeessive and rejeckive feelings, and about the possibility and
means of 'undoing' them or making 'rep&ration' for them.

Given this background, if someone mentions the missing patient
without even referring to his absence, the therapist can convey to
the group an 'interpretation' along the lines just indicated
(their presumed anxiety about what they have done to Mr.Smith)
by simply saying "And of course Mr. Smith is away today".

This remark is capable of conveying such an interpretive message
because the therapist's 'palette” of associations to the idea

of "being away" is known to contain (even to consist exclusively
of) these particular theoretical notions. But the remark

would not be expected to h@&ve anything like the same effect

on an audience in another social, cultural or historical context,
where, as it were, the relevant palette contains a different
range of colours. It might actually convey a specific but
conflicting interpretstion to a Jungian, Presbyterian or

Mafia group, where the background assumptions and expectations

are equally strong but rather different.
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These considerations Make it absurd to expect that
third-party observers can form worthwhile judgements as to whether the
therapist has made three or seventeen interpretations in a
particular session; or whether, if he is said to have given seven,
the second was 'the same' as the fifth. Indeed, an intervention
may carry interpretive force for some group-members but not for
others, just as only someﬁmembers of a theatre audience may
"take' a classical allusion, say, in one of liamlet's speeches,
while others do not. Nor will it do to object that the
therapist has still given the interpretation, as surely as
Shakespeare has made the allusion, regardless of who takes or
misses it. For interpiéting is not an all-or-none process,
like releasing a food-pellet into a Skinner box. A therapist
may k= deliberately leave some interpretive interven{ions
no more articulate than suggestions, adumbrations or hints,
so that the patient may take the point if he is "ready" for it,
but does not have it thrown at him inescapably if he still
needs to resist perceiving it. In which case, it is not a
question of patients having blurred perceptions of clear-cut
events: sometimes the facts themselves are blurred. This is
not to take refuge in a smoke-screen of obscurantism. It is
to indicate that theee is a problem of datajdescription; that
some ways of characterising them will not do; and that we
are obliged to look into the reasons for preferring some ways

to others (cp. ch.8).

s
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CHAPTER III

NON-PROPOSITIONAL THERAPEUTIC INTERPRETATION
(a) Means and ends.

(b) Irrelevance of truth
(c) Could interpretation be claim-free?

(a) Means and ends

If we grant, then, that there are two main strands,
explanatory and transformative, running thmough the fabric of
psychodynamic interpretations in general, and that those
which are dominantly transformative are intended to get natients
into a "better'" state (however characterised), we may be tempted
to concentrate entirely upon whether such would-be therapeutic
interpretations succeed in this aim and to turn a blind eye to the
truth or falsity of what they actually s8ay about the patient.

To succumb to this temptation would be to open the door to an
apology, based on the end justifying the means, which could be
used to cover all manner of dubious, and even frankly unethical,
practices carried out in the name of interpretive therapy:; and

it plays into the hands of those critics of psychotherapy, such as
Sargant (1959), who argue that the therapist 'transfomms' his
patient (in so far as he succeeds) by exerting emotional pressures
which are both independent of the twuth of what he says and
essentially the same as those manipulated by the religious preacher
or the political brain-washer. For the suggestion is that all
three activities (preaching, brain-washing and psychotherapy)
function by trading upon, if not actively producing, the common

elements of dissatisfaction, anxiety, insecurity, guilt,
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disorientation, dependence and suggestibility in their victims,
and then presenting them in this disorganised state with a new
belief-system in whose cognitive structure they may rediscover
a sense of security, orientation and identity. Systematic
attacks along these lines by Chinese Communist agents upon the
personalities and beliefs of western political prisoners have
been carefully described and examined by Lifton (1961, esp.

pp. 84-160), and it is not difficult to find parallels of a
sort, as Lifton himself does (pp. 447-536), between the various
stages involved in them and various aspects of education,

religion, therapy, propaganda and advertisement in western society.

This type of argument, however, needs to be kept on a short
rein, for it can easily get out 6f hand. In the first-place,
it will not do merely to show that one object (or activity, or
whatever) has certain features in common with another, and then
to conclude from that that they are both '"the same sort of
thing really', or that one is no more than an instance of the
other. For, despite all that they have in common, one may differ
from the other in having some unique property which puts it in
quite another class and makes it quite another sort of thing.
It may be true to say of Einstein, Mozart and yesterday's soup
that they were all ninety per cent water, but that's no reason
for thinking of them as alike or valuing them the same. Some
things which are black and have legs are grand pianos; others
are cats. Secondly, a good deal depends, of course, on just
how close are the parallels which can be drawn. For if you give
a sufficiently imprecise specification of the features to be
sought as common, you may enable yourself to demonstrate all

manner of specious similarities and show that almost anything i8
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a case of almost anything else. You may assimilate a speech
of Hitler's to a poem by Keats, by saying that they were both
using words; but nobody wants to say consequently that they

were doing, in any useful sense, "the same thing".

And yet this is a game which psychologists notoriously play.
If you define the crucial concepts of your system broadly
enough (or, some would say, circularly enough), you may give
superficial cogency to sensational views such as that neurotic
illnesses are "merely wrong habits which have been learned"
(Eysenck 1957, p. 268), or that all human behaviour is under the

RTUACTINTRE

"control", in some alafming sense, of environmental agencies
(Skinner 1953, pp. 437-449). 1In the former case, the technical
concepts of 'learning' and 'habit' have been expanded from their
everyday image to include processes and activities which we wauld
ordinarily contrast with e.g. learning to drive or taking tea
at four'o'clock; so the technical statement, which masquerades
in ordinary language, is not saying quite what it seems. In

the latter example, the fact that much of what people do can be

represented as producing "operant responses" (of a sort), in the

context of "discriminative stimuli" (of a sort) and meeting with
"reinforcement contingencies'" (of a sort) does not justify the
conclusion that people going about their daily lives are in

the same case, to any interesting extent, as pigeons in a Skinner
-box pecking at spots for a food-pellet. But it is this kind

of coarse-grained thinking which leads to the provocative attempt
to consider psychotherapists merely as agents of selective
'reinforcement' (cp. Krasner 1958), or even, indeed as a

"reinforcement machine'" (Krasner 1962). The same trouble
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occurs, unfortunately, in psychodynamics too. It is a well-
known difficulty in testing psychodynamic hypotheses that,
when they involve such concepts as 'denial of insecurity' or
'hypomanic overcompensation',there are far too many sorts

of behaviour which can be seen as instances of such denial

or overcompensation, and far too few ways of telling whether

they really are such instances.

The over-facile denunciation of processes which seem to
have some elements in common with some aspects of brainwashing
has misled critics such as Laing and his associates into
intempezate onslaughts against traditional methods of psychiatric
treatmesit. But doubts have also been stirred in more moderate
minds about how far the psychotherapist is doing the same sort
of thing as Lifton's political thought-reformers. Let me, at
this point, simply state five important differences and return
to the question below: (1) the patient (usually) comes of his
own accord, asking to be helped, that is to be changed in some
way: (2) the nature of the desired change is agreed in advance:
(3) the methods by which the change is to be effected are also
discussed and agreed: (4) the patient also agrees, perhaps
implicitly, to accept the therapist's judgement about how
those methods are to be deployed from minute to minute in the
course of treatment; (5) the therapist is under a moral
obligation to be benevolent about points (2), (3) and (4),
if not literally honest, (for there may be good ethical, and
even clinical, reasons for not telling the patient, at once
anyway, how little change can be expected or how long it will
take). It would be naive, however, to suppose that these

can be worked out in practice without running into difficulties.
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Certainly they are not trouble-free: with respect to (2) and
(3), for instance, the therapist may disagree with the patient
about what sort of change is necessary, and he may perhaps,
regard some sigid "moral" scruple or element of religious

conviction as part of the patient's pathological condition.

These obstacles aside, none of the five conditions obtains
in the case of that forcible eradication and substitution of
particular political and social attitudes which the term
'brainwashing' originally denoted, and upon which it still
trades for its emotive overtones. The fact remains, however,
that by the criterion of therapeutic efficacy alone, we would
seem to be justified in saying something positively false to the
patient so long as it got him better; that is, not just made
him feel better (for a while, perhaps, or even for ever) but
actually made him better (by some criterion independent of
his temporary feelings). And this looks like the thin end of
a sinister wedge which alarmingly resembles the ruthlessly
pragmatic procedures of brainwashing proper. In this case, the
fact that giving the (false) interpretation proved to be
therapeutically advantageous obviously would not render its
content true, though it might render the giving justifiable.
Hence, it could be described as ''valid" (a term often used in this
context), in the loose sense that you have no right to complain.
On this score the clinician is like¥y to have different
priorities from the theoretician, and Levy (1964, p. 130)
bladdly concedes that a therapist may '"'legitimately'" ignore
whether an interpretation is true or false so long as it does
a good job. Let us look, then, at some ways of resol¥ing this

conflict.
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One way is to stand, with Levy, by the idea that therapeutic
interpretations ¢o typically make or imply factual ciaims
about the nature and origins of the patient's behaviour, but that
it does not matter whether these claims are false so long as the
interpretation, when communicated, is benignly transformative.
And there need be no special problem about what transformations
are "benign", because in practice it means those that are
consistent with the second of the five principles listed above
(p.P0). Another way is to deny that such interpretations
necessarily have any propositional content which can be
regarded as true or false: that is, to hold that they are not
really saying anything matter-of-fact or categorical (in spite of
grammatical appfearances) about the patient's present state
or past development; so that they cannot, logically, be
saying somekhing false. The problem for this view is to show
how anything worthwhile is being said that is different in
principle from reciting incantations, uttering threats or
giving encouragement; or indeed, to show that what is being
done differs essentially from manipulating people into more
desirable behaviour by the application of drugs, operant
conditioning or subliminal persuasion. In its defence, one may
argue that what such interpreations do is to offer the patient a
new way of looking at himself, and in particular his
difficulties, which will be helpful (in a sense which we shall
have to examine), but which makes no more claim to be the one-
and-only correct view of the data than does an actor's
interpretation of the role of Hamlet or a pianist's of the
Waldstein sonata. We have already seen, however, that even subkh
'executive' interpretations in the arts are not independent of
factual claims as the argument would require, and we take

up the question again in ch.10.
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(b) The irrekevance of truth

To begin with we must, as always, distinguish things which
differs It is one thing to say "You were right to give that
interpretation, because it helped to meke Smith better”, and quite
enother to say "You were right in making that interpretation,
because it was true". In the latter case, indeed, many therapists
would want to say that some interpretations ar e too true to be
given; or, at least, to be given before the patient has reached
a certain sage of therapeutic development. lenninger, for example,
is italically firm on this point: "One thing which we certainly
never do eee is to tell the patient what is in his unconscious long
bef'ore he has any capacity for grasping the signif'icance of such
oracular diagnostic incisions" (1958, pe136)e lore recently,
Winnicott has underlined the point in discussing his use of
interpretation in therapeutic consultations with children built
round their projective drawings (1971, ppe9=10): "afilinterpretation
that does not work always means that I have made the interpretation
at the wrong moment or in the wrong way and I withdraw it un@onditionallye
Although the interpretation msy be correct I have been wrong in
verbalising this material in this way at this particular mement."

Conversely, some analysts will admit that an inacourate,
or anly partially true, interpretation may be therapeutically
beneficial (Glover 1931, Fromm=Reichmann 1950, pp.84=85; cp. Yorke
1965, @sp. ppe27/=28), and this concession obviously debars them
from making beneficial consequences a test of the truth of an
interpretations This consideration (of benign seguelae) is,
however, regularly used as one criterion of the "validity" of
therapeutic interpretations (Farrell 1962; Wisdom 19663 Rycroft 1968,
ppe76-77)s By a slide in the :;ming of 'velid'!, therefore, we
could consuct the paredox thet e priculer interpretation may be
both clinically valid and epistemologically invalid at the seme
times And the general problem, of whether the conditions of
observation in psycho-dynamic therapy are such that ordinary
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standards of scientific validity cannot be applied to its findings,
will concern us below ( chel)s

In an attempt to pinpoint just where and how the question
of truth does arise, Levy (1963) distinguishes two component elements
in interpretation end argues that if we are clear about how they
differ we shall be able- both to ;ahedc, correct and refinecour
making of interpretations and to teach the skills of the business

in e hard-headed, mystigue~free waye

According to Levy's analysis (1963, che2), there are two
logically separate steges in the construction of an interpretation,
whether diagnostic or therapeutic, and questions of truth or falsity
are admissable (broadly) at the second but not at the first (this
primacy being, of course, that of implicit logic and not of temporal
sequence)s The reason for this is that at the first stage, designated
' semantic’ , the raw behavioural observations which are to be the
subject of interpretation are merely processed or encoded, according
to a certain mheme of claasification which Levy calls a "language=
system". This code is held to be, to an important degree, arbitrary,
since it derives merely from the form in whib@ the empirical hypotheses

to be invoked at stage two are casts

The analogy aaemé to be thaty, in the physicel sciences, if
you wish to apply a theory concerned with weight you must process
your observationasl data into grams or some other weight-units; if
the theory you want to use is to do with colour, you must measure
the wavelengths of light reflected by the things you are interested
ine But precieely because this classification is arbitrary

( the argument goes), statements couched in grams are no
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more or less "true" than those expressed in millemicrons: they
are only more or less relevant or appropriate. Perhaps in order
to avoid the objection that, in this sort of case false
statements clearly can arise as a result of mis-measurements, Levy
sticks closely to the ideas of linguistic or semantic coding

and insists that the only sorts of error that ean occur at this
stage arise from either failing to follow the rules of the
language-game (moving the rook diagomally at chess is not a

false statement), or using an inappropriate code (recording

grams instead of millemicrons). Levy repeatedly compares this
stage with linguistic "definition", by which he means the sort of

prescriptive definition that is done when setting up a symbol~

system de novo. If I decide, for some purpose like the Hanfmann-
Kasanin test of visuospatial oconcept-formation (Semeonoff & Trist
1958, Ch.2), to assign the nonsense-syllable 'nev' to low-volume
objects regardlessﬁof shape or colour, so as to provide a cue

for correct classification, I am obviously not claiming that

such objects really are '"mevs" in the same sense that they

really are made of wood (nor even in the sense in which whales
are 'really' mammals). But, onee you have decided to administer
my version of the test, it would be a mistake @0 call high-
volume as well as low-wolumep objects 'nevs', because we should
no longer be able to apply scoring procedures and test-norms

to yomr report of a subject's performance, and we should

consequently be unable to use your observations.

For this sort of reason, Levy argues, the semantic stage
"adds" nothing to the raw behavioural data, and is to be
contrasted with the second ('propositional') stage, at which
particular theoretici2l hypotheses, which may indeed be true or

false, are brought to bear upon the encoded behavioural data.
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The contrast, in practical terms, would be es followss It is a
matter of cod or 'definition' that, according to a certain
conceptual scheme, hoarding bus= tickets is correctly classified as
'anal' behaviour; but it is a matter of fact whether hoarding bus=-
tickets is (always or generally or in this caese) causally connected
with emotional conflicts of a particular sort, and generated at a
particular stege of childhood as required by the theory of 'ana.l/
fixation's The truth of the former (classifactory, or 'semantic')
clgim is of course independent of that of the latter (empirical, or
' propositional’ ) one; and this same logical distinction between
aspects of taxonomy is sometimes mede in the langiage of 'analytic'
versus 'synthetic' exemplaries of a concept (cpe Miles 1966, passim).
I mean: even if ticket-hoarding is never, in point of fact, so
caused, it would still be true that such hoarding is (in the former
sense) 'anal behaviowr's Confusion arises, however, because the
mere statement that comething "is" anal behaviour is ambiguous

as to which of these two different claims is being mades A
thorough investigation of these and associated complexities would
have to touch upon the metaphysical foundations of scientifioc
classification in general, which are clearly beyond our scope;

but they have recently been the object of Harré's scrutiny (1970,
PPe 203=233 )4

Classification without empirical implication, however,
runs the risk of being another "empty ceremong®. For if the
procedure is to be other than a disguised form of naming (with
only one member to & class), the class must have members other then
the one bdng classified, which in this case is "hoarding'.

That is to say, there must be types of behaviour other than hoarding
which will also be assigned to the class of 'anal' traits; and in
practice $uch other members are suspiciousness, memmness, love of
precision and concern for order. But now, the only heuristic
Justification for classifying actions X and Y as 'A-type' behaviour
(and not so clessifying Z), when not postulating common properties,
is the assumption thaet X, Y and other class-members occur in

each other's company, or cluster, more
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often than they do in the company of 3 and non-members.

This, however, is a definite empirical hypothesis, and as

such it is at variance with the concept of the 'semantic
stage'; for it both makes the business unlike definition and
naming, and renders it vulnerable to factual investigation.
Does such clustering as is required by the rules-for-use of

the class-name, 'anal' actually occur (regardless of
'propositional' hypotheses about what causes the alleged
clustering)? This is precisely one of the questions to which
Kline has addressed his recent survey. His answer is that
there is good evidential support for the sort of‘clustering
denoted by this syndrome, though not so much for the
corresponding 'oral' one; but that the 'pwopositional' hypotheses
about the altiology of both syndromes, receive very little con-

firmation from available data (Kline 1972, pp. 44, 94.).

Theee is another count, also, on which the required
distinction does not quite hold water; mainly because the
chihice of "language system" is not as free of empirical content
as Levy suggests. The choice of what system is "most useful
for one's purposes" (Levy 1963, pp. 38-39) depends upon what
sort of thing you want to code for; and that decision must
depend, externally ﬁo the code, upon what aspects of a person's
behaviour you hold to be importantrfor unders tanding him.

Levy seems in a way to recognise this but at the same time to
deny that it undermines the empirical neutrality of the

logical operations at the'semantic'stage. This last decision,
(that concerning 'importance' or 'significance') is

represented as being made, internally as it were (and hence

non-empirically), by the code itself. Thus Levy speaks of some
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"attributes" rather than others, of the behavioural data,

being "considered significant by our ... language system"

(1963, p. 39). But it is people who "cmnsider", not languages.
What matters for the moment, however, is that here we have
serious suggestion about how one aspect of interpretation-
construction is non-propositional and consequently independent

of truth-considerations.

But it raises a general pooblem about the nature of the
raw data in this context, and how to represent them. For,
if_you think &n terms of collecting raw observational data
and applying hypotheses to them, then there is a familiar
difficulty in the behavioural sciences about how to
characterise such basic data. For, in so far as much human
behaviour is purposive, intentional, expressive and symbolic,
the quest for a behavioural atomism which would confin itself
to supposedly 'objective' description, without imputing
contextual significance (Weber's Sinn) or emotional content
to peopie's actions, runs the risk of missing their whole point.
In Bartlett's classic exmmple (1950, pp. 247-248), two men
raise their right hand in'the same" way; but one is greeting
a friend, the other stopping the traffic. A content-neutral
data-language which described the identical arm-movement
in space-time coordinates alone, as a basis for the subsequent
application of some behavioural calculus, is going to let the
real nature of the behaviour slip through the mesh of a pseudo-
scientific net. It is '"pseudo-'" not because its descrpptions
are inaccurate, but because they accurately describe the wrong

things (cp. Polanyi 1958, pp. 3-17).

This theme and its ;élevgnce to the logic of interpretations
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will tend to recur (see Ch. 8): but ithat counts at

this point is that a certain doubt is cast on whether there
can be useful descripﬁion, even at this preliminayy,
'semantic' level of a neutral data-language, which is

free from empirical implications and hence not vulnerable to
error, bias or coloration. It has often been argued, to

be sure, by anti-scientists that any scientific system-

7 apisation, even of non-behavioural, inamimated material,
necessarily concentrates on some features rather than
others, and comsequently had no special claim to non-
directive neutrality. Bergson warned against supposing
that philosophy could take over '"the facts" from
empirical science and then go on to apply its own critique
of logical analysis or metaphysical inquiry to them;
for the data had already been contaminated by the meta-
physics (often unspoken, and therefore the more pernicious)
of scientism. '"The metaphysic or the critique that the
philosopher has reserved for himself he has to receive,
ready-made, foom positive science, it being already contained
in the descriptions and analyses, the whole care of which
he left to the scientists. ... Let us not be deceived by an
appagent analogy between natural things and human things.
Here we are not in the judiciary domain, where the description
of fact and the judgement on the fact are two distinct
things, ..., Here the laws are internal to the facts, and
relative to the lines that have been followed in cukking
the real into distinct facts". (Bergson 1911, pp. 238-242).
Poincaee went even further to argue that methodolggy in
science was, to an important extent, precisely a matter of

choosing one's facts ("la choix des faits";)cp. 1912, pp. 15-24).
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Now we are no longer particularly bothered by these
questions, I dare say, as far as physical sciences are
concerned. Certainly we are not as confused as Eddington was
about how to reconcile his notorious ''two tables': the one
composed (according to the story of physics) of whirling
quasi-particles, electtic charges and void; the other made
up (by the e¥idence of his senses) of hard, firm, brown
wood (Stebbing 1937, ch. 3). But when we try to press the
study of behaviour into the mould of the established physical
sciences (or some of them), wise men still dispute about what
should be regarded as the basic data and hence about what
form the neutral data-language should take. This is an
old and large controversy, which becomes polarised into the
various forms of so-called behaviourism, @&n the one hand, and
phenomenology on the other (Mace 1948; Wann, ed. 1964). We
return to some aspects of it, insofar as they affect our subject,
in chapter 8. But we must notice here how Levy works out,
in his analysis of interpretation, his concern to avoid
mentalistic mystery-mongering, and to put his argument on

as concrete a behavioural foundation as possible.

One of his objects is to bring the business down to earth,
and to divest it of the mantle of mystique and occult
obscurity which it too often wears. And only by breaking it

up into its components, so that their precise nature and

function can be understood, will the process become

susceptible of rational scrutiny andi?ﬁt into a form in which
its claims can be checked, where appropriate, against facts,

its methods improved and its techniques coherently communicated.
For, as long as a skill is represented as being available

only to people with a certain flair, intuition, perceptive
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faculty, clinical experience or whatever, so long will there be

no doubt whether there is any skill there at all: whether, that

is, the emporor has any clothes. It fosters the suspicion that

it is all no more than an in-bred tradition, by which pupile-
therapists have learned merely to do what theacher-therapists

approves Even Hemninger, unflortunately, perpetuates such doubt

on the topic of timing when he writes, "Phe question constantly ariees
eee how the esnalyst can be sure when the optimum level of frustration-
tension is being threatened. .+ Practically, af'ter some years of
experience, this comes intuitively"; and later, "e... if he keeps

'in tune' with the patient's unconscious, he knows when to speak"
(4958, ppe133,136)s Now, how do you tell whether you are keeping

in tune in the required sense? lMenninger realises, of course,

that this is unsatisfactory advice, and he has a good deal else to
say as wells But it is e pity that this note of obscurantism

should be allowed to sound at elle I do not want to deny that a
certain constitutional or acquired sensitivity mey help in interpretive
psychotherapy (& central Huropean accent also does); but if there

is a system, which is really a system, then it can be expressed and
taughte

The other comments on the general problem of charascterising
the raw behavioural data, is that, since there are such radically
contrasted ways of looking-at or talking=-asbout one action as are
represented by "plhysical=thing language"” on the one hand and
phenomenclogy on the other, is there not a whole range of different,
but less sharply conflicting, perspectives between these two extreme
points of view? (r even, are there not several alternatives

bunched within any segment of the spectrum? That is to say,

even if you opt for a particular sort of
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approach, there may still be several different ways of
describing and structuring the data from that one general point

of view.

Suppose you decide to take a geometric view of the top of
my desk, - as opposed to the view of a carpenter, a still-life
painter or an economist. There are still vatkious ways of
conceptualising its properties even from that cognitive angle.
You may regard it as ahstraight-sided surface; in which case it
is the same sort of thing as the celling or the floor, and hence
liable to be 'classified', if occasion arises, with them.
You may see it as a four-edged object, which groupsf;ith my ruler
or the door. Seen as a horizontal plane it is like the ceiling
but not the door; while, taken as an area of so many square feet,
it resembles the door but not the ceiling. Now, it is notdeious
that even psychodynamic accounts of human behaviour differ
among khemselves in this kind of way. That is, patterns
examplifying the 'constructs' of different (and perhaps conflicting)
theoretical schmmes can sometimes be seen in, or picked out of,
the same set of observations. The clinical student at a
Kleino-Freudian case-conference, for example, may have the
disturbing experience of hearing the only Jungian in the room
plausibly reallocate certain behavioural data, which had dutifully
been identified as Oedipal, variously to the Collective Unconscious,

Mandala symbolism and the myth of Persephone.

This does not justify, however, the nihilistic conclusion
that, since different structutings are possible, the whole
business is arbitrary in the sense that there are no rational
grounds for preferring one account to another. For we do, as
a matter of fact, prefer one account of why the sun moves across

the sky to others, even though (indeed, precisely because) it is
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selective about what properties of the sun, the earth and
space it deals with. What it does mean is that we need to
bring to light exactly what are the background assumptions
which generate one way-of-lokking at the data rather than
another. As far as therapeutic interpretation is concerned
some of these assumptions will be not only about the nature

of emotional disturbance in general but also to do with what
constitutes improved adjustment and how it is to be achieved.
If you hold, with some of the 'behaviour-therapists', that
symptom-loss equals cure (Eysenck, ed. 1960, pp. 4 - 83;
Bandwra 1969, pp. 1-117), then not only will you be aiming

at a different @nd-state from that sought by a clinician yhm wWo
believes that symptom-freedom is consistent with continued
disturbance (Malan et al. 1968), but you will also do different
things about the symptoms. It is important to be clear as

to where and how this sort of assumption impinges on the way
the behavioural data are encoded at Levg's stage of semantic
processing. For it would seem, as we have argued above, that
the kind of'code' used, and what is selected for coding, must
depend upon synthetic (that is, fact-stating and not merely

analytic) premises about what is teleologically relevant.

This appeal to the possibility of different 'perspectives'
on the same data may lead, when its arbitrariness is stressed,
to the idea that T.I.'s are non-propositional (in a fact-
stating sense) in so far as they merely provide the patient
with another way-of-looking at his problems, without asserting
even implicitly that it is the correct way. Levy invokes this
argument, which we are about to take up (section (c), below)
quite explicitly at times (1963, esp. pp. 20-21); but it is not

the defence he has in mind when he says that the therapist
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"may legitimately not even be concerned with error in interpretation,
if it appears that the interpretation will have its desired effect"
(1963, pe130)e That would appear to be no more than a forthright
pragmatic claeim that it does not matter (in a sense) if you say
something palpably false so long as you get the patient better.
Since the TI is post=propositional according to his scheme, and

not m—prowaitiohﬂ like a semantic-stage move, it cannot escape

having a truth=value, ‘

e must be concerned with this truthevalue for theoretical
purposes in general, and certainly for the particular purpose
of correcting both background theory and therapeutic.teamiqueu 3
and we have seen that Levy aims to facilitate such correction by
his demysticising snalysis. To hold that a practice is legitimate
if it seems to wqu is both pragmatically attractive and the thin
end of a dangerous wedge (cpe pe above)s One defence is to
contend, as with the appeal to 'perspective', that nothing false
is really being said, for the reason that nothing is really being
said at alle GSuch assertions, it might be argued, ere 'propositional'
only in form and not in content or spirite Let us look more closely
into whepher some therapeutic interpretationsmight be claim=-free

in these senses.

(e) Could interpretation be claim=free? 4 statement which
was truly free from any propositional claim could not ( logically)

be treated as true or false, because it would not be asserting
that anything in particular is, was or will be the case. Not
being susceptible of verification (in practice or in principle),

it might even be regarded as "meaningless" in a muchediscussed
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positivistic sense (iyer 1946, ppe7=21; Hempel 1950); but it could
still play the role, f'or instance, of an exhortation, a recommendation,
a threat, en encouragement, a warning or a commends In psychotherapy,
therefore such statements could be used to offer, and to facilitate
the acceptance ofy a different way-of=looking-at the patientls
predicament from the one he has adopted hiterto, without involving

the categorical claim that this is the correct perspective.

Austin is well known for having discussed a type of utterance,
or linguistic performance (the 'illocutionary act'), which functioned,
not as a report on the speeker's own mental scene or beheviour
(as perhaps with "I am afrsid..."," "I expect", or "I am reading
Doctor Zhivago"), but by actually doing what they said: eege "I

promise you eee"y "I wWarn you .ee", "I suggest eee"s These he
called 'performatives', because, instead of referring to an action
or whatever, they perform it, as it were, themselves (iustin 1958;
1961, ppe220=239; 1962, passim)e Critics have argued subsequently
that the constrast is not as clear-cut as all that ( Strawson 1964;
Fann (eds) 1969, part 4; Searle 1969, che2); while fustin hims@lf
did not doubt that there would be borderline cases, and soon saw
that the original idea needed revisione But we shall come across
some analogies to the distinction that he was mekings Indéed Turner
(1971) has argued that although the use of 'performatives' might be
expected to provide & significant parameter for the sociology of
verbal interactions, an understanding of the "total speech situation"
is necessary even to identify a apeeé?act that is functioning in this
way, since mere "syntactical or lexical correspondencea" will be
misleading. dJe do not need, however, to fish the contentious streams
of linguistic philosophy for everyday ex#mples of recommendations or

exhortations dressed up in the grammar of asgertions or predictions.
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"This will put you right", says the doctor, handing out a
placebo to a patient whose stomach-ache he judges to be psychosomatic
thereby deliberately treding as part of the treatment on the patient's
supposed suggestibilitye The doctor is not making a simple prediction:
what he says is itself intended to have transformatomy forces And
insofar as he is predicting enything, it is not that the tablet perss
se will cure the ailment, but that teking thet tevlet in the belief
that it will cure is a sufficient condition f'or relieving that patient.
Similarly, we of'ten try to get the best possible performence out of
people by manipplating thi;' morales Consider a school sports-day.

To e boy running a race you might say "Come on, John!"; or, if you

think he's over-anxious, you might say instead "You're doing fine!".
Grammatically spesking, the latter maekes an assertion where the formér
does not; but its real force, of course, is to alter a present state-
of-affairs, not to d escribe ite The same sort of altering may also

be done by quasiwpredictive statements, as when, to boost the confidence
of a diffident highejumper who has alread;{fniled twice at a particular
height, you might say "You'll do it next time"s The form is predictive,

the content tranaformatorye

Now the Jjustification for saying things like this does not
lie in how accurate the quasi=descriptions are, or how well=-grounded
the quasie-predictionses They are appropriate or otherwise according to
whether you said the sort of thing that would get the desired effect.
Bﬁt once you meke efficacy the sole criterion, and say that it does
not matter that John was not in fact "doing fine" wheh you said he was,
you seem to open the gates (as we have been above, ppe ) to all
sorts of malpractices; end TI becomes merely a special form of benevolemt
persuasion, suggestion or manipulation whose apparent explanatory
content is no more than a means to an end, = like the distracting patter

of a conjurer or the white coat
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of a 'scientific’' hypnotist. But perhaps even those who reject
the criterion of 'true-implied-explanation', for approving one
interpretation rather than another, are tacitly relying on

some background theory which needs to be brought to light.

Consider another class of quasi~categorical statements that
are easily translated into perspective-recommendations.
Teachers of any skill know that, for most learners, some ways
of 'looking-at' the constituent elements are more advantageous
than others. Here "advantageous' means condué?ive to quicker
and/or better masbery (sometimes the distinction matters);
and "looking-at" covers many different modes of conceptually
organising the operations involved, including which features
you attend to first,which ones you group together and even how
you 'feel' about them. Accordingly, teachers often make
manipulative statements in order to get their pupils to developf
the required ways of 'looking-at'. These statements may take the
form of categorica%f propositions about the skill, without
being 'true' in a straight-forward sense. Indeed, some are

deliberately paradoxical and others clearly false!

Trainee riflemen used to be (and maybe still are) told,
"You don't pull the trigger: you squeeze it". Put still more
categorically, it might be, "A rifle is fired not by pulling
the trigger, but by squeezing it". Now, how would an
observer tell whether Smith was really pulling, as opposed to
squeezing, the trigger?; and, indeed, where does a smooth
"pull" merge into a jerky "squeeze"? The paradox is of course
that the movements are overtly so similar that the required
difference in performance is most effectively marked, and
achieved, by getting the pupil to feel it as one sort of action

rather than another: that is to say, by attending to their
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phenomenological, subjective qualities. Thus unwanted
muscle-contractions, which might be jerky and disturb the
aimf are avoided by appealing (indirectly) to the imagination
and not by attending (directly) to the minute movements
themselves. It is the spirit of the thing which counts,

and which has to be trained for. The question whether it

is really a squeeze or a pull is both ontologically

odd and beside the point.

Now N\ an actual falsehood. The soloist's first entry
in Liszt's E-flat piano concerto involves a rapid sequence
of two-handed chords which lie dlternately low and high on the
keyboard. The low point is constant, but the distance to the
high point gets progressively wider. The hands therefore have
to 'jump' from base-camp to high-point, back to base, up to
a higher point, back to base, and so on in a two-way travel.
But a veteran teacher at London's Royal Academy of Music used
to tell his pupils studying this work,"Remember, you jump in
one direction only"”. Now it seems obvious to any player
that he has to 'jump' up the keyboard and then down again;
but the point of the remark is to get him to think of it as
a series of one-way leaps, g&é\taken from base-camp (that is
to say, you don't jump back: you just start again!).
Subjectively, a series of leaps in the same direction from
a constant feference point (A to B, A to C, A to D etc.)
seems much less hazardous to control than leaping alternately
in opposite directions. And what seems less hazardous will
be less prone to anxiety-induced error. In this case, the
recommended mental perspective may also have the physiological
effect of dissipating muscle tension on the downward journey

and thus facilitating controlled attack on the next leap upwards.
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An anecdete about Aréﬁhr Schnabel makes a similar peint.
Coming acress a pupil whe was werking herself inte an
anxieus frenzy eover the speed at which a rapid passage
had te ge, he said "You de net have te play it quickly,

my dear: just play it slowly in a fast tempe'.

In beth these examples, the quasi-categerical statements
may easily be converted into recommendatiens plus reasens.
In the first it would be, 'Think of it as sqeezing, rather
than pulling, because then you will make a smeeth mevement and
net jerk the gun eut ef line'; in the second, 'Think
of it as a series of upward jumps from the same peint,
because ... (as above)'. Whether the advice is geed or
not is obviously another question, and ene which we knew
how te answer because we know what the advice is suppesed
to achieve. But the eriginal remakk about squeezing and
noet pulling the trigger is not making a true (or false)
statement legically parallel te 'Rifles are fired by
percussion, net by sparks'; nor does the ene cencerning the
Liszt passage correspond te saying of the first page of
Schubert's A-flat impremptu frem opus 90, 'You play broken
arpeggios downwards only' (Schubert simply not having
written any that ge upwards). How then can this be applied

te a 'perspective' theory of therapeutic interpretation?

Qur firearms-instructer and piano-prefesser might well
have said, respectively, "It is as if yeu squeeze rather
than pull ...", and "It is as if you jump enly ene way'.
New, this is precisely a fgrmula beleved of psychetherapists
when intreducing interpretatiens. "It is as if you are

afraid ipat ess''y, "It is as if yoeu cannet let yourself ...",
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"It is as if yeu resent ...", "It is as if yeu aveid ...",
"It is as if yeu are trying te ...". The flies on many a
censulting-reom wall must knew these phrases by heart.

But the legic of such 'as if' statements is cemplicated,
and they do a range of different sorts of job. (cp.
Wittgenstein 1958, pp. 193-214). It is one thing, for
example, te say, "Smith is acting as if he were a tir god"
(and we all know he is net one); and quite anether to say,
"Smith is acting as if he were reluctant to ...'" (and for
all I knew he may be reluctant). Sometimes acting-as-if-yeu-
were-deing-X is not te be doing X at all; other times it is

te be doeing X in a special way, or (which is different) te be

doing it in a manner of speaking. The latter alternative

leads teo propesitions like "It is as if you were preventing
yourself from succeeding' being used as grounds for (er even
being treated as identical with) the claim, "You actually are,
in a special way (e.g. uncenscieusly), preventing yeurself ...".
And it is worth noting that although Freud chided Janet, in

ene of his Introductory Lectures, for treating '"the Unconscieus"

too much as a figure of speech and too little as a categerical
reality, yet he was foerced elsewhere to admit that there

could not really be '"unconsciocus affects" in the same way as there
are ''unconscioeus ideas', and later that different psychic
subsystems are "unconscious'" in different senses (Freud 1917,
Pei2873..-1915, p. 178; 1933, pp. 57-72; and cp. Miles 1966,
pp.76-89; MaclIntyre 1958). This elision ef the "as if",

which turns a plausible simile inte a dubieus categerical,

is very clese te what has happened, accerding te a currently
fashionable view, te engender the "mythical" concept of

'mental illness'. Truncated, part of the argument is that
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there has been a slide from something like, 'This man is
behaving as if there were something wrong with his 'mind’
(just as people are physically hampered by being il1)' te,
'This man is ill, but in a special way: namely, 'mentally'

rather than physically' (Szasz 1972).

But let us return to the question of how legitimate
the original interpretative similes are; that is, to a
therapist saying to his patient something like, "It is as
if you were trying te make yeurielf fail". The troube is,
of course, that there is some peii% of view from which almest
anything can be seen as if it were almost anything else; to say
that 'X' is really more like 'Y' than 'Z' both depends upon
and betrays one peint of view rather than another. The
question 'But which is it really like?' cannot often be
answered in the abstract. A coffee-table may be like a cat
in having four legs, but like a tree in being made of woed.
If I choose to say that it is really moere like the tree, I
indicate that I regard substance-resemblance as more important
ghggeneral than shape-resemblance. But we can all think of
some purpose (e.g. teaching a child the number '4' or the
extended concept of 'leg') for which the table parts
company with the tlree and goes along with the cat. That is why
Bergsen was so concerned about the potentially centaminating
and tendentious effect of any method of representing basic
observational data. Accordingly, we have to ask (in the
following chapter) whether the point of view from which
psychotherapeutic observations are made necessarily 'contaminates'
them in a way that renders them useless as an evidential basis

for explanation.
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Now, in the case of 'as-if' interpretations, this

purpose or background theery which justifies them is

too often formulated only very vaguely, so that it is not

at all clear why one 'as-if' is more approptiate than
another. It is a notorious problem, as we have seen

above (p.00), that one background theory in Pﬁychodynamics
will generate *ﬂite different 'as if' comparisons from
another, depending upon its focus, conceptual structure and
so forth. Very eccasionally a 'resemblance' which is pointed
out can be shown conclusively to be an illusion, and we

shall discuss one such case below, that of the "vulture"

in Freud's study of Leonardo da Vinci (pp. 00-00). We
need to bring to light both the general background theory
and the specific hypotheses which generate fromfit the
individual as if-propositions. This is what Levy seems to be
doing much of the time, when discussing, feor instance, whether
an interpretation is approporiate to its governing theory
(ap. cit. pp. 14-15). On the other handg,however, he also
wants to say that the only test of its appropriateness

is whether it rings true, or perhaps can be made to ring
true, with the particular patient concerned. I shall return

to this inconsistency below.

If I pick up something gingerly, who is to say whether I
pick it up 'as £f I thought it was Rot', or 'as if I thought
it was poisonous', or 'as if I thought it was alive', or
just 'as if I was afraid of it'? And is not the question
"Well, how did he really pick it up?" oddly miscongeived? =
though it is no simple task to say precisely what is wrong

with it. It is for this kind of reason that perspectivists
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would disclaim the idea that an interpretation of theirs

offered the correct 'as-if' stery about a patient's

behaviour. Thus Levy asserts that interpretation consists
essentially in "bringing an altf}nate f:ame of reference ...
to bear upen a set of observations or bﬁhaviours, with the
end in view of making them mere amenable te manipulation"
(1963, p.7). The term 'manipulation' may strike a

sinister nete, but all that is meant is that the patient has
developed a way-of-fuactioning in certain circumstances

Jor a way of 'responding' te certain 'stimuli') which is
maladaptive, which makes him unhappy, which disturbs eothers
etc., and which he himself wishes to be rid of. Consequently,
situations in which psycholegical interpré%tion is effered
have, according to Levy, one feature in common, namely that
"someone is in a bind"; and the way in which it aims to get
him out of his "bind" Yfix, rut, mess or hang-up) is by a
"redefining or restructuring of the situation through the
presentation of an alternate description of some behavioural

datum" (1963, p.5). (The English reader should perhaps

understand "alternate" as meaning 'alternative!').

s A little later, Levy explicitly denies that the
therapist is formulating a "truth" about the patient which
he has discovered: he is Jmerely) matching one point of
view against another and asking the patient in effect, 'Can
you see it in this way instead?'. So that, when we inquire
about his 'insight', "we are simply asking abeut the extent
to which the patient's construction of events matches our
own, not whether he too has beceme privy to the truth"
(1963, pp. 20-21). But, plainly, our therapeutic object is

to get him to see things in a new way, because we hold
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ex hypothesi both that his present troubles arise from,

or are intensified by, looking at things in a certain way,
and that "an alternate construction of a given situation

will be of more use to him than that which he has come up with

on his own" (p.21, italics added). So there is, after all,
an implied claim: not, indeed, that the new perspective is
right, but that the patient will get on better with 1t

regardless of that.

Now thife are, of course, a vatiety of background hypo~-
theses about what sort of perspectives are condué?}ve to
good adjustment or '"getting on better", and a variety of
theories about what 'good adjustment' consists in. But we
have seen that Levy tries to avoid the embarrassment that
such hypotheses and theories might in fact be wrong, by
insisting that the way in which an interpretation draws upon
them for the new perspective which it offers,is only like using
another language. '"In psycholegical interpretation', he
writes (p.5), " ... one language systmm is pitted against

another'.

Plainly, however, to give the patient an "alternate
construction" of a situation, which will hopefully be more useful
to him than his existing view, cannot be merely to express
his existing view in a different language. An alternate

construction is essentially a different view, arising from a

different conceptual breakdown of the data; it is not the
same conceptual breakdown put into another language, like
saying the same thing in French or Morse code instead of
English. This fresh construction or conceptual scheme will

consist precisely in seeing some elemengs of the problematical
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situation as exemplars of other classes than those to

which they had been attributed hitherto. This is not

merely to translate: it is to reconstruct the data; or,

in Kelly's terminology, which Levy has in mind (cp.F?\Q),

to 'reconstrue' them, by suggesting different contrasts,
different groupings, different 'as-ifs' from those which the
patient has so far seen. What matters for the perspect-

ivist is not the difference in symbol-system, like calling the

inhabitants of a field vaches and moutons instead @f

cows and sheep: it is the change in conceptual scheme analogous
to grouping my desk-top with the ceiling, on the ground

that they are both horizontal planes, instead of with the

door (as hitherto, because they are the same shape and

size). This Levy sometimes seems to concede: for example,
when he writes of interpretation as ''the ppplication of

an alternate construction for a given event" (p.73).

Let us take up his example of the concept of 'authority-
figure' (pp. 25-26). There are obvious reasons, on one's
view of some situations, fer grouping brothers, sisters
and parents together as 'family', in con§rast to teachers
and employers, who are not. But an interpretation might
well depend upon grouping parents, teachers and employers
together, as 'authority-figures', as opposed to (younger)
brothers and sisters, who are not. The change of language,
that parents are now called "authority-figures', does not
matter tuppence of itself: it is the changed scheme of
construing the data, by which a certain role is selectively
emphasised in the re~-grouping, that might be thought, on

certain theoretical assumptions, to be potentially beneficial
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to a patiente Levy recognises, to be sure, that "the classes we
have available in our langusge-system ... maeke a difference" (to the
possible interpretations which can be constructed), snd that "one must
ultimately choose the langusge-system «.. that one feels will be most
useful for one's purposes" (ppe38=39)e From which it is clear that
the therapeutic oifering of new parspogtivea is not claim=free at all.
Fory, when an interpretative perspective treats respect=for-the-opinion=
of=others, vacillation=in=decision-making, @onforming behaviour and
not-volunteering=for-authority=-positions az all instances of 'dependency’,
it may not imply the gousal claim that such ections and dispositions
really do spring from one~and=the-same basic attitude (pe38)s But
it must be generated, in so far as it rests on any rationale, by
the pragmatic or prognostic background proposition *Seeing these things
as all instences of "dependency" will help you, more-or-less indirectlys
to get betier'; or perhps, even by the broader claim, 'Seeing these
things as ... "dependency" helps people in general',

Certainly, if its helpfulness for the pérticular patient is the
only criterion of the rightness of a new perspective we should be
entitled to interpret 'the same' behaviour (causelly speaking) in one
way to one person and in another to another, on the ground that
*Seeing it this way helps people like youw', but !Seeing it that way
helps his sort's This must be distinguished from giving different
interpretations on the ground that 'the same' action means one thing
( phenomenologically spesking) $o one agent and another to another.

It would simply be to take the pragmatic eriterion seriously, and

to divest therapeutic interpretation
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of any last shred of explanatory objectivity.

But even that would not quite put an end to our
questions. For (1) how do you tell whether a patient has
found a given perspective helpful?; (2Z) how long do you wait
before decidéng that it will not be helpful and offering him
another?; and (3) is it not better for patients to work round
to their new perspectives for themselves, anyway, rather than

take them over from somebody else?

Question (1) cannot be answered without appeal, however
tacit, to some propositions about good adjustment 'recovery',
or 'cure'. That the patient is now symptom-free, feels
better, is holding down a job, etc. will not do for theorists
like Malan who argue that a patient may achieve that sort
of result by having learned how to avoid situations that
trigger neutotic reaction-patterns rather than by having
improved in ego-strength and adjustment so that he can now
deal with them maturely (Malan et al. 1968). For similar
reasons it will not do that the patient himself thinE; he
has now got a better perspective, that he has developed more
insight, that he understands himself better or that his
troubles are at an end. We do not allow, for instance, that
the cyclothyme who has swung out of his depression into
hypomania, feels fine and wishes to discharge himself from
hospital, is cured. And yet this criterion of self-satisfaction
or ontological comfort is uied more-or-less explicitly by
Carl Rogers, as we shall see shortly. There is also, for some
psychotherapists, the strange concept of 'flight-into-health'
to contend with (cp. Rycroft 1968, p.53). It is a well-known

defence against the distressing business of facing up in
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therapy to his uncenscious conflicts (the argument goes)
that a patient produces a specious improvement in
functioning, which does not derive from a genuine working-
through of his anxieties and ego-control over them, but
from some pathological mechanism such as intensified
repression, dissgciation or manic denial instead. It is
important, therefore, for both therapist and patient to
recognise such pseudo-recoveries for what they are in

order not to be taken in by themp} Cynics would suggest,

of course, that it is a mechanism whereby patients are
sometimes take%&n by the therapist and induced to continue
what is often expensive treatment beyond the point at which
they no longer need it. But if there is such a thing as
'fl%}htminto-health', the distinction between it and 'genuine'
impruvement is a highly technical and theory-laden business
which must be &eft to the expert judgement of the therapist,

provided that the distinction can be expressed in a coherent

way whéch admits of systematic judgements being made Bbout it.

Levy seems to deny, however, that the therapist knows
best in this kind of way (see above p.00). 1In offering his
new perspectives and restructg}ings)the thegapist is merely
saying, in effect, "Try this way of 'looking-at' your
situation; it may get you out of your 'bind'". But he will
never know whether to make that recommendation again if he
does not know how to tell whether the patient is really out

of his "bind" or just in a different one (which is perhaps

more subtle and less conspicuous).

A decision on question (2), about how long to wait for

improvement before you conclude that a proffered perspective
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is not helpful and suggest another in its place, will have

to take account of the well-known mechanisms of 'resistance'
and 'secondary gain'. In classical psychoanalysis, an
interpretation, even Phough correct, may be resisted, and

thus prevented from inducing therapeutic progress, because

it is offensive to the gMNego or otherwise psychically
uncomfortable. Accordingly, a potentially helpful
interpretation (whether correct or not) might fail for the
same reason to ?rbduce short-term behavioural dividends.

This leads to a dilemma. Either you must short-circuit the
goncept of 'resistance', on the grounds that, if a perspective
is disconcerting enough on presentation to evoke ressstance,
then it is not 'helpful' in the required sense; or you must
have some theoretical way of distinguishing between non-progress
which is due to resistance to a potentially valuable per-
spective, on the one hand, and non-progress occasioned by an
intrinsically unhelpful suggestion, on the other. The latter
alternative is obviously theory-laden, and consequently at
variance with Levy's position. The former is either
tautolegically true, by some strangeddefinition of therapeutic
'help' which makes temporary discomfort inconsistent with it,
or just empirically false (if we are to stick te ordinary

ideas about what is helpful).

A second reason why even the (potentially) most helpful
interpretation may not produce behavioural improvement for
som- time is that seme patients, hysterics notbé?usly, have
built such a life-style round their maladaptive behaviour
that they get a great deal of emotional satisfaction from

othe%%eople's protective, indulgent, supportive and solicitous
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attitudes, and stand to lose all of this 'secondary'

gain if their symptoms were relieved as a result of adopting
the new perspective offered in the interpretation. In
which case, it may be said, the therapeutic task would be

to find a perspective according to which healthy
independence is seen as preferable to pathological
dependence and passive manipulation; the fact is that the
'working-th%:gh' of resistigces has been since early days

a central takk in interprquve psychotherapy. Certainlys
but this depends upon the theory that 'help' consistsiin

moving the patient away from the{sort of dependence and

passivity.

Carl Rogers is well known for answering question (3),
as to whether patients should work out their new ferSpectives
for themselves (without having them suggested by the
therapist), in the affirmative. It is a determining feature
of his so-called 'non-directive' and 'glient-centred'’
psychotherapy that the therapist does not offer interpret-
ations, explanations or new perspectives to the patient, but
makks it his business merely "to hold¥, as 'twere, the
mirror up to mature'" in such a way that the patient comes
to restructure his own view of himself, for himself, as a
result of what he sees reflected therein (Rogers 1951, esp.
chh. 1, 2, 4, 5). This is done in practice by the
therapist picking up and repeating, more or less verbatim,
some of the things the patient says about himself of his own

accord in talking about his problems.

Surely here at last then, we have a truly claim-free
therapettic technique? Not, to be sure, a form of claim-

free interpretation as such, for Rogers is at pains to
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disavow the use of such suthoritarien impositionas, as he sees them
(1951, ppe219=223); but a means, nevertheless of changing a patient's
wey=of=locking at himself for the better, without the therapist
making any propositions or recommendations ( however implicit)

about it.

Because he asserts nothing sbout the patient's predicament,
but only reflects back certain features of what the patient himself
says about it, the therapist cannot be accused of distorting the
relevant behavioural data (as he may be when using theory=-laden
classification schemes), nor of influencing, by his own expression
of opinions, what the patient sayslk or refrains from saying, next.

S0 Rogers specifically says that when a therapist enters a therapeutic
relationship "meking interpretations, ... his distortions enter

with him" (1951, pes2)s And even Levy concedes (1963,pe248) that
giving a conventional interpretation betrays something of the therapist's
view of the patient and of therapye This furnishes, of course, &
standard objection to the idea that the validity of an interpretation
can be checked by sppeal to its "eventual" acceptance or beneficial
outcome: namely, that anyone in an emotionally-charged reletionship
is predisposed, f'or the sake of security, to accept suggestions from
the prestige-figure on whom he is dependent, regardless of their
truth, and to feel better for having acquired some coherent structure
or perspective where he hed none before. (1As if the giving

itself tends to transform in the direction of what is given,)

Whereas with iogers it is a point both of honour and of technique
that the patient should not be able to tell what particular views

the therapist holds about anythinge Thus a patient reports:
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"A lot of times I walk out with a feeling of elation ..., and of course
at the same time I have the feeling that 'Gee, he must think I'm an
awful jerk' ... But .., those feelings aren't so deep that I can form
an opinion one way or the other about you". And Rogers comments:
"There was not only no evaluation, but no standards expressed by which
evaluation might be inferred" (1947, pp. 104, 108),.

But this principle of non-directed selfiseeking on the part of

the patient turns out, on examination, to be no less theory~laden

than some Freudian doctrine about how to use the 'transference' in
therapy. For it must rest on the claim that views-of-yourself that you
arrive at without direcfion (assuming that you are undirected) are

more adaptive, more stabilising, more accurate, more egosyntonic or
‘generally more something (desirable) than those to whibh direction by

a therapist has contributed. This claim intturn would have to

derive either deductively from some more general theory about the natures
of personality-integration, or inductively from empirical comparisons

of the relative effectiveness (according to agreed criteria) of directive
add non-directive techniques in comparable cases, Here and there Rogers
does seem to appeal to observations which purport to make the latter
sort of comparison, and (more dubiously) to his own clinical experience
(1947, p. 1093 1951, pp. 213-225), But for the most part he tends to
take it as almost self-evidently true that a self-discovered re-organis-
ation of one's self-perception is better than one derived foom someone
else's suggestion; and at one point he actually refers to the assumption
that conventional interpretations increase dependency in the patient as
"a reasonable a priori hypothesis™ (1951, pp. 214-215). Thus it is
important notmmerely that one reorganises one's self-perceptions, but
also that in so doing one becomes aware of one's "capacity for

reperceiving experience".

However, doing things differently at someone else's suggestion
also provides scope for discovering one's own (perhaps despaired-of)
flexibility, - especially if 'resistance' has been worked through and
evercome en route. Rogers would counter, as we have just seen, that
a therapist should not encourage the patient to be dependent on someone
else's ideas and promptings. But it would require an gﬁormous and very
theory-laden investigation to show empirically that this is always bad;
and, in any case, psychotherapists have long since recognised the need

to wazn patients off their temporary transference-dependence,



(o7 36.

Certainly, in his example of the yowng wife who had been bhehaving in a
violently disorganised way towards her maid but who was no longer disturbed,
according to her own account, after "I ,.. discovered it was nothing more
than that she (i.e. the maid) resembled by mother", he advances no

specific reason for thinking that her recoverywwould have been less
effective or speedy if the patient had been given that interpretation

in the conventional way (Rogers 1947, pp. 111, 110). Rogers apparently
aas;hes that traditional therapeutic interpretation represents an
uniartanted imposition of someone else's point of view, and tends to
identify interpretation per se with what most analysts would regard

as bungled interpretations, Thus, although he asserts, on the one hand,
that in his system of therapy "the clinician brings to the interview

no pre-defermined yardstick by which to judge the material", he
nevertheless recommends against telling the patient "authoritatively

evs that he is governed by certain factors or conditions beyond his control"
(note this caricature of traditional 'interpretation'), on the ground that
"we have frequently observed that ..., it makes therapy more difficult".
This latter observation evidently amounts to a regulative principle or
"yardstick" for therapeutic technique, which is summed up i%éhe doctrine
"it is only when the individual discovers for himself that he can organise
his perceptions that change is possible" (op. cit. pp. 105, 109). That is a
sizeable background claim for a claim-free procedure of perspective=-

revision, and the contrast drawn by the caricature is in any case false,

It is just not true, to begin with, that an interpreting therapist‘
typically makes statements about the patient's feelings, motives,
conflicts etc., in an \apwherimatinre™py ex cathedra manner, if that means
without regard to what the patient thinls, feels or understands, Indeed,

we have already been Menninger insisting that éﬁhlysts always try to avoid
dazzling the patient with incomprehensible insights for which he is not
ready (p.00 above); and other therapists specify'that most interpretatiomns
consist ideally in verbalising notions which the patient is on the verge
of conceptualising for himself (cp, Yorke 1965). Secondly, it is grossly
misleading to suggest that psychoanalysts typically imply (let alone, asse{é)
that what they interpret to a patient is "beyond his conttol"f, For the
ultimate, and perhaps only, purpose of the exercise is to identify
“eertain factors" precisely in order that the patient may eventually
bring them under control, instead of having them influencey, {and usually
disrupt}, his behaviour malgre/ lui , Freud summed up this therapeutic

objective in his well-known epigram "where Id was Epo shall be", and it is
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remarkable that Hogers should have chosen to forget ite

The doctrine of non-directivity, if' taken seriously, also
involves theccleim that the patient knows what his problem is (that
is, what it really is), or at least that he can be steered round
- to it, non-directively, before too longes Most clinicians will
think, however, that they have come across cases where the patient's
* presenting problem' was no more than & smoke-screen, decoy, Buffer
or cry-for-help with respect to what was really vothering hime This
is of'ten reflerred to as 'the "by=the=waye...." synirome". On such
occasions classical DI plays a major role in identifying the under-
lying conflict from clues given in what the patient says about the
presenting problems But according to Rogers' scheme, either this
situation never in f'act occurs (and must therefore be an iatrogenic
delusion, like !'symptémesubstitution' in the eyes of hard=line
behaviour-therapists), or the therapist must collude in the patient's
self-deceptione Consistently enough, Rogers also lets the patient
- rather than the therapist be the judge of when he is well enough to
conclude treatmente This rests in twrn (as we saw above) on an
implicit denial of the claim, made by classical psychoanalytic
theory, that féelings of well=being, or the conviction that one can
see things in their proper perspective now, may themselves be

pathologically generateds

But studengs of epileptiform altered-states-of-consciousness
are femiliar with the phenomenon known as a 'vision of clarity'
which some patients experience as a proeirome to an A‘_epileptic episode,
rather like a cognitive counterpart of the more uéual sensory 'auras'.

In this particular altered state of
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consciousness, the patient has a vivid sense of having

found the solution to some problem, of everything having
clicked into place coherently, of having grasped the

meaning of life in a flash, or something of the sort. Here
is one situation, then, in which a patient's relieved and
euphoric impression of 'seeing-it-all-in-perspective-now'
cannot be trusted. Another neurological condition character-
ised by reduced tension and by relatively carefree unconcern
about one's attitudes and impulses is the post-leucotomy
syndrome. Indeed, the words of one of Roger's patients, with
which he illustrates his criteria for improved adjustment,
might well have come from the mouth of a neily leucotomised
subject experiencing disinhibition, reduced sense of
responsibility and mild dissociative euphoria. "I find that
when I feel things, even when I feel I hate, I don't care.

I don't mind. I feel more free somehow. I don't feel guilty
about things ... It's suddenly as though a big cloud has

been lifted off. I fe#l so much more content."

Rogers comments, "when an individual permits all his
perceptions of himself to be organised into one pattern, the
picture is sometimes more flattering than he has held in the
past, sometimes less flattering. It is always more comfortable"
(1947, pp. 112, 114). This sense of freedom and content-
ment is used, however, as a sign that the new perspective is
"realistic". There is, therefore, the background tlaim that
some ways of looking at one's self are more accurate than
others; and also the claim that accuracy zmmrfmnz conduces
to comfort, with its converse that comfort does not attend
inaccuracy or unrealism. Commenting on the self-report quoted

above Rogers writes, '"Note that ... the willingness to perceive
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herself as she is, is to accept herself 'realistically’,

... This realism seems to be accompanied by a sense of

freedom and contentment" (ibid). But if the therapist can
judge after the event that some perspectives are more
"realistic'" than others, he will also have some ideas in
advance about the direction in which realism lies. If,
however, he still fails to steer the patient in that direction,
by directing his therapeutic mirror here rather than

there, is not the therapist wilfully keeping his client ill

and failing in a moral duty? And if he does so direct it,

then obviously he is not being 'non-directive’.

These considerations lead to further claims about
what the therapist should focus his mirror on (and why), and
about why his attitude of benevolent acceptance helps the
patient to restructure his self-perseptions and thus conduces
to his 'self-actualisation'. The therapist, we are told,
"assists the client in bringing from background into focus
his own self, making it easier than ever before for the
client to perceive and react to the self'". He becomes '"only
an alternate expression of the client's self", and "By
providing a consistent aéggphere of permissivemess and
understanding, removes whatever threat existed to prevent
all perceptions of the self from emerging into figure."
This security from attack, and this "assistance" in focu%?ng
upon ''the perception of self', are what conduce to'a more
differentiated view of self and finally the reorganisation

of self" (1947, p. 118).

In his more recent advocacy of so-called "encounter
groups ", Rogers (197¢) takes to an extreme this idea that a

non-directed self-discovery emerges from a supportive,
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permissive, non-authoritarian, theory-free interaction
between participants. While not denying the liberating and
self-actualisting potentiality of some such experiences, we
need also to recognise that, contrary to what is claimed,
quite specific theories and authorities are implicitly being
invoked. On the one hand, a dangerously naive cathartic
theory of ego-development and mental health dictates the
method; and on the other the gégég of the group's

subculture determine what is to be accepted as the "true"

c
personality of the participant (Cheshire 1973?.

What looked at first as though it might be relatively a
claim-free, self—gene:;ted revision of his perspectives on
the part of the patient, achieved by the therapist playing the
role of non-directive sounding-board, turns out to be riddled
with implicit technical claims about the psychodynamic
function of the therapeutic interview, the nature of
maladjustment, the means of bringing about re-adjustment and
the criteria of recovery. The therapist's'non-directive"
mirror may not be tinted or distorted, but it certainly is
pointed in one direction rather than another, and at some
things wieh more often than at others. All the same, it will be
said, the mirror never shows the patient anything which he has
not produced of himself. But even this will nog do as a

defence against the chagge of systematic manipulation.

For, when a Skinnerian operant conditioner trains a rat
to turn three circles and press a lever with its left paw to
get food, he never shows or imposes on the animal (according to

the theory) any behaviour which it has not produced of itself.
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Yet it ends up doing something which the experimenter

wants it to do and which it was not at all inclined to do
previously; and it also "feels better" in so doing, because
now it keeps itself fed rather than starved. The theory is,
of course, that by selectively rewarding gggg%lements,

and not others, in what the animal does of its own accord,

you can gradually pick out those elemental actions which

are relevant to some purpose of yours,and string them together
in such a sequence that the animal ends up doing something

which it would not otherwise have dreamed of doing.

Now, if you allow that,when the warm, understanding,
W
accepting father-figure of a therapist reflects back fn idea
or attitude to a client,this serves to reward and reinforce

that particular way of looking at things even though no

evaluation is expressed, the analogy between Rogers and

Skinner becomes apparent. Indeed, it has becézé traditional
to refer at this point to a pioneering s®udy by Gréenspoon
(1955), who showed that you could make a patient unwittingly
use a certain kind of word more frequently in therapy

merely by giving an accepting-sounding grunt whenever he
uttered an instance of it. It is immaterial, of course, that
Rogers' patients could not tell what views and attitudes he
held, because in Greenspoon's demonstration also the subjects
altered their verbal behaviour without being aware of his
experimentally-assumed 'preference' for plural nouns

(and a fortiori without realising that they were changing

in response to that preference).

Since, however, the purpose of psychotherapy is not
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(usually, if ever) to get people to use certain words
more often in the company of certain person, the
Greenspoon phenomenon is not quite as alarming as is
sometimes assumed. But if the same goes for ideas,
attitudes, ways*of'looking-atiﬁneself and perspectives
as goes for words, then the possibilities for
surreptitious directivity in superficially claim-free
techniques are considerable. And how much greater is
the scope for overt directivity when interpreé{ve
techniques are admittedly theory-laden. We must now ask

what effect this has on the evidential status, for explanatory

purposes)of observations from therapeutic inteeviews.

gb
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CHAPTER FOUR

Data and Discovery in Psgchotherapeutic Material

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

What therapists say
Observation and distortion
Decontamination in other disciplines

The nature of psychotherapeutic 'discovery'

(a) What therapists say. Having looked at some of the

things whikh are typically said and done by workers who

I
practice PDP, we are now in a position to ask openly some rather

fundamental questions already hinted at, about whether it

is systematically possible for a clinician to observe and

describe his behavioural material in such a way that the

o/
observ!tional data can provide a basis for any sort of objective

account of what the people observed are doing and why they
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are doing it. For, in reporting their work, therapists

Gf a psychodynamic orientation in outlook and technique
certalnly do makb what appear to be discovery-claims

about their p!tlents, and sometimes, by extension, about
human nature in general; and they do appear to back up

their claims by appealing to evidence. That is to say,
they will claim to have found out, for example, that a
hatient has a conflict about rivalling his father; and

they will point, by way of evidential support, to the fact
that, for example, he fails at, or avoids, certain typically
masculine and adult achievements, and that in therapy he
Says this and that sort of thing, omits to say anothgé
sort of thing, seemﬁfense on this occasion, relieved on that,
and aggressive on the other. To some critics these
interpretive discovery-claims seem far-fetched and ill-founded
at the best of times; to others they sometimes seem uniquely

plausible in their ability to construct a coherent pattern

out of otherwise odd, pointless and perverse behaviour.

But nolody doubts that their empirical status, as
efidentially-based discoveries of a para-scientific sort,
is somehow precarious and embarrassing. It often seems,
to put it midly, as though some other discovery-claim might
éﬁually well be constructed out of the same observational
déta; Qah indeed we are often told that therapists of
different theoretical persuasions do, as a matter of fact,
find different discoveries in the same evidence. That is
to say, the Jungian finds his Persephone myths, the Adlerian

his organ-inferiority, the Freudian his Oedipus-complex,

Lo
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and the Laingian his double~bind in one-and-the-ssme set of obeervations
( epe Marmor 1962},]9-[};.1?:& such discoveries are allowed to be

relative to a particular point of view, is not that the very anti-
thesis of objectivity (and objectivity, we are faught to believe,

is a "good thing")? vorse, however, is to comes For not only

can the observational material be structured in different ways,

between which it is hard to choose on an external criterion of
validity, but also the materiel itself is contaminated by the method

of observations e have seen above that therapists can be

expected to focus their patients' attention on different kinds of
meterial: (e Rogerian on identity-feelings, an Adlerian on
inferiority~conflicts, and so on); and even that they mey sdectively
reinforce the production of such material without realising that

they are doing so (che3 (¢) )¢ If, then, the claims mede by therapists
on the strength of such observations may be said to have any validity
at all, they are valid ondly in a doubly relative, and therefore

doubly weakened, sense: their validity is relative both to the
therapist's theoretical perspective and also to his praciical

methodse

Now these objections are well knowne #hat is by no means
so well known, however, is what can be done sbout them by anyone who
might wish to do somethinge And discussion of them has recently
been revived by Farrell (1972), in a forceful and provocative

manner, which although admirable
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as a ruthless analysis of difficulties wMich any
scientifically sophisticated psychotherapy has to over-
come, nevertheless succeeds paradoxically in exaggerating
the obstacles and presenting an unnecessarily gloomy

view of our capacity to overcome them.

After setting up the problem in the foregoing way,
Farrell draws out two consequences, the one about the
logical status of such interpretive discovery-claims, and
the other about how therapeutic#lly-generated 'evidence'
might contribute to externally valid discovery-claims

about human behaviour, whether in psychotherapy or outside

it.

(b) Observation and distortion. Let us take the

second conclusion first, and try to show that it is

unnecessarily sceptical and demoralising. Farrell argues

that psychotherapists, and especially psychoanalysts, tend

to assume that, in order for psychotherapy to be valid in

any useful sense, its theoretical ratiomale and its

practical observations must be such as to be capable of

generating discovery-claims which are true in ?he "objective"

andf?%xternal" sense characteristic of natural science; and
that wh@tever objections serve to undermine this assumption

serve also to depf;}ve psychotherapy of any validity

whatsoever (pp.157-159). It is as if Farrell assumes

Bhat they have been brow-beaten by Eysenck's dictum that

"psychoanalysis is a science ... or it is nothing (1963, p.68),

and are consequently committed to defending its

‘para-scientific honour. It suggests also that he is recommending
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that they ought rather to defend it along different lines;

namely, by establishing it as a tertium quid which, on the

one hand,is not indeed a'science' but, on the other, is
"not a nothing either” (to adopt a Wittgensteinian stance).
Now, however, the problmm arises of saying what sort of
facts and discoveries are being dealt with. If not

those of the physical world, then perhaps those of
subjective experience and phenomenology? Happily, such
nebulous extravagances are not necessary, for we have seen

(p.0) that Rycroft, for one, has taken as his tertium quid

a kind of semantic approach. Farrell's middle way takes a

different course.

Since straight-forward defences of para-scientific
honour are futile (because the behavioural evidence is
method-distorted, and discovery-claims about it are
perspective- distorted), he lifts psychotherapy off the
Eysenckian dilemma by preserving the concepts of 'discovery'
and 'validity' at the expense of hedging them about with such
restrictions that their force is intentionally weakened.

This provides a logical imprimatur for saying, as it often

seems reasonable to say, that psychotherapy can make
discoveries of a sort; and that a therapist's interpretive
discovery~-claim may be valid in a way, or certainly that
some are more valid than others. Roughly speaking, it
seems to amount to a licence to translate the statement
“"Interpretation 'D' of evidence 'E' is valid" as meaning
"Interpretation 'D' is an appropriate way of structuring;r
inz#leino-Freudian therapy-situation'". This may sound

disappointingly weak+ and yet it is not a licence te say

m Kdows “Frondian Aovms thes shaow ot (E) o what  Gimapreds
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anything about anything according to taste, as cynics will
sometimes suggest. Because one test of whether a particular
interpretation is 'appropriate' is hhat it helps to "produce
a coherent narrative'" about a large body of data, - and there
are many possible statements which would not pass this test
(p. 164). It also leaves open the possibility of applying
"internal" Q’potheses, about how people in a Kleino-Freudian
situation react to being given 'valid' interpretations of a
Kleino-Freudian sort, to the admittedly contaminated data,
with a view to seeing if there is any evidential support for
the D.I, content of a particular interpretive move. But
since evidence can in any case support empirical discovery-
claims (that something factual is the case) in a variety of
ways and to varying degrees, and siﬁce many empirical claims
are valid, because bearing a certain relation to relevant
e¥idential considerations without being in any narrow sense
'scientific', why do we need to operate with diluted notions
of discovery and malidity? Could we not in some way allow
for the distorting effect of the therapist's method on the
data, and of his perspective on the discovery-claims, so as
to reconstruct the situation with decontaminatdd evidence

and perspective-free claims?

Farrell does indeed compare the situation with that of
an historian trying to assess the dubious evidential value of
a damaged manuscript containing an evidently prejudiced report
of some event (see below, p.00). Certainly, the document is
some sort of evidence, but what sort? Previously, however,
Farrell has entertained the possibility of "allowing for" the

two sorts of distortion, but concludes that, from the point
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of view of current knowledge and techniques, this would be
in the realm of "science fiction", To illustrate what it
would logically involve, he constmucts an allegory which
adapts Plato's simile of the Prisoners in the Cave (pp.160-
163) .

""Suppose that the prisoners ... were each supplied with
a mirror and a light-emitting device for detecting the
features of the floral landscape behind them. Suppose that
each mirror was &0 made as to produce its own special type
of distortion, (and) ... that in focussing light on the
landscape ..., the light so focussed progressively changes
the colour and growkh of the flora ...; and that the devices
for emitting fight do not work in a uniform way. In this
situation, any one observer ... would find out about the
landscape with his own mirror and hence from his own
perspective. He would also find out about it in a way that
was dependent on his own light-emitting device".

In order to make the necessary allowances for the ways
in which what he actually "sees" has been distorted by
his angle of regard, his mirror and his torch, and thereby to
reach "objective" and "extemnally true" conclusions about
the flora being observed, a prisoner would need to know
a good deal about the characteristics of his particular
mirror and torch, and about the 1a§s of optics and phoﬁ?hemistry.
Now, Farrell hints that, in the case of some empirical
inquiries which have to cope with the fact that their
observationsig;a method~-dependent, those who pursue them do
know encugh about their corresponding tools and background-
laws to make a start at applying the necessary corrections.
But when he spells out what the analogous corrective knowledge
would look like in the case of psychotherapy, he argues that

it would involve a great deal more information than we now have,
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both about how petients of a given psychologicel make-up mteréot
with therapists using a particular technique and about how people

in general function when not being subjected to psychotherapy. This
would be espeoiallgr a0 when we consider using observations of
psychotherapeutic interactions as a source for propositions about

personal interactions in general.

I want to suggest that one way in which Farrell underestimates
the strength of' the therapist's hand is by seeming to assume thet any
background~luws which he might invoke are themselves therapy-dependent:
for this is what corresponds to the prisoners trying to work out the
laws of optics from their contaminated visusl data slones But a
therapiet may very well be armed with all scrts of extra-therapeutic
information, which would correspond to the prisoners' having
independent knowledge about the pre-observation nature of their
floras For they usually have access to detailed case-histories,
biographies and self descriptions for each patient; and they may even
have psychodynamic descriptions and analyses based on projective
tests (1like TAT, ORT and Rorschach)e These latter are especially
relevant because they investigate to a considerable extent the same
aspects of mental and emotional make-up as the therapist does, and,
although their findings are reported from a conceptual 'perspective’
similar to his, the 'method' of observation is very different. Their
importaence, in terms of the allegory, is this. Let us accept that
the same sort of cbservations, namely e védence of particular conflicts
or particular defence-mechanisms, aere made both in the situations of
therapy and projective tesiing and also in day-to~day non-clinical

interactions, such as those on which Freud based his Psychopathology

of Everyday Life (1924),
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and in experimental studies done as far apart as Chana and
Sweden (Kline 1966, 1969; Blum 19..). Now, this corresponds
to the prisoners still seeing the same sort of shapes and
colours if they substitute less, or differently, distorting
mirrors and less, or differently, destructive torches;

and if the same sort of images keep gropping up, even with
different methods of observation, they may reasonably
conclude that there must be something in what they see

after all.

Moreover, given that they may thus have some sort of
befiore~and-after observations, therapists may (and of course
do) construct some sort of admittedly weak and folklore-
like generalisations about how certain sorts of people respond
to certain sorts of therapies and therapists, even if such
generalisations are so crude that they can justify saying
nothing more specific than, for instance, that this patient
is not suitable for a group, or that one should be treated
by a woman. They may also be entitled, when they see
reactions characteristic of therapy-situations (such as
dependency, regression and projection) occurring also in
close, an¥iety-laden dyadic relationships in everyday
life,to conclude that people in general are susceptible
to such 'transference' behaviour in specifiable kinds
of circumstance. But it seems a persuasive objection that
these primitive descriptions of base-line states, these before-
and-after comparisons and this lore about the way people
react in therapy, would have to be articulated, particularised
and tightened up out of all recognition (and thereby trans-

ported into the realm of what is now "science-fiction")
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before they could have sufficient corrective power to do any
significant decontamination of psychotherapeutic evidence
as it now stands; at any rate, before it can do enough to
allow us to claim valid discoveries in his stronger sense of

"valid" and "discovery".

My suggestion, however, is that if we examine how other
empirical disciplines contrive to "allow for" the
contamination which sometimes creeps into their evidence,
as a result of certain meﬁhods and perspectives having
been used in its compilation, we shall see that they often
appeal to generalisations about content and background which
are no tighter than those available to psychotherapists;
but that even such generalisations as these, taken in
combination with other considerations (often themselves common-
sensical and non-scientific), can serve to justify factual
discovery-claims which are valid "b?yond reasonable doubt'", -

in the phrase which Farrell adopts.

The metaphor of 'perspective' may be, in some cases,
no more than a figurative reference to selective attention.
An industrialist who manufactures indoor tennis courts may well
have a different perspective on a particular tennis-match
than a spectator who has wagered his life savings on the
unfancied/player. They will consequently notice different
things about how the game goes, and give different reports;
but those reports will not necessatily conflict: they may
not even impinge on one another, but rather "pass each other
by". In this way they would be unlike pictures of one and
the same incident in the game taken simultaneously from two

different camera-angles. But we do not have to say, therefore
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that the two stories aee true only "internally' to the

industrialists? or the gambler's Weltanschauung. On the

contrary, they could both be true de facto, but be concerned
with different facts, or (perhaps more likely) with different
relationships between facts. The manufacturer sees a bad
bounce as the defect¥ve reaction of a new surfacing substance
to television lights; the gambler sees it as the last of

many adversities which cracked hisf?én's morale and lost him

the game.

It is tempting to argue that clinicians who adopt
apparently conflicting conceptual perspectives are doing the
same sort of thing. They are like cartographers using
different systems of topographical prgiection to depict
the surface of the earth in two dimensions, or like Eddington
wondering which of his '"two tables" was the true one, 3
the permeable swarm of colorless moving particles or the
solid, static, red-brown lump of furniture. In Eddington's
case, wemmay help to resolve his paradox by disf;;nguishing
different 'levels of discourse' and insisting that predicates
which denote the macroscopic, perceptual properties of something
('solid] 'hemey', 'red-brown') carry no implications for, and
therefore cannot be inconsistent with, what is said about
their sub-microscopic characteristics. And yet cattography
seems to provide a clear case of a representation which is
"true", as it stands, only internally to a particular system,
but which is nevertheless capable of yielding empirical
statements that are externally valid.

1
In Mércator's projection, and to a given scale, it may

be true that Omsk is three inches at an angle of four o'clock

from Tomsk, whereas an another projection the former town is
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correctly placed four inches away at 3 o'clock from the latters

These two cartographical 'statements', although superficially
conflicting, are of course both equally true relatively to their own
projection=-system: each is as true as the other in Farrell's
"internal" sense., But this apparent restriction of their scope

should not lead us to suppose that the statements have no general,
objective, 'external' validity. For they certainly have, in the
sense that, by applying the transformation=rules of their repective
systnes, they can both generate, or be converted into, one-and-the-same
'externally' valid statement about the objective distence end direction

on the earth's surface from Omsk to Tomsk#

In general terms, then, we may not necessarily conclude,
from the fact that the immediate wvalidity of a statement is sytem=
dependent, that it is not a reliable source of independently valid
descriptions of the worlde To get rid of the negatives: a proposition
mgy both be system~dependent and yet rigorously entail objectively

true empirical statementss

It is one condition, however, of the Cave dilemma that the
prisoners are not in possession of the relevant transformation=-
rules, because they can never compare 'reality' with their visual
images and thus can mever infer the principles for reliably
converting ( internslly valid) statements about the latter into
(externally valid) ones sbout the former. But in this repect the
Platonic simile is too pessimistic for the situation of psychotherapy.

and Farrell's extension of it underrates the therapist's resources.
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For hundreds of experiments have, of course, been ne in
the general area of 'social perception', which yield systematic
information about how observers working with different assumptions,
knowledge, expectation, recent experience and so on, will tend to
misperceive, misinterpret or misjudge other people's behaviour
(epe Livesley and Bromley 1973, ppe 1=71; Argyle 1967)s /48 a
consequence, peoples; such as schoolteachers, personnel managers and
social workers, whose Jjob involves maeking assessments of others on
the basis of rather unstructured observation, can be made aware,
albeit at a very basic level, of certain likely sources of error in
their judgementss GSome well=-known examples are: the tendency to
assume that a subjeot has further qualities that you approve of if
you have already elicited evidence of some of which you approve.
("halo judgement'); the tendency to assume that cert.in attitudes,
traits and abilities go together, so that having established that
the subject is athletic, say, the observer assumes, without partisular
evidence, that he will also be, say, tolerant and non-authoritarian
(*implieit personality theory'); the tendency for interviewers'
ratings of candidates to be more fagoureble in proportion to the
amount of talking dome in the interview by the interviewer himself;
the tendency for an observer who realises that he dislikes a subject,
or finds him annoying, to 'overcompensate' and attach more favourable

weight to a given observation than he usually woulde

I do not see why psychotherapists should not be, or learn to
become, at least as insightful as this, and sonsequently make
allowances for their own explicit personality theories, paychopathology
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and counter-transferences (initially, perhaps, by identifying and
counteracting their own use of 'projection')s There are after all
some quite specific tactics which other clinicians regularly deploy
in order to avoid making spurious observations. A paychologist,
for instance, who is using a combination of 'oh.jactiﬁe' tests and
elinical judgement to sssess aspects of someone's mental abilities
and personality, often has to anticipate or counterasct the effects
of 'cognitive set's e has to recognise when the subject who does
not answer an intelligence-~test item is failing because he is looking
for a higher-level answer than is required, rather than because he
cannot see how to answer at alle The tester then says or does
something that will break this 'set' without directly helping with
the particular questions (This problem is regularly encountered
when testing bright subjects on the !'Similarities' subtest of the

Wechsler scales)e

Again, if' the tester moves on to projective techniques,
like Rorschach or TAT, after sdministering cognitive tests, he mey
need to insist when introducing them that the subject's task is
no longer to find the "right answer" and so on, but instead to
describe his personal impressions of what the stimulus-material
looks like, on the understanding that there is no gquestion of
right and wrong answers nowe In doing this, the psychologist
is making use of two admittedly vague but entirely factual generalisations:
one, about the AEMEihood of a particular 'perspective' being
transferred from one testesituation to another; the other, about
the way in which such a transfer of perspective would contaminate
the second set of test-datas KEven more generaslly, when a clinician

(or detective, for that matter) phrases e
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question in such a way as to avoid contaminating the response
by prestigious suggestion, we do not need to know how a
particular suggestion would have contaminated a particular
repponse in order to conclude that this response at least

was not so contaminated (as it otherwise might have been),
because no such suggestion had been made. In this sort of
way we can and do control, or at least limit the range of,

possible sources of M-distortion.

But even if perspectives themselves can to a certain
extent be allowdd for, it is a more sinister feature of the
Farrellian Cave that the therapist's perspective is brought
to bear on data which have already been distorted in unknown
ways by the very method of data-collection. This seems to
invite alarm and despondency, for we are perhaps inclined
to think of the standard case of indeterminacy in sup-atomic
physics: the properties of light-waves,we are told, are
such that, if someone sets up the conditions necessary to
‘observe’ the location of an electron at a given moment,
he is bound to disturb its directional velocity; while, if
he concentrates on determining the latter, it becomes impossible
to ascertain the former. As a consequence, therefore, of
the nature of 'M', one can never discover both the position and
the directional velocity of a given electron at a given moment.
It may not be very relevant that sub-atomic theory seems to
survive this epistemological depf?&vation, but it will
certainly be instructive to see that, in the less extrenme
cases of some other empirical inquiries, it does seem to be
possible to use judgements about how the given observational
material has been contaminated, by M's and P's, in order to
reconstruct what the original data must (or, sometimes, should)

have been.
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In a commonsensical way, we allow f'or unknown 'errors'
of observation every time we pool the scores of one group of
experimental subjects, who have done some task under one set of
conditioas, and compeare their mean value with that of another group
who worked in different conditions; or when we draw a line nét
through, but between, plots on a graph, on the assumption that it
represents a function of which the actually=-cobserved values are
but a blurred or distorted reflectione In these cases we suppose,
no doubt, that lthal fectors which introduce distortion here will
cancel each other out, over a large enough sample of subjects or
time, because they are Just as likely to raise a recorded value
above the 'true' level as they are to reduce it; that is to say,
because they are assumed to have a strioctly non-gystematic, or
‘random' , eff'ecte But even here, it is well known that conditions
which produce 'experimental error' do not always do so randomly,
ospaoially’parhapa in paychopmrsioa_l or psychometric studiese
Those which affect perceptuomoter reaction-times, for example,
are not as likely to reduce them as they are to increase them; and
the same goes for the variebles of a teste=situation which influence
a child's I{ scores Such results, therefore, are more likely to be
under-estimates than over-estimatess But the point about observation=-
conditions in Farrell's Cave is that they are even less manageable
than these, because they can be expected to distort both systematically

and in an unknown (end unknowable) direction.

(e) Decontamination in other disciplines. How do we

deal with the d istorting effects of 'P' and '¥' in other empirical
inquiries? Ve have already noticed Farrell's allusion to en
historian's problem of assessing the evidential weight of a damaged
document written by a blesed reporter. In this case the

Me~distortion ( getting information
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from a damaged and reconstructed report) occurs after
P-distortion (prejudiced selection and description of

'the facts') has already been brought to bear on what
actually happened. But here the possibility sometimes
exists of neutralising M-distortion by reconstructing

the Fext, according to principles broadly agreed by
palaeographers and historians; in which case there could
emerge a consensus of expert opinion about what the
documentary 'evidence' was, in spite of its original M-
distortion. The implication of tke example is that no
similar consensus could be achieved in the present state of
psyq§therapeutic observation. And even for the historian,
the second-stage problem of what to make of the evidence,

in view of its P-distortion, would still, of course, remain.
Now, all this raises the question whether there is such a
thing as a complete and objective account of 'the facts',
entirely free from such distortions, which would be available
in an historian's heaven, and to which all actual reports

are more-or-less poor approximations.

So far as utterances, or movements from place to
place, or numbers of troops on either side are concerned,
this seems reasonable: we could (both logically and
causally) have had a verbatim report of what Socrates said
to his judges, instead of what Plato puts into his mouth
according to surviving texts &6f the Agoing. But it is
doubtful whether there could, logically, be a dimilarly
complete, objective and perspective-free account of what
he was trying to do in the speech: was he 'really' seeking

martyrdom, or trying a double-bluff that misfired, or inciting




his followers to civil defiance? Perhaps he was ‘'doing'
nothing so precise, or switching from one to the other;

the facts themselves may be blurred or unstable, and
consequently the most faithful way to represent them may

be by an imaginative analogy: the therapist's standby,
"It's a bit as if you were trying to ...". A full and

true account of Socrates' actions would seem to require

an imaginative empathy with the man himself. If such

an account could in principle be given, then it would
scarcely be 'objective'; but ff an objective, distortion-~
free account is a chimera, then of what are our admittedly
distorted reports a distortion? It is hard to resist the
feeling that it is not just a question of a 'meutral data-
language" in which to report 'the facts'" non-tendentiously
(cp. ch. 8, section (a) ): it seems more a matter of a
neutral ¥iewpoint from which to conceptualise, significantly
but non-tendentiously, what counts as what-is-the-case.
After all, what Wittgenstein sought in the Tractatus was not

an atomic language but "atomic facts".

It would seem necessary, in formulating the problem of
Farrell's Cave, to assume that a corresponding distortion-
free account of a patient's behaviour in psgchotherapy is
possible. But we have already met hhe difficulty that,
as soon as you stop merely recording data and start
brié&ng some conceptual scheme to bear on the data, you
risk giving selective attention to some events, or features
of events, rather than to others (Bergson's problem, p.00
above). That is, you stop measuring 'arm-movements', and
start treating some of them as 'greetings' and others as

'threat-gestures'; this you start to do because the explanatory
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generalisations to be involved are concerned with such questions

as what makes people express friendliness or hostility in particular
conditionse S50 we are faced with the prospect of conatructing an
account that is both significant, for the purpose of a particular sort
of explanation, end yet at the same time free from whatever
pernicious aspect of conceptual processing it is that arouses
Bergsonian anxietye Accounts are clearly not to be thought of

as either significant o;:' not, in some = bsolute way: an economic
and physiological explanation of a conwersation with my bank=
manager do not neo.aaaarily draw on exclusively different data, but
may diff'er in the way they conceptualise some of the observations
common to them both ( cps the "bad bounce" in the tennis match,

De above).

If, however, we take seriously the possibility of tracking
down the nature and source of distortions, and of trying to
reconstruct a less distorted (if not entirely un-distorted)
pioture of what happens in psychotherapy and of what can be discovered
from it, the example of the historian with his demeged text can be
instructives For it is one of many non=psychological discovery-
situations where observers are faced with material distorted by
'P* and "M', and yet manage to do something about it, in such a
way that they can sometimes eventually say "This must be how it was".

What sorts of thing, theny do they do?

The methods used in an :archaeological excavation, for
instance, may well distort the evidence, in the crudest sense

of causing an object to be discovered in some place
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or condition other than that in which it 'should' have

been. And, although at the time the excavator does not

know which pagticular feature has been disturbed in

what particular way, yet the majority of the evidence

often falls into such a clear pattern that he can

confidently conclude, retrospectively, that some incon-
sistent observation, such as finding a particular object

in a particular stratum, must be 'wrong'; wrong, that is,

in the sense that locating it im that stratum would

entail attributing it to a level of occupation, or histori?al

period, other than its true one.

He is then entitled to look for a truly ad hoc
explanation of how the errant thing came to be in the
wrong place; that is, of how that observation came to be
M-distorted. Such an e)planation will be strictly
'ad hoc', in that it disposes of a particular anomaly in
order to preserve a more general thesis; but it will not
necessaily be so in any pejorative sense. For it may appeal
to no more than well-established causal generalisations,
about what sort of thing actually does happen. Sometimes,
indeed, it is specifically testable‘, The archaeologist
can sometimes look back and detect signs of the insect-
burrow or slippage by which the object moved from one spot to
another. And here we see, incidentally, the possibility
of some loose controlling generalisations about the nature
of M-distortion: gravity being what it is, misplaced objects
are more likely to have fallen down from later strata to
earlier, than to have been worked up from earlier to later.
But even when such an hypothesis cann®t in practice be checked,

that deficiency may carry little weight against the knowledge
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that it postulates the kind of thing which could well haVe
happened, given that people and the world have changed only

S0 much. When the question of Stonehenge having been some
kind of astronomical computer was revived in detail by Hawkins
(1965), his aﬁgument depended in part on assuming that certain
discrepancies, between the present-day stone-positions and the
mathematical pattern which he claims they originally exempl{fied,
are due to some of the stones having been moved out of position
in the coug¥’se of time. This amounts to arguing that the
presently observable data reflect not just the system which
generated them, but system-plus-'noise' (in the engineer's
sense of that term). In which case some of the observational
'*readings' have to be adjusted before the total data-patte¥n
will represent pure system. If there is no independent way

of telling which readings are noise-distorted, and therefore in
need of correction, the choice of which ones are to be corrected
is at the mercy of the general hypothesis about what the system
is and of an ad hoc hypothesis about the source of the noise.
The explanatory narrative which underpins a D.I. often takes
precisely this form (ch.6, section (b)), but ft is a difficult
form to control, and to judge the effectiveness of, {jh a

particular case.

We can keep a certain grip, to be sure, in the archae-
ological case, on the appropriateness of the main hypothesis
and on the plausibility of the ad hoc mechanisms. Stonehenge
just does have certain elementary properties of solar orient-
ation (so why not more complex ones?); and stones, even large
ones, just do get moved in the coﬁi{e of three-and-a-half
millennia (so why not this one?). But where are the controlling

generalisations about how much noise we are entitled to post-
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ulate in such a system after such a length of time? That is to
ask, what value of 'signal=to-noise' do we expect, in order to judge
whether Hawkins (or Freud, in the analogue' is postulating too much
nolse? Obviously there are no such generalisations. Some
comparable systems have been totally destroyed, giving an SN ratio
of gzero to infinity; others are intact, with the inverse ratio.
This is why we often {ind it hard to tell whether a particular
argument of thig_ type is plausible or nots Some are wildly out
of court, such asz Cioff'i's examples of pseudo-interpretation
(1970, ppeli90=49L), and some .am inescapably cogent, such as
Hoyle's revision (1966, a, b) of Hawkina' theory of Stonehenge;

but there is a large class of borderline cases, inmespect of which
we do not, or would not, know which way to Jjump, because we would

not know what principles to invoke.

Whether we accept, without being able to check, that a
particular stone has been moved from a particular pot, depends,
of course, on the strength of the grounds for thinking that such-
and=such a pattern originally existed; and indeed on the proportion
of 'corrected! to uncorrected observations necessary to restore the
supposed pattern. Thus, if Hawkins had supposed two stones to
have stayed in place, while thirty~five had been shifted randomly
out of their original pattern, we should feel our credulity strained.
(ind yet, what about systematic shifting; with subsidiary evidence of
the direction, distance and cause of shift}) So it would be also
with 7 to 30, and 12 to 25; but what of 27 to 10?7 ithat leeds us to
regard some such reconstructions as plausible or even cogent, and
others as too speculative bo be taken seriously, is something to

do with an intuitive balance of likelihoods (cps che7 (d) )s



What Hawkins' ad hoc hypothesis must not do, of cpurse,
even though it is reasonable in principle, is to make part-
icular counter-factual assumptions. But, according to Atkinson
(1966) and contrary to what was implied above for the sake
of argument, there is evidence that some of the allegedly
misaligned stones have not been moved as required; and this is
where Hoyle's (1966 a,b) adaptation of Hawkins' theory is
particularly instructive. For, on his different hypothesis
about how the structure was used to take azimuthal bearings,
he can explain why many stones are off-line, can predict the
direction and extent of misalignment, and can provide a
complete 'fit' with theory if you allow him to assume 'noise’
only in that part of the system which is dubious on independent
archaeological evidence. Specifically, the fit breaks
down on readings involving either the uncertainly reconstructed
location of a missing 'station stone' (no.94) or the doubtful
marker-hole 'G' which has long been thought by some not to
be a man-made feature of the structure. But Hoyle insists that
he can claim statistical significance even without postulating
this noise; and he makes a quaint obeisance to the totem of
prediction when he assures us: "What happened was that the
logic of measuring the azimuthal extreme occured to me before

I worked on the data" (1966 b, p.273%).

Now, there is no doubt some alignment of London chimney-
stacks which points directly from Nelson's column to the
sunset on Trafalgar Day. But the reason why we do not suppose
that they were so positioned in Order to trace this line is
partly the absence of any background consideration linking
chimney-pots with Trafalgar-commemoration, and partly that

e
there are so many constructional fdatures in the immediate
¥y
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vicinity that there is a strong likelihood of some such line-
up having occurred by chance (if you do not specify in advance
precisely what line-ups are relevant). When the repertoirs
of possibly relevant features is smaller, however, as when
this argument is turned against the pseudo-archaeological
concept of a 'les', we again enter the no-man's-land of
borderline cases. What sets the Stonehenge story far apart
from chimney-pots and 1egs is the enormous un-likelihood of
it happening to embody certain mathematical features if it
had not been indended for certain uses. Specifically, it is
wildly unlikely, if the Aubrey holés had not been meant for

use as a lunar clock inter alia, that they should just

happen to be able to generate, by the simplest arithmetical
means and within an error of 0.3%, an obsuure value (18.61)
that would be crucial to such a use (and only such a ;Se);

and again, it is wilrly unlikely, in the absence of such an
intention, that subsidiary structures (a row of posts) should
have existed of just such a kind ;;Flocation as to allow

the calculation of just that item in Hoyle's eclipse-predicting

model which you would not know from other sources, and with-

out which the model wauld be unworkable (Hoyle, 1966 a).

Such background unlikelihoods are a feature of empirical
discovery-arguments'in many fields of study, and we return
to them below (ch.7) because they figure conspicuously in the
implied rationale of many a D.I. When Freud (1924, pp. 1-6),
in interpreting a famous memory-lapse, appeals to the facts
that the same syllable keeps recurring in a train of associations
(Bosnia, Botticelli, Boltraffio; Herzegovina, Herr), and that,

if you allow a transformation from German to Italian (Herr-
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Signor), which is apt for the context, you can reconstruct the
forgotten name ( Jignorelli) and the reason for its being forgotten,
he is also trading on the essumption that such 'alignments' within
the data are so unlikely to occur fortuitously that the pattern
must be determineds A notorious difference, however, between

the Frewlian and the Hoylean case is that, whereas loyle can specify
minutely in advance what alighments and what values he needs to
find, Freud can say ondiy (rather loosely) what sort of patterns he
expects, and then demonstrate post hog that the actual data are of
the required sorte This is clearly brought out hy Hempel (1964, pe«63)
when considering whether such a parapraxis-explanation can be
forced into a nomothetic moulde In the context of perspective=-
distortion, what matters about these judgements, of what the back~
ground likelihoods are and how they balance out, is that they follow
precisely from an observer's 'perspective' and could not be mede
without ite Consequently thés perspective, so far from hindering,
actually helps him to identify and unscramble instances of M-

distortion in his dates

The archaeclogist, then, is able to tell that this coin
or piece of pot does not really belong in the place where it was
discovered, precisely because, and insof'er as, he has a certain
view about the nature and chronology of the sites /Analogously,
it mey be that a therapist's perspective helps him to infer that,
when patient X says 'p' in a given situation, what he was really
trying to say (or not to say) was '{'; and that therefore we shall
be barking up the wrong tree if we concentrate on explaining *p*
when we ought to be trying to explain 'q's In practice,

this is a commony even stereotypic,
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more in interpretive strategy. 'You say that you‘are afraid
of X; let us suppose that (in a2 sense) you want X, and see

if that makes things fall into place'. 'You say that you are
trying to achieve Y, but let's suppose you are "trying"

to avoid it ..."; 'you say you love J, but let's suppose you

are ambivalent (and consequently guilty) about him ...'; and

even, as in our original example, 'you describe my behaviour

as conventional, but let's suppose you are concerned about how
conventional your own behaviour is'. 1In general terms,
'perspective' may help us to avoid looking for a data-pattern
which 'p' fits into, when we really need oni which accommodates
'q'. Consequently, we shall examine be]ow{(ch.o o)) a famous
case of explanatory interpretation which neatly accounts for a

pseudo-datum that demonstrably ought not to be accounted for.

To take another archaeological example, it seems ines@apable
that Ventrisf was able to crack the notorious Mycenaean script
called "linear B", ohly because he adopted certain technical
perspectivés on the data. Contrary to the prevailing and
fruitless assumption of scholars that the language could not be
a form of Greek, he took the view that that possibility had not
been adequately discredited. The other crucial angle from which
he worked was that of supposing that the characters represented
syllables rather than letters or pictures: that is, that the
script was neither alphabetic, as in that of Greek proper, not
ideographic, as were some associated Mineoan scripts. His sub-
sequent observation of the relevant groupings, similarities,
paralleds, contrasts and patterns among the data was thus highly
and very specifically P-dependent, But, so far from this
detracting from the objectivity and externgl validity of his

discoveries, it would have been utterly impossible for someone
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operating without these perspectives (from different ones or from
none at all) to '"see' the necessary characteristics of the data and
make the consequential discovery that the first word of Fylos tablet
Pé41 reads 'ti-ri=po-de' and consequently means "something with three
feet", = that is,; a 'tripod'e And to find this word actually paired
on the tablet with a drawing of a tripod, and other such correspondences,
provides a vindication, of the linguistic hypothesis, which depends
upon the fact that "the odds against getting this astonishing
agreement purely by chance are astronomical” (where 'astronomical’
hints at unquantifiability; Chadwick 1967, peB82)s This kind of knock=
down pay-off is probably, however, untypical of palaeographic
decipherment, and in his desoription of the logic of the Linear B
enterprise Palmer is quite explicit that, although some of the back~
ground likelihoods are calculable, once you know the range of symbols
and possible combinations, yet there are other unguantifiable
questions which have to be left to the informed intuition of the
expertse Thus, on one such point (how to judge the antecedent
likelihood that this particular unknown language forms its plural
nouns in this way rether than that) Palmer writes (1961, p.66):
"Success in this vital point of grammasticel procedure cannot be
expressed matuematicaelly, and we must leave its assesswent to the

collective common sense of the scholarly world".

The situation is sometimes complicated even further by the
need for an observer to reconstruct, by means of his perspective, how
a corrupt (M~distorted) text ought to read, before bringing his
perspective to beer agein in order to translate ite Textual critics
of ancient manuscripts, and even readers of badly-written letters,
regularly hav e to do thise For, although it mey be the case that
the writer of that particular Pylos tablet wrote down the correct

characters for what he wanted to record, so that we have a linguistically
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sound document which can be taken at face value f'or translation
purposes, there are other times when we want to say that the writer
of a text cannot have meant to put p at some point, or ought not to

have put g at anothers

When a manusoript of the jeneid has been copied from an earlier
copy which was itself several copies removed from what Vergil, or
his amenuensis wrote, it will contain errorss GSome of them will
be straight-forward scribal mistakes attributable to the mechanics
of copying: slips of the pen, ommissions, dittographies, false
assimilation of work-endings and the rests They make our 'observations'
of what Vergil wrote very concretely M-dependent; and when they result
in a reading that ig evidently nonsense or non-Latixi, we try to pin-
point the contamination and to infer how the original, surposedly
perfect, veraion reads But in order even to recognise these
blunders for what they are, we need to have a tather precise view
of ﬁhat. for example, is a possible wor-form, possible grammar or
possible scansion: perspective is necessary. How much more so is

it needed in our correcbive reconstructionse.

Textual corruptions may also occur, however, as a result of
' perspectives' held by previous observers of the datas This means
that the evidence of our present text is both P= and li=dependent,
Just as with Farrell's therapy=-materiales For occasionally a
copyist will incorporate into his version of the text a phrase or
word which was really only e marginal comment on the text, made by
a previous reader, and thus accidentally introduce somebody else's 'p'
into the datas But sometimes the change is not accidental, and a
seribe will deliberately depert in his own copy from what is written
in the version he is copying (his 'exemplar'), thinking that he is

correcting a mistake, when in fact what the exemplar had was correct but
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unusual 6r obsé;hre. In this way he contaminates the.data

with his own 'P'. All these contaminations, by both 'M'

and 'P', are at least somefimes identifiable and reversible,

and the controlling generalisations which the textual critic
invokes, in his recognition of particular errors and reconstruct-
ion of an archetypal text, illuminatingly reflect the different

sources of distortion.

We have seen that where there has been a failure in the
sheer mechanics of copying, like letter-substitutions, gaps,
repetitions and homoioteleuta,we are dealing with what Maas
(1958, p.15) calls "scribal blunders" which "normally produce
obvious nonsense". Decdding that something has gone wrong
depends on knowing what does 'make sense', in terms of
word-forms, grammar, scansion and the rest, as well as on
assuming that Vergil's archetype did not contain such non-
sense. (This is not an entirely trivial asgumption, because
it did of course contain at least one sort of anomaly, -
that of incomplete lines). Reconstruction of what has gone
wrong, and consequently of how the text should read, draws on
generalisations about what letter-confusions actually occur
in various styles of script, and about what sorts of eye-slips
are likely. Knowledge of M-conditions can be used to counter-

act M-dependent distortion.

The trouble, however, with P-dependent distortions, as
when the scribe unwittingly incorporates a gloss, or knowingly
'corrects' a puzzling reading in his exemplar, is that they
will most often produce perfectly good sense. It may be only
when it is possible to compare two MS witnesses, one of which

lacks the interpolation or the pseudo-correction, that the
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contamination can be recognised. The more economical text
shows up the corrupt one as repetitious or pleonastic. And
yet perhaps the more concise reading owes its economy to
omission; that is, to a merely M-dependent scribal blunder.
We are tacitly assuming that a mechanical lacuna is unlikely
to cofrespond, just by chénce, to a syntactic unit, in such
a way that a possible sentence-structure is preserved. This
throws into relief the question what exactly the controlling
assumptions are, and what they are based on. Obviously the
textual critic cannot conjecture that any instance of repetit-
iousness, pleonasm or hendiadys reflects a corruption: because
some writers just are repetitious, pleonastic and prone to
hendiadys. Thus the critic is clearly not armed with the tight,
extfusive generalisation 'All A's are B'. As Maas puts it
(ibid.), 'in texts where such an interpolation has been demon-
strated, much becomes suspect simply because it appears to be
superfluous ... And yet there is undoubtedly superflucus ...

matter in every original,"

Nevertheless, the critic is driven to consider, especially
in the case of the second source of corruption, what kinds of
mistake are most likely to occur on what Maas calls '"psychological
grounds': that is, the balance of likelihoods mentioned above.
This is evident in the traditional rule of thumb for deciding
which is 1likely to be the more accurate copy, when one 'witness'
has an unusual or puzzling reading at a particular place while
another has a straightforward one (say, different forms of the
same verb or foun). 'The harder reading takes preference',

decrees stemmatic folklore: praestat lectio difficilior. But why?

Because a scribe is more likely to treat an unusual expression

as a mistake, and put something obvious in its place (thus
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trivialising the expression), than he is either to have
wilfully obscured a straightforward exemplar (P-dependent
error) or to have substituted a difficult but possible
reading by chance as a result of a merely mechanical slip

(M-dependency).

It seems, then, that there is a range of empirical
situations where observations and reports become contaminated
by observation-methods ('M') and observer-perspective ('P'),
but where such contamination can nevertheless sometimes be
identified, and some quasi-archetypal account of the data be
reconstructed. Accordingly, if we regard a therapist's observ-
ations, of successive behaviour-samples from his patient, as
different (but not independent) 'witnesses' to a behavioural,
rather than textual, tradition, there may be greater scope
than Farrell suggests for detecting, and making allowance for,
such distortion as 'M' and 'P' introduce into the data. And
tere is one final variation, on this theme of text-restoration,
which can be mentioned instructively here, even though it is

~-not played until later: even the archetypal #flext may itself be

wrong.

ﬂ”.4??ﬁe noticed above (p.00) that a therapist trying to interpret
his clinical material needs to recognise that the most
'objective' account of what a patient said and did may be mis-
leading. Although the patient actually says or does 'p',
he should (in the absence of displacement, denial, reaction-
formation etc.) have said or done 'q', in the sense that 'q'
#;uld have expressed what was really going on in his mind. In

interpEgtﬁa% a slip-of-the-tongue or parapraxis, the relevant
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*dete' are as much (or more) what was not thereby said or done as
what wass The same happens with texts too. Jometimes we know

how the archetype reads, and yet have good grounds for concluding
that it should read otherwise. We do this sort of thing every day
when we silently correct for ourselves misprints in a newspaper;

and it is done rather more t echnically when, for example, a musicologist
decides that what Deethoven actually wrote in his original manuseript
of the Hammerklavier soneta or the Diabelli variations must have been
a misteke (cpe che8(e) )s But the nature of the assumptions and
generalisations which constitute the grounds for these conclusions

( that is, conclusions which look behind the distorted datum to the
pristine intention) will be examined at a later stage in the

argunent (che7 () )e

(d) Ihe nuture of psychotherapeutic ‘digscovery's For the

moment it is enough to have shown, by appeel to analogous problems
about archaeclogical and linguistioc evidence, that observations
from psychotherapy do not necessarily have to be rejected, as a
potantial\aouoe of objective discovery, simply because they are subject
to contemination from the therapist's methods and perspectives.
Given that these defects can at least sometimes be overcome in other
empirical disciplines, our attention is focussed on two questions:
what sort of discovery-claim does our interpretation purport to
make, and how are such ciaims related logically to the evidence on
which they are bused? In respect of the former, the argument will
be that the discovery has more to do with structure and relations
than with objects and events; as to the latter, I emphasise

the role of analogical patterns rather than that of
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causal generalisations. In ordey, therefore, not to lose

sight of the fact that the peculiar mode of understanding which
psychodynamic interpretation generates depends upon claiming

to demonstrate significant relationships between features of

a person's behaviour, we shall find a convenient fusion of

ideas in the notion of 'explanatory discovery'.

We noted above (p.00), however, that the first of
Farrell's main contentions is precisely that such explanatory
discoveries as a therapist purports to make about his patients
are often 'about' them in only a curiously indirect way:

a way, indeed, such as virtually disqualifies them from being
either explanatory or discoveries. It also seems to involve
casting doubt on the insightfulness, and even almost on the

good faith, of the interpreting therapist. For Farrell

argues that such interpretive claims, do not "function primarily
«+. s descriptive statements to state hypotheses". On the
contrary, "their primary function is to do things such as

orient the therapist himself in respect of the current situation;
reassure him that 'he knows what is going on' at the time,
and.so help him to feel secure and in command of the situation"
(D X5T £)i This is all rather alarming and alarmist. It
suggests that the therapist is'doing, either knowingly or
negligently, somebhing different from what he claims to be
doing; and it thus (unintentionally, no doubt) makes him out

as some sort of impostor who says what he does say in order

to camouflage his own ignorance, and to make himself, not

the patient, feel better. No doubt Farrell does not mean

to appear quite so cynical. But equally he does not intend

]
merely to make the innocuous point that gome interpretive
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statements provide a preliminary structuring of the data
which can generate hypotheses to be checked later on;

because even the interpretations advanced after such
hypothesis-checking would still be said to serve "primarily"
the same sort of purpose and thus to have the same logical
chaghcter. It is not like a code-breaker assuming that the
code he is faced with is type 'T' simply gn order to have
something to work on, and some reason for trying one technique
before another (rather than vacillating between this approach
and thet). For if his interpretive claims are primarily self-
directed in this important way, the therapist, unlike the
cryptologist, never reaches the stage‘of being able to say

'So it really was that type after all'< Like Man in Pope's

poem, he ''never is, but always to be blessed"!

But perhaps we are wrong to $ake umbrage at the idea of
a therapist doing something 'for' himself, and to assume
that if he is doing it for himself he is not doing it 'for'
the patient as wekl. If I complain to my doctor of feeling ill,
he may elicit all sorts of behavioural evidence from me and then
announce, what is undoubtedly a 'discovery-claim', "You've got
a touch of gout". Well now, let us ask 'For whose benefit is
this assertion made; whom does it help?' Evidently not me: I
do not find it at all reassuring. Who then? Why, my doctor,
of gourse: He's the one who now feels better, feels "in control",
feels "he knows what's going on'; because now he knows what
treatment to give whereas when I first walked into his surgery

he did not.
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It would not be unduly Pickwickien, then, to contend that
factual, objective, medical diagnosis-statements are mede, in an
important sense, "primsrily" for the benefit of the doctore But
saying this does not imply that they are not also made 'for' and
*about' the i;atient. The constrast which Farrell draws therefore
turns out to be less startling than it seems at firste And in any
case,y if interpretive claims can usefully structure amd organise
the behavioural dete for the therapist (without being ; intended as
categorical descriptions of what is actually the q(;e).- it is haré
to see why they should not do the same thing for the aptient
himself. The need for structure (whether that structure is
"valid" or not) is not confined to therapists; and the view that
interpretations function mainly, if not merely, to of'fer the patient
a new, potentially helpful, 'angle' on certain of his feelings, ‘
attidudes, incapacities and reactions is, after all, widely canvassed,
as we have seen above (che 3, passim.)s And if interpretive
claims are stripped of their pretensions to objectivity, and
credited only with a kind of tactical structuring role, it is not
clear why the "pragmatic" force with which they are left should be
thought to serve primarily one party to the therapeutic dyad rather
than the other, when both parties are trying, for diff'erent reasons,

to get a conceptual grip on the behaviour in gquestions

We have seecn reasons above, however, for rejecting an
exclusively, or even mainly, tactical view of TI (let alone of DI),
and for insisting on their oato;q;orioal, structure~depicting
function (che , section )s But there is a t.anger
that this idea of 'explanatory discovery', which we shall
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relate to that of the 'psychoanalytic narrative' (Sherwood
19‘9, ch.6), may be too glib a fusion of problematical
concepts (namely 'explanation' and 'disoovera;"and may
consequently beg more questions than it illumi@nates. We

must accordingly inquire now into some aspects of how
explanations of events and behaviour are ordinarily
constructed, and into the variety of ways in which evidence

is ordinarily used to substantiate matter-of-fact discoveries.

That is the very general brief ﬁﬂ? Part Two.

365

1M
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Aspects of Understandi_.gs and Confirmation

Che V. : Patterns of Explanation
Che VI 't The Uses of Evidence

Che VII : Tactics of Linguistic Understanding
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CHAPTER V

Patterns of Explanation

(a) The hypothetico-deductive paradigm
(b) An historical paradigm
(¢) Analogues and structural relations

(a) The hyppthetico-deductive paradigm. Discussion of

the rational and empirical status of PDI tends to run up
against, among other things, some conventional assumptions

in the philosophy of science. We ha ve just looked at the

way questions about observation and objectivity are raised by
the nature of the empirical material involved. Now we must
consider some objections which spring from views about how,
logically speaking, any matters-of-fact are in principle to be
explained, once 'the facts' have been established. For some time
now, there has been a two-fold tradition about the implied
logical structure of such explanations. Ahd the exclusive
validity of this tradition has come widely to be taken for
granted by commentators who wish to insist on the 'scientific'

status of methods and theories in psychology.

One aspect of this tradition is the so-called 'covering-
law' theory of explanation. This depends on the thesis that an
event, or factual state-of-affairs, is explained by showing that
a statement reporting that particular event (etc.) is strictly

entailed by the combination of (a) a statement (or statements)
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~of some law-like empirical genemalisation(s) with (b)
statements about particular conditions, properties etc.

exemplified in what is to-be-explained (the explanandum).

In its simplest, paradigmatic form, this consists of con-
s&écting a deductive syllogism which assigns the individual,
whose property or behaviour is to be explained, into some class
whose members in;;riably show that property or behaviour.
Problem: 'Why do sections of railway-track get longer in
summer?' Explanation: '(a) Metals expand when heated; (b)

(1) railway-track sections are metal, and (ii) in summer

they are heated by the sman'. Thus the problematical behaviour
of the track getting longer #n a certain circumstance (summer)
is res®lved by showing that the track belongs to, can be subsumed
under, a class of objects (metals); that the particular circum-
$tance can be subsumed under a class of circumstances (rises

in temperature); and that there is a general law linking these

two classes.

Of course, you may go on asking for more and more minute
explanations, - 'why does this metal expand more than that ...?';
or for more and more general ones, - 'why do metals expand at
all ...?' But the argument is that the logical form of the
answers would be the same. And the level of generality or
specificity at which one's puzzlement stops is logically arbitrary,
but determined in practice by the purpose of one's initial
request for explanation. Of course also, not all thefiogical
ingredients of an explanation are spelled out in a particular
instance; in practice, indeed, probably most instances are in
this way elliptic#p. So that, when the crucial generalisation
itself is suppressed and taken as read, reference to a part-

icular fact (condition, event, property, etc.) may seem to carry
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the explanation on its own shoulders. For instance, depending
on what aspect of the situation I think you are puzzled or
uninformed about, I may explain why Smith is having fish for
lﬁnch either by reminding you that today is Friday or by
telling you that Smith is a strict Roman Catholic. And the
suppressed, but logically crucial, prghise may impinge on the

explanandum in more than one way.

Thus, to adapt a deliberately many-sided example from
Austin: Problem, 'Explain how can you tell that that is a
bittern'; explanation, 'I was brought up in the Fens' (cp.
Austin 19.., p.00). Here the suppressed empirical general-
isation is obviously something like, 'People bruught up in
the Fens can recognise bitterns', though it would perhaps be
‘nearer the mark to insist that it should read, '... can be

expected to be able to recognise bitterns'. In which case we

introduce a new aspect of the business, which should serve at
~least to remind us that it is not be cut and dried so easily
(see Settion (b) below). Yet further complications are raised,
of course, by another of Austin's explanatory answers to the
same question: 'Well, I heard it booming'. A range of less
problematical examples of elliptic#fp explanation has recently
been reviewed in a psychodynamic context by Sherwood (1969,
pp. 7-22). But even if this 'covering-law' story fails to
cover positively all empirical explanation, pace those
philosophers who seem to urge that it need not fail (Hempel
1965, pp. 412-425; D.M. Taylor 1970, passim); it could still
be held naturally to characterise all truly 'scientific'
explanations, and it is to Popper (1935) especially, that

we owe the popularisation of this view.
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(ii) The other main feature of the tradition concerns
the grounds on which the required law-like generalisations
rest. Since no number of confirmatory instances will con-

fdrm the universality of an affirmative generalisation

(because you can never know that there is not a disconfirmatory
instance just round the cornery), and since a single
disconfirmatory observation is enough to refute its universality,
two consequences follow; one, that such generalisations

are established not directly, by being confirmed, but indirectly
by resisting refutation; the other, that the evidential weight
of scientific observation is essentially refutatory. Given,
then, that empirical observation is necessarily both specific
(dealing with instances, not generalities) and negative, the
general hypothesis which is being examined by a particular
program of observation will have to be cast in such a form

that specific and negative observation has some general and
positive force. To cut the story shoft, this requirement

has led to hypothetico-deductive melhodology, with its

emphasis on testable ?rediction and on crucial experiment
directed at a 'null hypothesis'. If you wish to test the
law-1like thesis that 'All A's are B', you draw off some
'prediction' (P) or consequence such that, if it were false

that all A's are Bfj,you would not observe P in specified
conditions Xx z; this P usually being not a separate

event but a sgatistically significant value (or difference
between values) of some experimental parameter. You then set
up these crucial conditions, or look around till you find

them instantiated, and proceed to show that P is to be observed.
Thus you have converted the general to the particular by

inferring from it a specific hypothesis which would hold if,
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and only if, the generalisation were true; and you have
formulated that hypothesis in such a negative way that it is
borne out when this negative form is refuted by particular

observation.

The rationale of this engaging methodological charade
is being called into question more openly nowadays (Cohen
1970, Harré‘1970, Harre and Secord 1972), and some of the
considerations relevant to our purpose will be noticed
below (pp. 00-00), and ch.6 passim); but it is fair to
say that commentators who are concerned for the 'scientific'
status of psychological inquiries and theories gtill tend
to assume that strict generalisations, deductive argument,
and observationally gefutable predictions or implications
must characterise a respectable empirical explanation and the

investigatory procedure behind it.

Critics of psychodynamic accounts of behaviour often
argue that such accounts simply do not meet these criteria,
and therefore '"there's and end on’ﬁ”. Thus Eysenck has
asserted that if the propositions of psychoanalysis are
intended to be about matters of fact, then either‘they are
ﬁsubject to the usual dictates of scientific argument and
scientific evidence” or they are nothing (1963, p.68).

For him there is only one sort of argument about matters of
fact, that is "a scientific " one. One part of his ensuing
argument is to claim that, in point of fact, those methods
of psychotherapy which are deducible from the theory just
do not work (refutation of prediction); another is to
complain that propositimns about symbolic meaning, which

are essential to much of the theory and which give it much
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of its apparent explanatory power, are too loose and elastic

to be able to generate precise statements about what observ-
ations to expect in specified conditions, and hence fail

to meet the requirement of refutability. Elsewhere Eysenck
makes it clear that he supposes the one-and-only paradigm of
scientific methodology to be hypothetico-deductive, so that the
absence from psychoanalf;sof tight generalisations and

testable predictions renders it simply "unscientific", -

which leaves it as no more than some sort of religion é;

myth (1953, esp. p. 241). More recently he has gone so

far as to identify explanation, "in a scientific sense",

with hypothetico{?ductive predictivity (197Q, p.408). An
associated way in which psychodynamic explanations fail to

meet hypothetico-deductive criteria is by arguing back from
present behaviour to inferred causes, on the basis only of
loose, unquantified generalisations, according to an essentially
fallacious logical scheme (1957, p.247 8& N ); but this

question is taken up below (ch.7).

However, the view that psychodynamic theory is useless
as a basis for e;%irical explanation because it is intrin;ically
untestable and hence irrefutable, runs into a conspicious
difficulty which has been remarked on before (Cheshire 1973 a).
It is simply, that very many 'scientific' efforts have in
fact been made to test or refute it. Eysenck himself once
admitted that there is an "experimental literature dealing
with psgchoanalytic concerts", which, in the interests of
consistency, he ought to i;gard as systematically misguided
and irrelevant. Instead, he summarised its import as

showing that "for every hypothesis supported there are at
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least two where the evidence is doubtful or clearly contrary to
expectation”; and this proportion he descrived as "by no means a

bad average as scientific hypotheses go" (1953, pe232)s liore
recently, the now greatly expanded literature has besn surveyed by
Kline (1972), whose conclusions in their turn have been criticised
by Eysenck & Wilson (1973)« Kline not only comments illuminatingly
on which parts of this "premature synthesis" of hypotheses have
survived best (and which not at all), but also insists that, although
there must be some relatively clear-cut empirical core to the
'theory', it is nevertheless of a kind which requires rather more
subtlety in its evaluation than the demand for concrete predicitions
at which 'the evidence' is to be thrown. Not only do facts not speak
for themselves; but when they do speek it is not necessarily by

addressing themselves to predictionse

On the other hand, Cioffi (1970) brings the charge that much
of this apparent refutability is illusory, because it is in the
nature of psychoanslytic methods, as well as concepts, deliberately
to évnde independent empirical check. Some hypothses (e.ge about
the relation between infentile sexuality and adult neurosis) seem
specific and concrete emough; but, as soon as there is a whiff of
apparcntly contradictory evidence, they are adjusted to become more
vague, more nebulous, more elusive and more tentatives Thus they
"lead a double life", and contribute to what is necessarily a "paeudo--
science"s It is not easy to see, however, how Cioffi establishes
that this tendency, if admitted, is in the nature of the theory
itself rather than in the human nature of the theory's exponents.

He can com;Re, to be sure, an alumming rogue's gellery of examples
showing that reud and others were guilty of this practice from time

to timey But it is worth remembering, in order to preserve a



| 5w

certain balance, that I'reud himself undoubtably propounded his
theories as a science, and specifically recognised the need for
refutabilitye Thus he explicitly contrasted his own "illusions"
with those of religion, for example, in respect of their checkability
(1927, pe51)e

"ees I hold fast to one distinction. Apart from

the fact that no penalty is imposed for not sharing
them, my illusions are not ... incapable of correction.
If experience should show «ee that we have been
mistaken, we will give up our expectations".

There are particuler occasions, indeed, when he does announce that
his subsequent observations have compelled him to change his ideas
and “"expectations": a major instance is his restriction of the

' pleasure-principle' in the face of the need to account for
'repetition=compulsion' (1920; and cope 1933, PreliOk, 566=572;

19155 Ppe263)e  lie may £ill, of course, have failed in general
(whether through incompetence, negligence, or self=deception)

to formulate his ideas in such a way as actually to allow of empirical
checke And it could be argued that the considerations on which he
basgs his incidental theory-modification are not necessarily the
right ones; or, if' they are, that they are not invoked consistently
throughout the theorys But we should not 1lose sight, on the other
hand, of the fact that what is propoinded as a science may be

useful as something else. After all, ECT was advanced as a cure

for schizophrenia, but turned out to be good for endogenous depression.
And even though Faraday, according to Maxwell, represented electro=
magnetism as being mediated by "elastic cords of e ther", which was

a mistaken, not to say absurd (as we might think( , representation,

this does not leed us to dismiss the cencept as a last-ditch
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botch=up of an unscientific myth when it is understood in a different
way by subsequent workers (cpe Toulmin & Goodfield 1962, ppe287-293§;
Hod & Holl 1964, p-297):

S0 long, however, as one practical implication has been
strictly inferred from the theoretical orpus and put to systematic
observational test, as in the six~hundred-or-so investigations
reviewed by Kline, it cannot be the case that all elements in the
synthesis lead an irredeemably "double" life all the time. Against
this, Cioffi mekes two moves. He affirms, first, that refutability
is only a necessary and not a sufficient condition for genuine
science; a view which conflicts, incidentally, with Eysenck's
assertion that a particular "sentence" is "scientific" because it is
amenable to falsification (1970, pet09)e Secondly, he seems to
wontend that, since certain basic concepts, axioms and practices
which typify, or define the identity of, psychoanalysis are
defective in the way suggested, then the whole superstructure must

be scientifically boguse

A central, and identity-determining, feature of psychoanalytic
accounts of behaviour is that they rely directly or indirectly on
the concept of 'interpretation'; and since this operation is
essentially "allusive" (rather than causal-predictive), and therefore
"illusory", the explanatory system which depends on it must also
be scientifically bogus (Cioffi 1970, pe473)e The phrase in
brackets, however, represents a gloss on Cioffi.'s argument, for he
does not olarilf‘y what precisely he thinks is necesserily wrong with
allusive explanations., He produces some "blatantly spurious”
instances from other contexts ( pyramidology, and Dante interpreting
the significance of the date of Beatrice's death), which coneist

merely in showing that there is some quantitative relation
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between the numerical values of certain given events or
situations. And he implies, by reference to Pareto's
analogy (p.491), that D.I. aso takes the defective form,
in principle, of tracing or cons¥ructing a "route'" between
two given points (that is, between present behaviour and

allegedly determining event, motive, conflict) in the absence

of any check as to Whether that route was actually taken, or

even as to whether it is a route at all.

This may be a fair representation of the undertaking
in Freud's study of Leonardo da Vinci, to which Cioffi
appeals; and yet,-if it were all that Freudian D.I. ever
does or seems to do (as it is all that pyramidology ever
does), then Freud's "interpretive transactions" would not
have made such a mark as they have. For what makes them of
interest, evidently, are the occasions when the allusive steps
seem to lead from one given point (observed behaviour) to another
one (psychic event, etc.) whose existence and location were
previously unknown to the interpreter, and even sometimes to
the subject; and when confirmation of the latter point, for
example by the subject's admission or recollection, seems
to confirm the validity of the steps taken. This is the form
exemplified by the D.I. of parapraxes, slips of the tongue,
misrememberings and so on, many of which appear to

constitute remarkable explanatory discoveries on Freud's part

(Freud 1917, pp. 24-78; 1984 pasgim).

But let us return, with Cioffi, to the weaker sort.
Nobody doubts the difficulty of setting up general empirical
criteria for assessing the validity of a D.I.; and the fact

that one psychic conflict may find expression in a variety
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of actions, while one action may be the expression of

either this, that or the other conflict, leads the sceptic
to complain that there is no given behaviour which could not
be li$§ed in a (speciously) system-supporting way to a given
psychic determinant. If the law-like generalisafions of

the system link aéigst anything with almost anything then,
the argument goes, they (almost) cease to be law-like at all;
when the same set of premises can generate the conclg;ion

'Therefore not-x' as an explanandum, just as strictly as it can

'"Therefore x', explanatory power collapses. When a D.I.
trades on the claim that bekaviour B alludes to conflict C,
the 'laws' invoked to establish the connection are so

elastic that any behaviour (even 'not-B') could lawfully be
seen as an 'allusion' to C; thus the D.I. produces only an
"illusion of intelligibility" with respect to this particular

B (Cioffi op. cit., p.000).

Now it is a mistake, as I have pointed out before
(Cheshire 1964) and shall elaborate below, (Ch.7), to suppose
that law-like statements which are loose, elastic or even mutually
contradictory, necessarily suffer from explanatory impotence:
it depends how, and in conjunction with what, they are used.
If Cioffi were to rmn out a formal syllogi;ﬁ explaining how

the English version of his extract from the Vita Nuova gets

to be what it is, he would sooner or later have to use a
general premise of the foiﬁ, 'The word W sometimes means a,
sometimes b, and even sometimes n'; and indeed also, W
sometimes means p and sometimes not-p'. But his account can
still be rationally coherent and empirically valid in spite of

this. So it is not only Fredd's 'primary process', tke
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thought~language of the unconscious, which can waive the principle
of contradiction anmd allow that 'not=y' as well as 'y' may proceed
from 'x'. Hor does this semantic licence necessarily lead, as

Cioffi suggests, to epistemological anarchy and illusory understanding.

Another mistake, of'ten made by critics eager to make the
charge of explanatory impotence stick, is to exaggerate the degree
of elasticity displayed by the law-i:l.ko statements actually, or
necessarily, used in psychodynamic theorys. Ior there is a tendency
for such critics to move from the observation that Freud links, br e
oxamf:lo, both under-restrictive and over-restrictive patients with
the d evelopment of a sever superego in the child, to the conclusion
that the implicit theory about superego-development must contain the
( explenatorily impotent) generalisation that "if & child develops a
sadistic superego, either he had a harsh and punitive father or he
did not", (ope cite, pes85)s *his conclusion, however, simply
does not follow from the premisess The premises are, schematically:
(i) high values of x (paternal punitivity) produces y ( severe superego);
(4i) low values of x also produce yeo The generalisation necessry
to cover these two hypotheses is the limited one, 'Extreme values
of x produce 3 end not 'Any veiue of X produces y's The latter
(false) inference is, of course, consistent with the given premises,
in the sense that it also succeeds in including them, but it is by
no means necessary in ordsr to do so. Converting this back to the
example, it does not follow, from what Freud ways, that 'middlingly

restrictive parents produce eee's

It is certainly important, in order to make the stony

gbout extreme values of punitivity refutable (and thus potentially
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'scientific'), that Freud should set up antecedent criteria
for identifying $hese extreme values in particular cases.

But even in the absence of these, the storf'ip itself is not
iﬁ?%oherent. Indeed, we regularly use, in evé{yday

empirical explanations, exac¥ly parallel huﬂhigéiputﬂ general-
isations, which are capable of jumping both way&wxhs it

were, and which might consequently be styled 'amﬂivalent'.
Consider the generalisation expressing what lies béhind the
fact that my car starts badly both when the engine is

cold and when the engine is hot. It is not that '(some)

cars start badly all the time" (i.e. at any engine temperature):
for in that case, the proposition 'The engine is céld/hot now'
would have no explanatory force in a particular case. The
reason is that '(some) cars start badly at extremes of engine
temperature'; and that is why both '"Well, the engine is cold
now'" and "Well, the engine is (too) hot now" can serve as

explanations of poor starting on different occasions.

A more important problem with this allusive route-planning
which is said to characterise D.I. when it purports to show
that behaviour B arises from conflict (etc.) C, is that
in eliciting the intermediate stages and linking them
together, the implied argument is something like: C gives
rise to X, x is connected y, y is expressed in z and B is a
form of z; so there you are. The trouble here is that the
linking-relations, between the elements in the storyoor the
stages on the route (x, y and z), are of different sorts,
and Cioffi usefully reminds us of the variety of metaphors in
which Freud speaks of these postulated links. Some allude to

causal conditions and conse*yences, some to forms of 'expression'
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some to intentions and purposes, some to various kinds of
sign-significate and type-token relationahips. This can be
seen in miniature in one aspect of the Leonardo analysis

(Freud 19...).

The proposition towards which we are trying to find a "route"
in the sense of establishing a chain of inference which generates
it from sparse data, is that Leonardo had a pathogenically
intense relation with his mother. One supposed datum is that
he was separated from her after a period of exclusive possession
in the absence of a father; another is the (bogus) references to
a "vulture" in the memory of a childhood fantasy and in a
crucial painting. From the former datum Freud moves directly
to the goal-proposition, on the strength of the semi-technical
causal claim 'Such a situation regularly produces such an out-
come'. But the route from the latter data passes t@;%ugh such
diverse claims as 'Childhood recollections and concealed figures
have pathognomic significance', and 'In Egyptian mythology,

the vulture is a mother-symbol' (cp. Farrell 1963).

This heterogeneity complicates the question of observational
refutation a great deal*. For what sort of observation, or evid-
ential consideration, is relevant to assessing the validity,
variously, of 'x produces y,' 'y is a sign of x', 'y is a form
of x','x includes y', x is the opposite of y', and 'x is expressed
by y'? And worse: what is the compound status, as it were, of
the synoptic proposition which results from-such heterogeneous
links, mamely that 'Behaviour B proceeds from (etc.) conflict
C'? We need the answer to this question before b?ing able to
tell which of 'the facts' or what kind of 'evidence' to invoke
in support or refutation (see Ch. 6). Small wonder that Freud,

seeing the difficulty, or (if you will) wishing to throw up a



165.

smokescreen, was reduced to referring rather indeterminately
to the "structure" of mental life and behaviour. We shall try,

in Part III, to clearssome of the smoke from this metaphor.

We noticed above (p. 00) that the doctrine khat all
scientific explanation has a hypothetico-deductive frame-
work is not accepted in contemporary philosophy of science
as unquestioningly as Eysenck, for example, is wont to assert A
(1953, 1963, 197Q). Nor is this simply because the

advocates of a soft-headed, "humanistic" Geisteswissenschaft

are being given more space, in contrast to those who favour

w
a tough-minded Naturgissenschaft (cp. Eysenck 1963, p.67).

It is rather because such crude disjunctive contrasts are
themselves coming to be recognised, in this field as elsewhere
in philosophy, as at best misleadingly clumsy and at worst
corruptingly false. A number of confused and overlapping
disjunctions of similar crudeness contribute to the more
general contrast: either a theory or practice is 'scientific!
or it is not; no science without measurement; no 'scientific!'
explanation without prediction; 'scientific' theories are
testable by observation; either a proposttion is about a
matter of fact or it is not; either a proposition is testable

by 'evidence' or it is not; and so on.

In.his analysis of the "myth of deductivism", of which
such disjunctions are symptoms, Harré'distinguishes three
broad assumptions which can be seen to underlie it and to give
rise to parficular contributory superstitions such #s these (1970,
Pp. 3-29). The broad assumptions are: (i) that propositions
are the only vehicles of thdught; (ii) that scientific theories

are like mathematical proofs; and (iii) that the objects of
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empirical, natural knowledge are events and their oontingencies., Not

all the arguments with which Harré disputes each of these logical substrates
concern us here, But, whatever its origins, the mythical status of the
view that deductivism provides the exclusive logical imprimatur for
scientific explanation and theorising can be exposed on both internal

and external grounds.

Intemnally, it can be shown to lead to a number of paradoxes,
artificial contrasts and counterintuitive dogmatisms, concerning explanation
and confirmation (op.cit. ch. 1. esp. p.29). For the apologist, these
are problems to be solved by dialectical ingenuity (cp. Ayer 1972, pp.
54-88), even at the expense of what amounts to the redefinition of what is

supposedly being explicated (Hempel 1965, pp. 247-25i),ﬂaszegggefeit}—pxkﬁ}f
/7

For Harre, they are reductions to absurdity of an untenable scholasticism

which needs to be replaced:to be replaced byaa view that should be derived
more closely from the varied realities of scientific argument and theory-
construction, and from a more representative range of scientific contexts,

(o
The external grounds, to which we draw attention below (section (t? )

also have both a negative and a positive aspect, On the one hand, we

shall see, negatively, that not all the explanation-generating observations
and formulations of the paradigmatie 'hard' sciences do, as a matter of fact,
exenplify a hypothetico~deductive scheme; and on the other, that some such
observations and formulations are, positively, “allusive" in character

(pace Cioffi), in the sense that they draw their explamatory force from
analogy. This last point has been stressed by other critics also; such as
Toulmin (1958), Hanson (1958) and Hesse (1966). Ourfnext step,however,

is toﬁnﬂ*ﬁina an approach to empirical explanation which has been both

contrasted with and assimilated to the 'covering~law' story.

(b) An historical paradigm. When historians make discoveries about

matters of fact, and use them to explain some pattern of events or actions

in theppast, the accoutits they prodpce may often be true, evidentially- -
based inferences about the physical world., And yet, if we were torreduce
these successful explanatory accounts to syllogistic form, theywwould

rarely if ever include the universal law-like genéié?&isation ("In conditions
C, people always do X'; or 'when Z occurs, B alwaysffollows') necessary to
guarantee deductively a specific explanandum, and thus to ‘explain’
conclusively why Napoleon did 'X' in a particular situation, or why 'B'
hpppened after 'A' on a particular occasion. No matter, argues Hempel

(1964): the deductive paradigm also covers Bhe case where an incomplete or
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statistical 'law' gives a high degree of credibilfty, or (confiusingly)
"inductive probability", to an explanatory argument. Thus we can

derive the likelihood of Brown's hay-fever attack subsiding within ten
minutes of taking a certain dosage of a certain drug, from the coqbina:ion
of the major premise "Most hay-fever attacks subside ...'

with the minor premises 'Brown had a hay-fever attack' and "Brown took

such and such a dosage «..'.

But the ostensible preservation of the deductive paradigm is
specious on two counts, Firstly, what we want to explain is not the
general likelihood of Brown recovering, but his actual recovery at a part—
icular time., And secondly, the paradigm cannot be adapted without rumning
into absurdity. For it is not the explanandum which needs to have "a
degree of rational credibility" conferred upon it (as Hempel puts it, p.60),
but the explanation., We do not need grounds for believing what we have
actually observed, namely that Brown recowered; what we need grounds for
is the belief that he recovered because of this and that, This much,
however, presumably does follow: whatever logical framework is held to
justify the scientist in constructing explanations from merely statistical
law~like premises is available in principle also to the historian working
fto%%he generalisation that 'In condition C, most people do X', Indeed,
hisforical discoveries or observations often seem to be used to show that
the relevant “conditions" were these and these (rather than those and
those), or that this (hitherto ignored) condition also obtained, with the
result that Napocleon's doing 'X' or the ocourrence of 'B', which was previously
puzzling, becomes understandable (cp. Gardiner 1952, pp. 65-112). But it
is an odd sort of explanation of Napoleon's action, in a way, to show that
it is, statisticallysspeaking, what anyone would do. The spectre of truism

seems, for example to Scrivem (19 ), to lurk not far round the corner,

A rather more perceptive approach, which brir;s us closer to our
psychodynamic theme by involving aspects of 'intentionality' and "the
operation called Verstehen" (Abel 1948), is the elaboration of a covering
=-law paradigm made by Dray (1957) and to some extent Walsh (1967). The
idea is that, since human behaviour is not just like the reaction of a
billiard~ball to impact but is often conceived and executed in such a way
as to bring about an intended conseguence out of a pciécived situation,
these features should be built into the 'covering~laws®'. An historical
action is to be explained, on this view, by’nhawing that it was a
reasonable thing, or the appropriate thing, for someone in those circum—
stances and with those aims to do. It takes for granted that the agent
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knows (or thinits he knows) what his circumstances are, and understands
what kind of action is likely to bring about his purposes It also
presupposes that an observer can have enough empathic understanding

of human nature (Verstehen), as opposed to adequate statistical

records, to be able to see that a given action is likely (or would

be thought likely) to produce the required mesults in given circumstances.
Dray's paradigm, somewhat elaborated, for explaining action X of

person P, accordingly runs:

1« In a situation of type C, the appropriate thing, for
someone with motive M, to do is X

2. (ag P was in situation type C
(b) P had motive M

e 'herefore P did X

Now, apart from enything else (and there is plenty else), even if

we admit the premises, they still d o not of themselves generate the
required conclusion (3)e 4 third minor premise, 2 (¢), is needed to
link the particular agent P with "the appropriaste" or reasonable
thing=-to=dos [or, in the absence of 'P is a reasonable men', as

2 (o), we have no ground for expecting him to do what is in fact
appropriate to his circumstances and motives ( hempel 196k, Pe7h)e

But this addition would indeed suffice to force the explanatory
enterprise into the "nomological" mould of a "covering law"schemes.
Consequently the historian's investigation and deployment of evidence
could be seen as directed in principle towards establishing, for
example, that the relevant circumstances of some action or trend
wore Gy, ..o ¢ TOHNT then Gy

showing that the protagonist's main motives were ﬁa' i, rather than
-‘l'sb.o 3 and all this to the end that an otherwise puzzling action
twrns out to be recognisable as 'reasonable' and 'appropriate’s.

as previously assumed, or towards

This approved framework, however, can suprort a realistic
argument only at the expense of further modification of the
propositional content, in a direction which takes it a long way
away from descriptions of particular event-complexess It is a
direction which leads towards the thorny territory of the subjective
perception and understending of actions,
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as opposed to the movements or noises of bodies. The
issue is given away in Dray's phrase, 'When in a situation
of type €y, C5.+.C."; and in Hempel's, "the empirical
circumstances, as seen by the agent" (op. cit., p. 73;

italics added). f

Two problems arise at once. First, it is notoriously
difficult to specify individually and categorically the
properties of a type of human situation. There is no
list of specific events etc. which exhaustively defines
all possible situations in which, say, a Prime Minister's
leadership is threatened. So the premise, 'The Prime
Minister was in a sifuation of threatened leadership’,
as 2(a), is not to be established against a check-1list
of categorical criteria as in the paralle}, non-
intentional, premise 'The metal strut was in a situation of
increased side-thrust and raised temperature'. For the
former depends upon the Prime Minister being able to
recognise and conceptualise other people's actions, remarks
and so forth for what they are: that is, to understand
their behavioural significance, Weber's Sinn. And one-and
~the-same action, externally specified, may of course have
a quite different Sinn, in one context of perceptions
and intentions, from what it has in another. Even within
the artificially restricted milieu of a chess-game, the
very same move may represent, or rather actually be, in
different contexts a genuine threat, a bluff, an insightless
text-book reply, a gesture of despair or a mistake. So,
on the one hand, there is no finite inventory of

dispositions~of-pieces which 'operationally' defines my
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king's bishop being threatened; and, on the other, my
reaction to a given disposition-of-pieces cannot be explained
until you realise that I mistook my opponent's tired slip

for a cunning innovation.

This is really the second problem. It is pointless
fof an historian to show that a situation actually was,
objectively "of type C", and to appeal to what is
appropriate to that, if it was not recognised as such by the
protagonist. What any useful explanation must show is
what situation he thought he was in; that is, his
conceptualisation and apperce’tion of his circumstances.

Now the evidential considerations appropriate to that
demonstration are very different from those which would
indicate what his 'objective' situation was. So much so
that, for some critics, an account involvﬁng such
tintentional' coneepts, and their problematic validation,
cannot be counted as nomological at all, but is properly
séeﬁ as belonging to the contrasted category of 'idiographic!
explanations (cp. Donagan 1963). It bégins to look, then,
as fhough Dray's formula for a covgring-law paradigm can be
applidd in practice only by representing the "conditions"
of the major premise in a way which turns out to be
‘open;textured' in Waismann's phrase (194%), 'intentional'

and idiographic.

And what goes for the open-texture and intentionality of
the circumstance-specification applies also to the
specification of appropriate action. For there is, again,
no finite list of catgsorically particularised ‘appropriate

things to do', given the sort of circumstances which obtain.
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Consequently one can say in advance only that certain sorts

of things-to-do are appropriate, and then argue retrospectively
that what was actually done was indeed of that sort. Consider
the insecure Prime Minister again. Given that he sees his
leadership threatened, and that he has certain private motives
and public policies, it may be reasonable for him to make

a show of strength, to bribe some sector of the electorate,

to discredit the opposition party, or to distract attention
toward some impending national crisis (real or imagined).

But thesezzxz'all kinds of action, not particular acts;

and the range of particular acts which can exemplify these
kinds of action is boundless, if only because there are
innumerable ways in which the Prime Minister may weigh up

the actualities Of the situation to which his individual

action has to be adapted.

But further, if we have to investigate the minutiae
of how the agent perceives his environment, and of what
he wants, expects and fears, then we shall end up conducting
a full-scale case-conference on the agent pefore we can put
Dray's paradigm into practice; and we shall be admitting, by
implication, that, at a macro-behavioural ig;el, there are
no usable generalities for the historian to invoke. Or at
least, that such generalities as there are are not such as

to allow the explanandum to be derived from the explanans

by reference to a law-like statement covering that particular
action. This is not to deny that such accounts may

have explanatory force, that they may be matter-of-fact, or
that they may be true; it is to say that they, like many
other valid empirical explanations, may possess all three

e
qualifiﬁs without owing them to a rig“ous deductive framework.
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What is of interest is to notice how Dray's paradigm,
spuriously rigorous as it is, does apply in general to the psychiatric
case-conference, and in particular to the psycho-dynamic case=history.
For the underlying logic of the case=conference is often to collate
a varity of observations, about the patient's family background ,
socio~emotional development, work-situation, abilities, personality,
neurophysiology ctce with reports about how he apperceives the world
and the people about himy in such a way that his disturbed beheviour
comes to be seen as 'the sort of thing' you would expect a person of
that psychological make=up, with that developmentel history, £rom that
sub=-culture, under that particular stress etce, to doe The residual
diagnostic problem may then be concerned with what paychopathology we
need to postulaﬁe in order to show that what was aetually done was

' the eppropriete thing', for someone like that, to do.

But, in the forst place, all this is conspicuously
idiographic; and, secondly, the 'laws' invoked (insofar as laws are
invoked at all) ere not macro-behavioural links vetween circumstances
and reasonable appropriate aotions. liuch of the beheviour is highly
‘unreasonable and inappropriate, except when seen as the consequence
or expression of a very specific personality-structure, psychopathology,
neuropathology or whatevere. And the 'laws' relevant to this operation
of 'seeing as', are the mioro=-behavioural considerations of developmental
psychology, neuroplysiology and the reste It is perhaps in the
light of this, the fact that there is no 'appropriateneas' or law-like
tendency at a macro-behavioural level, but only in the informed eyes
of the melevant technical expert, that philosophers sometimes eeem to
deny that there are any laws at all in voluntary, selé=conscious
behaviour (Wittgenstein, 19 j Ayer 1964); and /ever's unclarity

on the point can lead, according to inch



73.

(1958, p.47), to uncertainty about how to use his concept

of Sinn.

Certainly the immediate job at case-conference seems more
like looking for patterns of forces and states, in both the
patient himself and his environment, of which the problematical
behaviour is a consequence or (more especially for our
purposes) an expression. There will have to be, no doubt,
some kind of law-like links between the patterns which emerge
from the multi-dimensional collation of observations;
but, although these link-statements, in cases where the links
are propositional, do have a certain generality and contribute
to explanation, they may play many roles other than that of
covering-law., And indeed it may even be a mistake to
suppose that the conceptual links, between an explanatory
pattern or 'structure' and what it explains, are necessarily
propositional at all. For that supposition is arguably one

of the contpibutory superstitions in the 'myth of deductivism'.

(c) Analogies and structural relations. We have

encountered above (pp. 00-00) the gene;al idea that, so far

as real-life science is concerned, the purpose of a theory
often is, not so much to run out law-like general propositions,
but to depict, in various ways, a plausible 'structure'

which can be related to the phenomenz of observed events and
states (the subject-matter of traditional contingency

propositions) in various rationally and empirically cogent ways.

Two emphases here are central to our argument: that on
structure, and that on variety. For 1 want to urge inter
alia three main contentions. One is that the part played

by explanatory discovery in D.I. is not so much, or in the
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first instance, that of bringing to light causal
séquences of events, as that of elucidating the fatterns,
structures and functional relations which obtain within
a person's behafiour and experience. Secondly, since
the logical and ontological status of these structures is
diverse, they will stand in different relations to the
phenomena they illuminate as well as to evidential
considerations relevant to their validity (just as do the
various types of theoretical 'model' in the physical
sciences). The third point, which is double~edged, is
that we can get a clearer idea about how such structures
illuminate the behaviour to wh€ih they refer, and
about how they are related to various sorts of factual
observation, by comparing them on the one hand with the
nature and functioning of some structural models in the
'hard sciences', and on the other (Part III) with the way
in which structural claims about the more 'expressive'
aesthelic

material of linguistic andﬁmuséeo& activity can conduce to

its understanding and be related to 'the evidence'.

First we need to remind ourselves specifically about
the diverse properties and efplanatory functions of
scientific models and analogues (or "allusive" structures),
and notice some questions about the nature and uses of evidence
which they raise. It is one of Harre's basic contentions
that a principal way, perhaps indeed the principal way,
~in which physical scientists try to understand and efplain
something is to seek (or, if necessary, postulate) a
structure capable of producing the phenomena to be explained.
In the case of going to look, the direction and nature of

the search (where and at what you look) will be determined
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by the known regularities of the physical world, and to that
extent the search is 'governed' by natural laws; although,
if the combination of conditions in which you are working is
novel you may not know how, or whether, to extraﬁiate from
existing laws. Similarly, in the case of postulation, the
supposed method of ‘production' has & be consistent with

this known natura rerum, though not necessarily confined

to it, and the end-product of the postulated system will

often be only analogous to, not identical with, the explananda.

That is to say that a model is not necessarily a design for

an underlying mechanism; but that, where it is not, a model,
unlike a metaphor, will necessarily be furnished with
'transformation-rules' for converfing descriptions of its
relevant features and states into statements about the world.

It is notorbous that some so-called 'models' of psychodynamic
functioning such as those which feature in the 'objectf—
relations' theory of Klein or Fairbairn, do lack this provision,
and consequently turn out to be mere metaphor (Cheshire 1966,

ppo 128 . 147].

The explanatory enterprise of actually going to look

for a mechanism has been called fexposing the"fine structure"

6f a system‘tﬁarré’Lyﬁi, p. 872 ), and is most concretely
exemplified in such pursuits as anatomy, dissection, chemical
analysis, microscopy and chromatogra?hy; or, for that matter,
in a child's taking a toy engine to pieces to see how it
works. Even in these cases, however, there is still the
question of the logical relation between identifying the
underlying structures and processes, on one hand, and
tunderstanding' the surface phenomena, on the other. It is

entirely possible to mis-understand how the parts of system
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work together, and consequently to think one understands when
one does not. The exposure of find structure explains nothing
of itself in the absence of empirical generalisations

about what to expect from such structures, given that the

world works in the'way it does.

It ié not uncommon for archaeologists literally to
expose physical objects or structures whose discovery
contributes nothing to the understanding of the site because
it is not known what they are for (or, in some case§, whether
they are 'for' anything). This is to say that their
functional relation to the other component elements of the
system~to-be-explained (the archaeological site) is unknown.
There is indeed a rag-bag concept, that of 'ritual significance',
which is invoked precisely to indicate that the functional
relation between one find and the rest is not understood!

Or again, the discovery that a substance is composed of this
and that chemicals will not explain to me why it burns with
a blue flame, if I do not know how such chemicals can be

expected to behave.

If the relation between descriptions of observed
tatq}orical structure and the explanations in whilh they
figure are complicated, the part played by descriptions of
envisaged functional structure in their explanations is even
more so. To begin with, the forms in which such structures
may be envisaged and depicted are varied. They range, in
solidity at least, from physical replicas of various kinds,
tﬁzough 'black—bo£fﬁdiagrams to sets of algebraic equations.
Anﬁ even within the group of solid three-dimensional constructions,
the way in which a golf-ball model of the solar system can

explain eclipsesis plainly unlike that in which a ball-anerod



model of an amino acid crystal contributes to explaining

phenylketonuria.

Harre's analysis and classification of the diverse
properties which explanatory models @nd analogical structures
may have, and of the diverse logical relations in which they

stand Yo their respective explicanda, makes it clear that

explanation by 'allusion;, of various kinds, is very far

from being intrinsically unscientific; and that the
explanatory concepts and tactics involved in D.I. can often

be shown to belong to the same analogical category as accepted
theoretical’* progedures in 'respectable' sciences. This

does not, of course, guarantee the validity of those forms

of D.I., because the emplrical assumptlons linking analogue
to reality may be inadequate or f#lse but it does mean that
they cannot be dismissed as capable a priori of leading only

to illusion.

When we try to explain the working of a puzzling system,
or the production of puzzling phenomena, by envisaging what
functional characterisitcs the gene;?ting system must have, we
can draw on a wide range of properties, processes and
relationships which are familiar from the way other systems
work. The range tends to be restricted in practice by
consideration of what seems empirically apt for a particular

case. But this restriction can be both misleading and
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misunderstood. Misleading, because it may narrow the conceptual

outlook too far, so that a productiveiy original way of looking
at a problem is missed; misunderstood, because critics

sometimes reject a theorist's explanatory analogy on the ground
that the actual system cannot have some of the pré%rties of the

proposed analogue.



The former point has been urged by students of 'creative'
or 'original' thinking in science, who ;ﬁphasise that many
theoretical advances seem to have sprung from breaking away
from conventional and apparently 'realistic' patterns of
thought, about a particular issue, towards the combination
of certain ideas which had been separated by the inhibiting
assumptions of habitual 'cognitive set'. Thus the
form in which the crucial combination of ideas comes to mind
mi; seem siggularly unfitted for its theoretical task.

/ .
Kekule's derivatioﬁéf his model of the benzene rhkng, from

v
a day-dream about a snake)is£oft-quoted example; and
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Koestler (1964) has popularised many others, though his collection

has been criticised as inaccurate by Toulmin (1964).

But even if we try to use a critefion of empirical
likelihood, in the search for analogues, it is hard to apply.
For, not only may the puzzling phenomena be more or less sui
generis, so that nothing quite 'like' these processes etc.
are found in other empirical conditions. What happens at
extremely high speeds, and over extremely great or extremely
small distances, just does not happeﬁ[gg‘gge often told,
at speeds and distances which we ordinarily observe; and the
fact that some sub-atomic goings-on consequently have no
paraligi in either common experience or commonsense, makes them
very difficult for the physicist even to talk about. WAMM
\Wrenla A6 Al  For our purposes, then, what should we

expect the workings of mental and emotional forces to be like?

On the other hand, once we admit the "logic of analogy",
it is not easy to specify, in general and in advance, the
parameters of similarity by which to distinguish potentially

fruitful likenesses and correspondences jrom useless ones.




But in a particular case, confusion is averted by
indicating which features of the analogue are being treated

as corresponding to properties of the explanandum and which

are not: that is to say, by specifying the areas of 'positive'
and 'negative' analogy (Hesse 1966, p.8). And we have seen

- that a fully developed model will be equipped with
'transformation rules' enabling propositions about those
features of the analogue which come into the 'positive' area
to be converted into ones about features of the world. What
is wrong with some of Freud's notorious hydraulic and anthro-
pomorphic analogues is not that 'mental energy' cannot

in many ways be like a current of water, or that

superegos cannot, in many ways, be like committees; for it

is equally true that the plastic-covered wire in a model

of the cardiovascular system is not, in many ways, 'like'
blood-vessels. The troube is rather that Freud too often
does not mark off, even informally, thisarea of negative

analogy.

There is nothing necessarily confused about u$ing
such model~sources as hydraulic systems and committee
behaviour, provided that their use is disciplined. The
need is not to outlaw allusion per se, as Cioffi implies,

but to insist upon controlled allusion; and to notice how

it is in fact controlldd in scientific usage. But it
proves to be no straightforward matter, on investigatiag
living examples, to identify those logical features which
differentially chafacterise successfully con{rolled uses of

1&
allusion in the schynces.

Hesse, it is true, tries out two criteria (1966, pp. 86-87).

129
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But the one, to do with similarity, has to be kept so
unspecific that it is almost unhelpful; and the other, which
requires that the causal relations obtaining in the system
alluded to shall be '"of the same kind" as those in the

explicandum, seems clearly too restrictive. For, in the

latter case, there does seem, for example, to be a place

in the study of the nervous system, which is known to
function by electro-biochemical processes, for allusions

to inorganic hardware circuitry. You can explain, or

at least illuminate, the findings of Lashley's classic
cortical ablation studies 'on the model of' a telephone
switchboard (Broadbent 1960, pp. ); and Miller

et.al. have commented (1960, p.00), in presenting their
TOTE theory of adaptive perceptuo-motor integration, on the
general problem of relating such inert hardward analogues

to their organic "software'" counterparts in people.

Further complications, not to say impasses, are
encountered, of course, when we cogkemplaﬁé the possibility
of analogues whose causal structure is to be of the same
%kind' as that of mental (as opposed to neural) processes
and of emotional experience. And yet Lewin's causally
incongruous transfer of certain "dynamic" concepts from
the physicist's electromagnetic force-field to the
psychological "life-space'" of an individual, with the
idea of emotionally polQqrised areas which induce positive
or negative behaviour in respec€éf them, seems to have
paved the way for fruitful reductionist investigation of
some aspects of conflict and regression, and even for the

experimental validation of specific psychodynamic hypotheses
W
(Lewin 1935, pp. 0-00; Mtrphy and Kovach 1972, pp. 264-267).
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So far as D.I. itself is concerned, it is already
evident that the analogues most conspicuously invoked’are
those of 'expressioﬁ', whether semantic or affective, and its
understanding or translation. The discrepancy of causal
structure here is between that exemplified in the (largely)
conscious and volmnntary communications of the analogue, namely
some linguistic system, and the (largely) unwitting and

involuntary quasi-communications of the explicanda, namely

the interpretable behaviour.

Harré, however, is less insistent on causal homogeneity.
He even suggests, for example, that the notorious Bohr-
Rutherford model of the atom still has some explanatory
force in spite of containing a known counter-empirical
requirement: which is that a particle of finite mass should
move a finite distance, from one orbit to another, in zero time.
After all, if such a model is sufficiently illuminating/ in
other waysy it may persuade you to change your conception of an
electton; or even, in the absence of a preferable alternative
model, to maintain a mixed wave-particle conception, the two
aspects of which embody each other's negative analogy (Harré’

1970, p.44; Hesse 1966, p.91).

And certainly it is not a¥ all uncommon for a less extreme

causal unreality to be built in from an analogue to a model,

in the form of the idealisation of some property of the known
system to which it alludes. Thus the corpuscular theory of
gases involved conceiving a volume of gas as an agglomeration
of minute and perfectly elastic solid balls. The fact that
there is actually no such thing as a solid sphere that is
'perfectly' elastic does mot necessarily vitiate the analogy,

so long as the conception peints to the need to combime, in the
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model, some properties of solid balls with the notion of perfect

elasticity, in order to represent what gases must be like.

Nor is there anything intrinsically disreputable in
a model drawing on more than one analogue-source at a time.
In the class of models which Harré/calls 'paramorphs’, because
the source for the properties of the model is some systenm
other than that which is being modelled, there are several
sub-classes which are defined by the way in which such a model
uses its source or gources. One of these sub-classes is that
of the ‘multfﬁly—connected paramorph', which, again like the
Bohr-Rutherford atom with its mechanical and electromagnetic
features, combines properties and processes derived from more
than one sort of system. The variety of analogy, therefore,
in which Freud depicts the working of, say, the defence-
mechanisms (Madison 1961) is not of itself reprehensible.
Such variety, however, may be (and in this case probably is)
symptomatic of a cavalier attitude to that need for marking off,
even implicityly, the area of 'negative analogy', which has

just been noted.g

One further question, about the varied relations in which
scientific models may stand to causal generalisations,
predictive deductions and observational check, concerns whether
and in what sense their theoretical value depends on their
being (usable as) specifications for hypothetical mechanisnms.
For it seems inescapable, on the one hand,that a D.I.often
purports to explain its data by showing them to be the product
of the activity of some psychic 'mechanism', such as those of
"repression and defence'" or the semantic scrambling of the
dream-censor; while, on the other hand, it is tempting to seek

an analysis of D.I.which avoids categorical causal implications
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as much as possible, precisely because of the ontological
dubiety of whatever'ﬁﬁtegorical postulates might be required.
In this latter vein, I have tried to show elsewhere how even
some of the more exotic concepts of Kleinian psychodynamics

may to some extent be rescued from ontological absurdity, by
.recasting them partly intq the quasi~dispositional reductionism
made familiar by Ryle, and partly in terms of the speculative
neurophysiological cons¥ructs of Hebb (Cheshire 1966, pp-108-
127, 148-167).

This should not be taken to suggest, however, that the
non-catego¥ieal interpretation of theoretical models is merely
a defensive exercise undertaken to avoid philosophical
embarrassment. For there is a whole class of conceptual models
which serve to represent fhe functional relationships
characteristic of a system without, as it were, saying anything

categorical about the underlying mechanisms which mediate them,

An extreme case is the 'mathematical model', which expresses
.algebraically how the values of certain output-parameters of a
system vary as a function of input-parameters and concomitant
conditions. The terms which feature in such algebraic
formulations may serve merely to hit off these interrelations
as economically as possible; consequently they do not necessarily
refer individually to (nor are they convértible into
propositions about) sepa}éble parts or structural features of
the system being modelled. Physicists are familiar with this
argument from Dirac (cp. Harré,1964, pp. 95-97), and its
logic can be generalised to define a broader class of
modelling-relation, which is not confined to models using

mathematical methods of depiction.
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This more general type of medelling-relation, which
Harré/calls;1moda1 transform' in contrast to its
disjunctive type known as the 'causal transform', is
what obtains between descriptions of model-states and des-
criftions of states-of-the-world When the former are not
independent causal conditions for the occurrence of the latter,
but are instead another way ;f looking at, or con%;ptualising,
them. For in this case, unlike 'causal transforms', the model-
descriptions and world-descriptions do not refer to separate
sets of entitﬁes but (in a sense) to the same things in a

different way. Thus:

"In the case of the modal transform, there is no separate
question as to the existence of the hypokhetical mechanism
and its states which the model represents, for they are
the same states of the world looked at from a different
point of view" (Harré'1970, p.54)

It is important to realise that a theory, and especially
one like psychoanalysis which is arguably no more than a
"pfemature synthesis'" of disparate theoretical eﬂements
(Farrell 1963, p.24), will ?ften contain both modal and
causal kinds of transform; and that there is a consequent

danger of mistaking the one for the other.

Harré’juxtaposes illustrations from the molecular theory
.of gases and the wave theory of light with ones from
psychodynamics. The relation between sentences abuout the
impact of molecules and those about gas pressure, or between
those about repressed conflicts, on one hand, and about
'hysterical' behaviour on the other, are cZusal transforms. It
is a modal transform, however, from statements about a surface

reflecting light of a certain wavelength to those about its being
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coloured a certain hue; or between talk of a (Freudian)

'slip of the tongue' and 'admission of guilt'.

Couched in these terms, then, it is part of my thesis
that the explanatory allusions made by D.I. are often to be
understood more in the spirit of modal than of causal
transforms, and that this distinction has fundamental implications
for the means by which we seek to confirm or validate then.
It raises, to be sure, some intricate and elusive epistemol-
ogical problems; but, without pursuing them much further here,
we can at least take care not to try to validate 'modals'
by methods appropriate to 'causals', a mistake which experimental
psychologists seem to have made before now (Harré,gg.gig., P.50).
It also serves to emphasise that the logic and methodology
of explanatory discovery in 'the sciences', let alone in
psychology, is a great deal more complicated than some

experimentalists assert.

If this talk about modal versus causal analogues in D.I.
seems itself to be another way of looking at (a 'modal
transform' of) Levy's distinction between 'semantic' and
'propositional' stages in the enterprise (pp. 00-00 above)
then it should be reassuring that, affgr starting from a quite
different source and travelling a more circuitous route, the
argument has led to a similar place. The logos is, after all,
unitary, as Parmenides taught. And if, like the observers
in Farrell's Cave, the same logical forms and properties
continue to show up when we look into different mirrors, then

we may reasonably suppose that those forms and properties have

something in them (p.00 above).

7
One further point of affinity betwemm Harré and Levy

is instructive for our purpose. We have seen above (pp.00-00)
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that, in Levy‘s anal;sis, the "semantic stage" merely categorises

or redescribes the behavioural data in technical concepts, which are
relevant to the hypothesiés to be adduced at the 'propositional

stage' , but which do not in themselves carry any empirical implicationse.
This a priori, and implication-free exercise is held to contribute
nevertheless to explanatory discovery, by paving the way for the
subsequent appeal to empricel hypotheses and causal generalisations:

we process the explicanda, as it were, by identifying them as examples
of '"obsessional' or 'over-protective' behaviour (or whatever®, so that
we can bring to bear on them our theoretical propositions which

deal in such concepitses

But in the case of modal transformation, we seem to have
a correspondingly analytic procedure without a correspondingly
empirical, or synthetic, second stagee How then can it be conducive
to explanatory discovery? The answer is, as we hsve already
noticed, that "mere" redescription is not necessarily analytic, and
emprically clain-free, as Levy argues; and we found that his argument
compelled us to meke & brief expedition into the metaphysics of
taxonomy (pe3=10e)e If we observe three action-sequences, say of a
mother towards her child, and process @, b as 'obsessional' and ¢
as 'over-protective' , we are implying at least that there is some
explanation=relevant way in which b goes with & but not with g.
It is to say something about the structure of the mother's behaviour;
and it is at least a "mongrel" semantic-propositonal assertion (by
analogy with Ryle's "mongrel hypotheticals", which have a bit more
of the categorical in them than do pedigree hypotheticals) insofar

as we are ing¢lined to think that
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the sense in which one item "goes with" another must be that

they have either some categorical property or some causal ante~
cedents in commone This amounts in practice to implying either
that behaviour-items are phenomenally alike (as going back to check
the windows is like going back to check the gas-taps ), or that
they are a product of the same anxiety, conflict, wish, fixation

eto. (as with obsessionality and suspiciousness).

We return to the problematic logic of such structure-claims
below (che9 (a) ); but here we need finally to observe how Harré
regards the laternstive, non-causal, conceptual scheme used by a
modal transform as helping to advance empirical understanding.

It turns on arguing, as we did against Levy, that taxonomy is not
teleologically neutral: it is not the prelude to a line of directed
emprical inquiry, but the first staege of ite Thus Harré indicates
that, when we describe crystals of common salt as "cubical lattices

of sodium and chloride ions", we set up "a modal transform between

the shape of the crystal and the structure of the lattice"e The point
of the "lattice" description is to invite us to classify salt along
with other electrovalent compounds rather than with "peppercorns,

bay leaves and parsley”e

The way in which this partioular reclessification gives
direction to further understanding of the subatance is obvious
( though, once agsin, the general questions which it raises about

the metaphysics of taxonomy are profound); but it should not be
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_assumed that the technically advanced, micro-structural mode of
categorisation is the vne which necessarily leads to the most
fruitful re-slignment of the explicandume For Harré inmediately
reminds us that, in the study of human behaviour, for example, the
informal phenomenal déscription may be the heuristically significant
ones If you meke a noise near me, you can describe my 'response'
in terms of neurophysiological activation; but if you went to
understand my reactiony you had better describe it as 'hearing a
noise', or even as 'thinking that I hear a voice', if only because
that will lead you to align it (fruitfully) with other perceptual

experiences rather than (misleadingly) with playing & tennis-stroke.

I want to suggest that DI often uses its informal analogues
(1ike *projection' ,'internalisation', *denial' and'splitting') as
modal transforms in this kind of way, to bring about an imaginative
and potentially heuristic re-grouping or re-alignment of behavioural
datas And the question of what groupings and alignments are
characteristic of a particular individual's behaviour (the question,
that is, of what are the theoretically significant taxonomies in
his case) can be answered only in the light of the "fine structure"
of his experiences, subjective outl?nk. relationships, acheivements,
fantasies and the rest of ite Case-conferences and therapists try
to collate this kind of information precisely in order to tell what
taxonomic analogues are appropriate to this particuler patient:
in order to decide, for example, whether this particular mother's

tense insistence on doing up 8ll the child's coat-buttons is best
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interpreted as !over-protective' or !'obsessional' (or, of course,

something else, like 'denial of rejection').

It is the same spirit of constructively paradoxical revisionism
in taxonomy which leads both Kekulé to think "Look: benzene
molecules are like tail-:wallowing smakes", and Freud to say "Look:
eaccidents are like wishes"s Whether they really are, furthermore,
is perhaps as much a matter of tactics as of fact; but I do not see
why what is sauce for the goose of physics is not also sauce for the

gander of psychodynamicse
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CHAPTER VI

Perplexity and the Uses of Evidence

(a) Pruszzlement and story=-telling
(b) The totem of prediction
(e) Criteria for evidence

(d) The metaphysies of relevance

(a) Puzzlement and story-telling

We have looked at some of the ways in which more-cr-less
formal logical schemes can be drawn up to account flor the explanatory
force which some observations, propositions and arguments have; and
we have asked how DI can be, ought to be, or might be fétted into
such schemess The tqpio cannot be left, however, without a final
glance at a less formal approach which has been adopted by some
commentators on psychodynamics, and which perhaps owes something to

a more general distrust of formalised framewords for metasciences

This approach is prompted both by the concern that, pace
Kuhn (1962, ppeh3=51), the formalised paradigm may as easily immunise
one egainst the rule~testing exception as sensitise him to it, and by
a consequént ethological metaphysic which insists on observing the
characteristics of empirical explenations as they go about their
business in their natural surroundings. It is to adopt what Harré
& Secord have called the New Paradigm of "scientific realism" (197, pe )e
This enables us to see some of the actual situations in which explanations
are sought end offered, and some of the characteristies actually
displayed by those that prove acceptable or usefuls As Sherwood puts
it (1969, p.188), it is better to proceed "by studying just such an
explanation that, if' true, would be adequate, rather than developing

a priori criteria and then trving to decide if a wiven exnlanation
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fits them"s I becomes apparent that the search for en explanation
is provoked, as hes often been remarked, by a situation of puzzlement,
anomaly, discretancy, 'cognitive dissonance' and the likes. These
'dissonances' themselves may have a variety of sources, to which the
make=-up of the observer may contribute as much as what he abserves;

so that a request for explanation may spring from a combination of
observation with ignorance, false assumption, enxiety or closed~
mindedness on the part of the inquirer. It would therefore be

odd if there were only one paradigmatic way of resolving such
puzzlement,

It has long been recognised, indeed, that there are different
kinds of explanation, in the sense that the explanans may relate the
explananda to the inquirer's knoWledge, assumptions, intentions or
ignorance(and thus resolve his 'dissonance) in a variety of ways.

But we must not treat this sense-of'=dissonance as a necessary
condition of the logical need for explanation: we may fail to perceive
the dissonance in a set of observation or belief's which we ought to

be puzzled bye It is sometimes the mark of the revolutionary,
paradigm-breaking theorist: that he sees incongruity and anomaly,

and the consequent need for explanationy in date which had hitherto
been taken for granted in unperceptive equanimity (cpe Huhn, 1962, pp.
35=65; Sherwood 1969, ppe9=22)s It takes a Newton to ask 'why should
apples fall?'; or rather, perhaps, 'why should apples fall?"

It is tempting to think, with Bridgman (1927, pe37), that we
regard such incongruities and anomalies as resolved insofar as we
can show that they are but special cases of some familiar situation,
state or process. but this, Sherwood contends (1969, p«10), is to
confuse "the psychology of persuasion with the logic of explanation":
obviously, we may rest content, thinking that we understand, when we
really do note 4And he goes on to demonstrete how, in a particular
case, a typiocal "psychoanalytic narrative" (PAN) contains "explanations
of quite varied types" which are aimed at "incongruities of very
different kinds" (ps23)e 7

The idea that the interpretive explanations of psychoanalysis
depend essentially upon constructing a relatively extended series of
interrelated observations and hypotheses, which serves eventually to
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amplify, illuminate and meke coherent the puz:iling sample of behaviour
which intially faced the clinician, is implied in the title which
Klein (1961) gave to one of her case-studies: JNarrative of a Child=-
Analysise What we need is a story, not a syllogisme But what

kind of a story, and how does it work?

When Farrell discusses this question (1961, 1963), he
emphasises that "telling more of the story" often has the effect of
showing up patterns and mlationships in the date which iender them
understandable, coherent and no longer puzzlinge This applies both
to how we come to 'understand' the apparently inconcgruous behaviour
of our new neighbour, in Farrell's example, and to how Freud accounts
for that of Leonardo da Vineie In the Homer case, we reconcile the
discrepant facts, that his luggage includes a lot of gerdening
eguipment but that he neglects the garden, by {inding out that he
used to do the gardening Jjointly with his wif'e who has, however,
recently dieds Thus the 'dissonance' between my belief that he is
a keen gardner and my observation that he does not do the garden is
resolved by the discovery that the circumstances are such as would
lead even a keen gardner to neglect the garden: the paradoxical
behaviour becomes 'the sort of thing you would expect ..e' (cpe che5(b) )e

What matters, however, is not so much that the dissonance or
"psychological puzzlement" among my beliefs and observations is
dispelled, for that might be done as much by another false belief
(eege "He is a Uikh; end Sikhs give up gardening at age forty on
religious grounds') es by valid information: how it is despelled is
what countss herwood's point seems to be that there should no
longer be a logie_ag discrepancy between the two propositions 'he is
& keen gardner' ({ull stop) end 'he does not @o.the' garden'; and this
is achieved by expanding the first propostion to 'he is & keen gardner
who has Jjust lost his cow~gardening wife', and showing that this
expanded version, which "tells more of the story", is not inconsistent
with the second propositione.
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Another main way in which 'telling more of the story' works
is by showing how one fact, or properts of the facts, relates to
another, so that some trend, pattern or structure is seen to emerge
among the data. It is tempting to see this as being like turning
up more pieces of a jig~saw puzzle so that it eventually becomes clear
that what you thought was a picture of a house is after all a ship; or
even like plotting more points on a graph, so that you could not make
sense of as a linear function turns out to be a distorted ogive. Thus,
in the case of Freud's Leonardo, odd bits of biographical data are
used to fill out a sequence of events inwwhich certain trends (obses-
sionality, maternal overstimulation, obstruction of sexual identification,
fascination with forms of energy, emotional detachment) can be discerned,
and certain relationships observed (e.g. between slow, unfinished work
and 'secret' handwriting, or between psychosexually destructive mothering
and the 'emigmatic smile’,

But, although this PAN certainly tells more of the story, some
of which is simply wrong as it happens, it would be a mistake to think
that it is logically parallel to plotting more of the graph or finding
more pieces of the jig-saw. For a necessary and characteristic feature
of the pattern-veaving here is to recommend that we look at some elements
of the data in a different way from what is usual, on the ground that if
we do so (and perhaps only if) then certain cocherent patterns emerge
vwhich we can recognise and identify. This more anslytic form of
'perspeciisism' turns in general, as we have seen (pp. 00=00), on being
ready to construe the manifest fear as a latent wish, the manifest accident
88 a letent intention, or the manifest solicitude as latent rejection;
and, specifically, in Leonardo's case, on seeing, for example, the manifest
anatomical curiosity as a defence against latent revulsion from physical
heterocsexuality or whatever. And it has to face the question whether the
theoretical price, in terms of conceptual innovation and willingly suse
pended disbelief, is too high to pay for the ostemsible intefration of the
data which it buys.
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The main point, however, is that this analytical perspectivism,
which depends upon looking at some elements of the data from a
different angle and in a different light, is not like 'telling more
of the story' merely in the sense of picking up some jig-saw pieces
which had fallen on the floor: it is more like realising that some
pieces can be fitted, and the puzzle consequently solved, only if you
allow that they be turned face downwardse In this way, for instance,
the occasional insightlessly dictational action of the ultra-mild
man can be 'fitted in' by seeing his habitusl ultre~mildness as a
(not very egosyntonic) form of aggression-control; or, to borrow an
example from Levy (1963), Don Juan behaviour is seen as expressing
not sexual confidence, byt corresponding insecurity. But you still
have to decide which pieces to turne Story-telling helps with this
decision because the more pieces you have on the table, the more
easily you can tell which ones need to be turned over in order to
construct a coherent pattern, and thereby to produce a solution.
This is one way in which what the PAN tells is not so much more of
the story, as a diflerent kind of story.

Sherwood has elaborated this point, as we shall see; but
we must first take account of a notorious consequence of this approach
to behavioural data. Since there is nothing which corresponds to
being able to tell, by reference to an independent, external criterion,
whether this particular piece should be turned over or not, the
procedure assumes that reliable judgements can nevertheless be made
both as to whether this is a 'coherent pattern' or not, and as to
whether it is the right sort of pattern for the datae 41l this is
reminiscent of Veber's problem about the role of the expert in
identifying behavioural Sinn (ppe above)s For perhaps in a
particular case there should not be one coherent pattern running
through the data: perhaps, that is to say, the graph-plots reflect
two relatively separate functions, not one uniform curve; and perhaps
what we have on the teble are the pieces of two separate jig-saw puzzles.
In which case, if we mangge, by turning jig-saw pieces over or by
ignoring the signs of the plot-values, to construct a 'coherent pattern',
then we are deceiving ourselves with a spurious artefacts But there
are other empirical inquiries, as we have seen ( che5 bece), which face
this same difficulty, and manage to deal with it by appeal to
contextual considerations of coherence and without reference to any
independent checke
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low, in the case of the analogue-situations, two kinds of
consideration usually safeguard us from this mistake., One is that
we know what degree of internal coherence of 'goodness-of-fit' to
expect in our jig-saws, end can even express numericelly, for our
graphs, the way two possible curves differ in this respect; but
there is still the problem of deciding whether the ESP receiver is
guesssing randomly or doing something significant, howbeit with a
lot of "noise' in the system and one card out of phase. And suppose
bhat our jig-saw pictures were repsoductions of unfamiliar 'modernist'
abstract paintings; if art galleries can hang such things upside-
down, we should be forgiven for not knowing whether we had one or two
of them carved up before us. The other general consideration is the
possibility of external check. We can draw off differential implice
ations from the rival graph-functions and devise, or at least speecify,
eritical observation-conditions; and the jig-saw puzzles can normally
appeal do the picture on the box, even if many e child's jig-saw has
long since parted company with its external criteria.

In the case of PAN, however, it is eften objected that both
these controls are missing: the latter, because it is unclear that
'external' cbservations are considerations would bear upon its validity,
and how they would do so; the former, because it is sometimes insuf-
ficiently passimonious in its multiplication of explanatory gentia, and
because it can cccasionally be shown that its unifying pattern is
frankly spurious. Eysenck (1965;er£§ —ﬁgued, not without cogency, that
FPreud's PAN about the 'Little Hans' case is an instance of such over-
elaboration, on the grounds that the princifples of aversive conditionigg
exemplified by Watson's 'Little Albert' can explain just as much as the
more exotic and speculative 'Oedipus complex' can. And Farrell's eritique
of the leonards study is concerned precisely with the question whether
Freud's overall picture (even if time) should be preferred to the piece-
meal explanations of particular points of perplexity whieh the art hist-

orian can give.



(76
67+

One function, for example, of Freud's PAN is to relate the
oral bird-fantasy, the enigmatic smile and the errors in snatomical
drawing to a common psychopathological theme; but perhaps they sould
not be so relateds Perhaps the explanation of the 'enigmatic' smile,
for instance, is quite unconnected with that of the other puzzling
phenomena. Jpecifically, if it can be shown that there was a current
cultural craze for creating such smiles on living faces as well as on
canvas (as there have been subsequent crazes for the yo=-yo and
platform shoes) and even that one women's beauty-manusl of the times
actually gave instructions about how to produce them, then is not
that enough? For the question why da Vinei's enigmatic smiles are
especially effective can then be answered by observing simply that he
was an especially skilful paintere The bird-fantasy and the anatomical
errors also heve individuel explenations at a similar level (Farrell
19635 ppe35=ib)s

At this point some apologists would invoke the problematical
psychodynamic principle of the 'overdetermination' of symptomatic
behaviours They would say that such behaviour regularly arises from
more than one set of causes, or serves more than one purpose, each
of which separately would be sufficient to produce or explain it.
Consequently there is no anomaly in accepting both the socio=cultural
piecemeal explanation and the one in terms of idiosyncratic psycio=
pathology as true alongside each other: it is not e matter of having
to choose between thems A person's psychpathology may well find
behavioural expression through those soclo~cultural conditions and
usages which impinge upon him; it does not necessarily run counter
to theme Thus, it would be said, sadism mey be expressed in culture=~
consistent activities, such as voting for cepitel punishment or in doing
certain kinds ol animal experiemtns, though it may be possible of
course, to do both these things for motives quite independent of sadisme
The point is that they can be used as a vehicle for it, end that it
does not necessarily lead to culture-dissonant practices like begr=
bating or cock-{ightinge But if the appeal to 'over-determination'
is to seem, in a perticular case, any more substantial than transparent
spekial-pleading to save a superfluous hypothesis, it
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is especially important that there should be some way of ehecking
'expernally' on the apparently unnecessary explanations

Whether or not this can be done for some such all-embracing
PAN's, it is an instructive feature of the Leonardo story that it
demonstrably falls foul of that other hazard of comprehensive
pattern-weaving which was mentioned above: it embraces too much.
For it successfully incorporates into the grand design some pieces
which can be shown not to belong at alle Freud makes symbolic
capital out of the fact that (in the Cermean translation, at any rate)
da Vinci's bird-{antasy involved a vulture, and he seems to accept
Pfister's observation that a vulture can be seen , in the manner of
a puzzlempicture, in the drapery of one of the 'double~mothert
paintings, the ladonna with Child and 5t. Anne of ce1510; he also
reads psychopathological significance into anatomicel errors in
sketches of the human reproductive system.

Unfortunately for these ingenuities, a valid account of da
Vinei's psychopathology does not have to account for vulture-images
but for kite-images, because "vulture" was a mistranslation of the
Italien worit nibbic which really means "kite". [Now, kites are not
mother-gymbols in Hgyptian mythology, &s vultures are; and if there
is a vulture in the drapery, it has got there entirely by chances
Again, the anetomical errors, and consequent pathogenomic slips or
*resistance' which freud attributes to da Vinci, can be shown to
exist in contemporary texts on which da Vinci was relying.

We are forced to conclude, in the light of this,; that these
links in Freud's chain are not links at all; and, to teke up Pareto's
metaphor (pe &bove), that the path from A to € vis B does not really
exist. What, then, becomes of the whole bhaim' or the whole 'route'?
Sceptics seize the opportunity, as we have seen (che 5a), of dismissing
them as artefsctual illusions, and they must certainly be regarded as
a dire werning against using such interpretive methods in an undere
controlled way. Freud did so in this instance with his eyes open,
to be sure, knowing that he was chancing his theoreticel erm with
such sparse data and without the control of concurrent
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feedback from the therapeutic transference-situation. Fér it is
precisely such contextual information which enables a more typical
PAN to be monitored and revised as it is being developed, and
Sherwood has shown (1969, ppe69=124) in some detail how Freud did
this in the famous case of Paul Lorenze

But the normal use of such contextual observetions ( whether
from therapy or elsewhere), in the light of subsidiary background
generalisations, still relies largely on the appeal to coherence,
rather than on external validation: that is to say, on convincing us
that a *significant pattern' has been constructed, rather than on showing
that there is indepemféﬁt evidence for postualted elements or aspects
of the PANs It may emerge below ( seotion (e¢), (d)), however, that
this contrast is not as clear-cut as is ustally supposed. And, in
any case, the demonst®ation that coherence~appeals can come to grief
when evidence is pparse or defective, as in the Leonardo study,
does not Jjustifly the inference that they necessarily constitute a
faulty method in sny oconditions. The epigraphist, for example,
who is trying to decipher a stremge language or script, may have to
decide precisely analogous questions about what is part of the pattern
or whether there is more than one sub-pattern, on grounds of internal
coherence alone. The pioneering 'linear B' workers had to establish,
for instence, whether a particular symbol was snother letter=-
syllable or a space-marker, and whether this particular mark represents
a new symbol or is & variant from of a known ones A scholar knows
very well that when the data are limited or repetitive (as in the
Samothracian languege, whose surviving 'texts' consist largely of
recurrent #dentical three-word legends) he will meke mistakes over
such decisionses [But he can also take heart from the fact that,
perhaps even without a providential "tripod tablet" and certainly
without such an external criterion as the known language on the
Rosetta Stone, he can sometimes show an internal semantic coherence
which defies "astronomical" odds (chel ( ) above)s ¥We llok more
closely in the following chapter into the implied rationale which
supports such exercises in linguistic interpretation, and argue that
much behavioural DI can be shown to rest on a similar logical framework.
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(b) The totem of prediction

One wey in which we decide between rival suggestions about
what pattern or putterns really underline en ambiguous set of graph=
plots is, as we noticed, to draw off differential predictions from
these suggestions and to make further observations in conditions which
would be crucial to that differences The fact that it is rarely
possible to submit DAl s to this hypothetico-deductive procedure is
sufficient to persuade those critics for whom prediction is a sine
qua non, if not the be all and end all, of scientific explanation
that such narratives can provide no genuine empirical understanding.
Afurthox: word about this totemic attitude to prediction, which
certainly seems to have become established in the catechism of
experimentalist psychology, will serve to highlight some logical
features of the way the PAN operates; in perticular with respect
to how it tells a different kind of story, rather than just more of
it, and to what follows from this for the treatment of 'evidence'.

It is resdily understandable that the prophet or soothsayer
should have had an honoured place at the right hand of the kings and
pharoahs of pre=-scientific cultures. For they could dispel
' psychological puzzlement' about what was happening elsewhere or
going to happen. Il who can read the future must understand thé
Creator's plane But Plato argues in the Theaetetus that 'true
opinion' does not presuppose understanding, and that, when bereft of
such logos, it is not to be confused with 'knowledge's It comes as
some surprise, consequently, to find the cult of predictivism still
flourishing; and fostered most assiduously, perhsps, in the philosophy
of psychologys /e may think it symptomatic, indeed, that in Kelly's
'personal construct' theory the drive to anticipate events has ousted
the instinctual libido es the mainspring of individual personality
development: thus does 'man the scientist' replace man the sdaptive
pleasure-seeckers

The contrary view, that the generation of predictions is a
contingent (rather than necessary) property of some forms of scientific
understanding, has been canvassed now for some time ( Hanson 1958,

PPe 7092; Kaplan 196l
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che 9)¢ 4nd two lines of thought from Toulmin's treatment of the
topic (1961, ppe18=i3) serve our purpose particularly well. The

ore drives a wedge between 'prediction' and scientific 'understanding' ;
and the other shows that the notion of prediction has to be weakened
80 much, if it is to retain an intimate conmnection with explanation,
that the contrst (which gave some concern above) between evidential
appeals to specifiaeble 'external' implications of » PiNy on the one
hend, and the mere construction of 'internal' coherence, on the other
hand, begins to dissolves

On the brmer point, the history of astronomy illustrates
the plain matter 6f fact that you may be able to predict very
acourately on the basis of observed regularities, while being quite
ignorant of how those regularities are produced, and even while
being quite confused ebout the d ifference between phenomena which
you can thus anticipate and those which you cannots The Babylonians,
as we all knows could predict eclipses and so onj but they betrayed
a lack of scientific understanding in expecting to be able to do the
seme for locusteplagues and earthquakes. The Ionians, however,
were able to prédict -very little, but nevertheless understood for
example, the relstion between the sun end the illumination of the
moon in a way that never struck the Babylonians. Nor when theoretical
understanding does emerge, elongside predictive sk#ll, does it
nece ssarily lead to more accurate forecasting. It seems that poste=
Newtonian astronomical c alendars and tide-charts were still for a
long time pompiled most accurately by actuarial (that is to say
' Babylonian' ) methods. :

As to the second point, the sense in which Newton 'predicts'
the diverse observations and relationships ( about planetary orbits,
tides and apples) which he explains, is a curiously elasticated on e
which has to embrace hypothetical prediction, 'predicting' what we
already know and even 'predicting' the paste The same goes for that
other great @ystem, Darwinian evolutionary theorye But if 'prediction'
now covers !'showing thet what we know to be the case is a logical
consequence of a theory' when that theory itself is necessarily
derived from what we know to be the case (and not exclusively from
other things that we know to be the case), then the idea of predicting
something separate from what we know, in order to test a hypothesis
about what we know, has given place to showing that
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many things which we know are consistent with a particular hypothesis
about some things that we were trying to explain.

The latter is what the analyst does, notoriously, when he
shows at case-conflerences that additional observations ( from psycho-
logical tests, social workers, teachers) exemplify the same psycho=
pathological patterns as outlined in his own clinical DI. Now,
the experimentalist critic encourages us to believe that, in the case
of a genuine theory, by contrast, this demonstrable consistency
derives from the supporting evidence being shown to be precisely
what is entailed by thet particular theory (e.e what that theory
‘predicts). But this is misleading, because it presupposes knowledge
of all relevant conditionse Darwinian theory can surely show in
retrospect that some phylogenetic trends are the sort of thing you
would expect, or what it would 'predict', in certain circumstances
(cpe che5 (b) ); even perhaps that they are precisely what it would
predict if the circumstences had been b, d, £, rather than a, o, &y
Since, however,; we usually do not know whether the relevant conditions
were in fact those rather then these, we do not know what precisely
we should have predicteds But this does not of itself prevent the
theory being explanatory, in spite of Wittgensteins remarks as to
its general charucters

Another obstacle to predictivism, in the ocase of PAN, is that
its component observations and generalisations are about many different
sorts of things Sherwood has shown in detail (1969, pp.185-202) how
Freud's PAN about Lorenz's behaviour involves four or five differmnt
kinds of explanations. Some are concerned with efents, situations or
reactions which are the "source" in time of certain behaviour,
feelings, attitudes etcs ('origin'); some with how certain feelings
and so on come to produce certain symptoms, habits, fantasies etces
('genesis' ); some with the 'motive' or 'purpose' for actions; some with
how certain attitudes, beliefs and fantasies serve to keep a balance
of emotional forces within the personality (' psychic economy'); and,
finally, some with the more~or-less symbolic !'significance' of actions,
phrases, images and the lkes But some of these types evidently
depend on hypotheses which have no
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predictive implicationse Thus to explain Lorenz's compulsion to
diet, that is, to get rid of fat {dick in German), as 'signifying'

his Jealous wish to get rid of Gisela's cousin Richard (called "Dick",
& l'anglaise), is self-suffieient and carried no implications about
further symbolic actionss Likewise the 'psychic economy' account of
the resurgence of Lorens's belief in an afterworld, in terms of mentally
'undoing' his father's death in order to balance the guilt of once
heving wished him éeed, implies only the general contention that such
mechanisms are used and cen be recognised; end this makes good enough
sense, without enteiling anything about how they will be used by
particular people in perticular situationse.

These are but extreme cases of the gneral diffeculty, noticed
above (che5 (b) ), that a PAN typically has to ely or rather loose
tendency~-statements by way of law~like generalisations. And a reason
why one should not expect to be able, even 'inprinciple', to apply
Braithwaite's correction and convert 's's tend to be b's' into 'All
a's, provided that (, are b's', has been advenced by Sherwood (1969,
Ps215)e  Suppose that we did have a generalisation, which we proposed
to test predictively, to the effect that all people with 2 certain
conflict, motive, anxiety or whatever, designated by &, would in
specifiable conditions (C £y 00 T )s act in a certain way (b)s This
presupposes that we cen identify conditions f, g, r, independently of,
and prior to, observing behaviour b; but it is a feature of the kind
of material with which a PAN is concerned ('intentional', Sinn -laden
end even symbolic actions) that the occurrence of action b is often
thefirst and only evidence that there is as to whether £, g, r. were,
or had been, in fact operative. Again it may have been something
like this consideration which prompted Wittgenstein's seeming denial
that law-like regularities could be formulated for thoughts and actions
of any human signii'icance. Sometimes the problem is etill more radicel,
in that the action needing interpretation is the only evidence we have
both of the underlying conflict itself and of the conditions, psychical
and environmental, which have influenced the form in which it comes to
be expresseds This would amount to having to identify, as it were,
both the message and the code in one set of data without independent
check either as to whether P did send message X or as to whether P
does use code y. But that should give no cause for alarm: we do the
same kind of thing everydaye If I switch on the radio and happen to
catch the last phruse of a brosdcast talk, I may hear some speech=
sounds which could be taken either as "oil-taker" spoken in a 'standardt
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English accent or as "I'1l thank her" spoken in a heavy Irish
accent of some kinde e do not need, however, in order to settle
the question to phone up the speaker or the radio company and u.ck
what he actually said, thus checking directly and externally the
hypothesis that what he said was p and not g. We can usuelly get
enough information for a decision from the contextual observation of
what the ennouncer seys afterwards. If he goes on to say "That was
Seamus 0'Leary talking about his childhood in Cork", this supports
one interpretation rather then the other. To go on to ask how

it does so would be to anticipate the argument of che 7¢ The
present point is simply thet it does; and that other amncuncemrents
giving a less d efinitive pay=off, would still provide differential
support in their verious wayse In this respect they are all
members of a nebulous class of observations which provide retrospective
contextual evidence aoout the questions of the speech-content and
of the accents Consequently it is a mistske to suppose th:t we
need to be able to identify the ‘medium' directly and independently
(let alone antecedently) in order to be eble to recognise the
'message'§ or vice versas The two unknowns can both- be evaluated
concurrently in the same set of data (cpe chel { ) )e

A final difficulty for predictivism, and one which raises
problems for the as:essment of evidence, is that PAN depends, as
we have already remarked, not so much upon tallihg- more of the
story as upon telling a differeht kind of storye. Thus it fits together,
and makes sense of'y; a sequence of the patient's actions by seeing
them as, for instance, an exercise in preserving his 'psychic economy'
in the same sort of way as the enthropologist, in Sherwood's example
(1969, p.15) explains the sboriginal tribe's habitual migration=
route, which makes not geographical, ecological or climatic sense as
a way of travelling from A to B, by showing that it all fits together
if you see it as a re-enactment of the migration-route taken, in the
tribe's creation-myth, by their totem spirit. Tittgenstein,
however, contrasted Freud's reliance on "redescription" end "simile",
as he regarded it, with explanation proper; and he seemed to concede
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no more than that ‘reud, like Darwin, had shown how to orgenise or
"arrange" a great variety of material which still remained to be
' explained® (Moore 1955, pe316)e

But we have argued sbove that a good deal of the most
proper 'scientific' explanation depends upon such redescription,
simile end analogy, especially when the subject-matter to be explained
is relatively inaccessible to observation and conceptualisation
(che 5 (e) )¢ 4nd the theoretical function of the 'modal tmansform',
to which we appealed at that point, is not merely to suggest re-
groupings and re-aligmments of data in an autonomoualy "redescriptive”
way: to suggest, that is, that we put accidents in the same bag as
wishess It is to do this in order that (negatively) we may avoid
the mistake of essuming that the behavioural significance and under-
lying mechanisms of appointment-forgetting are quire different from
those of daydreams end phobias, and (positively) that we may be
pointed towards the kind of mental 'deep structure' and 'trans-
formational' principles, if' we may now allude to Chomsky, which
are mecessary to generate all these sorts of behavioure There can
be no doubt that Freud's system, and psychoanalysis generally,
includes many hypotheses, with all their limitations of language
and imagery, both about such 'deep structure', and wout the generative
and transformational principles which determine the form teken by
thoughts and =ctions in expressing particular feelings, attitudes or
conflictss The former would comprise basic formulations about
the motivational and developmental character of libido and about
the regulatory roles of ego and superege systems; the latter would
be to do, for instance, with the 'primary' and 'secondary' processes
of thought, and with defence-mechanisms.
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Nevertheless, the first move in itself (the redescription,
re~alignment, the 'seeing as') seems both to invite and to defy
questions about the deployment of evidence. For it secms reasonable
on the one hand, to ask what is the evidential basis for claiming
that this behaviour-sequence represents an attempt to balance the
*psychic economy's We are inclined to think that there must be
some facts or observations which would be otherwise if the claim
were not true: to think, that is, that it is susceptible of
evidential support or refutatione And yet, on the other hand, it
seems clear that there are no particular observations which the
claim implies or 'predicts'; and the same goes for olaims about
‘signifiocence' which, as we have just seen, play an important part
in PANe All the same, we must avoid saying thet the reasons (rather
than the evidence) for looking at the behaviour this way rather than
that are quite independent of empirical considerationse For if this
'way-of=looking' is to leed to any empirical understending, as we
intend, then there must be some facts (we feel) to which it does
more justice than do okher 'wayseof=-locking', or some possible
observations which support it rather than such other weys. If a
PAN aims to make sense of the facts, by reference to explanatory
principles of any generality, then its contributory techniques
(that is, the various kinds of argument and assumption which go
to meke it up) must have some factual implications outside the
specific explananda. But such implications, and their corollaries
in evidential support, are not necessarily as immediate and explicit
as prediotivist critics of PAN tend to suggeste

(e) Criteria for 'evidence'

4 glib demand for “the evidence", coupled with an excessive
admiration for certain ®rms of it, is characteristic of a naively
experimentalist attitude to the scientific understanding of behaviour:
an attitude which owes much to the prevalence of the "myth of
deductivism"s (i is characteristic also of a belief-system based
on dogma rather than reality that various taboos and totems replace
rational -oonsideration. Observations are accepted or rejected
as valid 'evidence' according to
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whether they boast & certain property, provenance or pedigree,; and
not according to the role they play in a particular arguments.

Thus psychology students have been taught, within living memory,

to despise evidence which could be categoresed (and therefore
condemned) as !anecdotal' ,'introspective', 'subjective', 'clinical’,
or 'qualitative' ; the totem properties, on the other hand, have been
'objectivity' (unspecified, but played off against the taboo of

* subjectivity' ), 'quaitifiability’, 'predictability’ , 'repeatability’,
'publicity' and 'experimental control'.

Meny of the latter criteria are not, of course, necessarily
met by the paradigm experimental situations in the "hard" sciences
whose methodology the psychologists were trying to ape. But even if
they weee, it would be absurdly doctrinaire to transfer them en blogc:
for it must be apparent that, depending upon the nature and form of
an empirical ergument (end we have noticed the various kinds of
argament which a PAN draws on), evidence of different sorts and from
different sources becomes relevante I mean simply that, if a
patient says "I know your desk is not really untidy, but if it
were mine, I should have to straighten this book, that paper etcesss";
and if he also gets angry when anyone so much as refers to the tag
"le coeur & 863 raisons eee"; and if he writes an artificially
precise and orderly hand, these are different kinds of evidential
manifestation of a need for intellectusl impulse=controle And
there is virtually no limit to the aspects of the patient's behaviour
and experience which might provide further evidence in particular
cases. DBut some experimentalists, as we shall see shortly. seem
to suppose that all 'good' data must share some set of propertles,
regardless of their context and intended uses Andecond, espect of
the use of evidence which varies with
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the pattern of argument to which it contributes is the logiecal relation
which it bears to the point (premise, inference) which it supports. To
go back to Farrell's "new neighbour": our observation that he has recent-
ly lost his wife supports the hypothesis that he really is a keen gardener
(1f only in the sense of discouraging us from rejecting that belief) in a
logically much more indirect way than does the observation that his house-
hold effects contain much gardening equipment.

Consequently, since there is more than one pattern of argument invol-
ved in a typlecal PAN, we must expect both that various kinds of observation
and factual consideration will have evidential weight, and that there are
several variants of the logiecal support-relation between them and what
they are evidence for. They may carry weight, for example, not through
the medium (as it were) of "tight' generslisations like 'Kite~type memories
are produced only by people of homosexual disposition’, but through that
of a looser one like 'Kite-type fantasies tend to be expressions of homo-
sexual disposition' (cp. ch. 7). Certainly we shall not be confined to
the deductivist ritual of matching specific experimental observations
against specific 'predictions'; and we shall even see that the logic of
that procedure is not entirely free from the problem of relevance which

PAN conspicuously faces (cp. section (d) below).

The would-be 'scientific' study of human (or indeed animal) learning,
perception, memory, problem-solving and the rest was not very old before
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voices were heard stipulating what sort of 'evidence', or rather observation-
report, was to be admissible. lLeaving aside the sundry ideologies of
behaviourism (Mace, 1046), we find Pavlov decreeing that the language of
evidence in his laboratory is to exoclude all terms attributing ‘mental’
states, processes etc. to the experimental animals. Hyman (1964, p.41)
quotes a passage in which Pavliov gives the reason for his decree as the

need for inter-observer ieliabiliw and explicitly says that "the use of
such psychological expressions as the dog guessed, wanted, wished etc.”

was "prohibited"; indeed, Hyman represents the whole situation as Pavlov
having previously been disconcerted by "the fact that two experimenters
dealing with the same experimental situation could report different 'facts'".

But if certain ways of talking are bamned, it follows that certain
kinds of evidence will never see the light of day, and that we shall de-
velop an incomplete and distorted view of the subject-matter, We shall
mislead ourselves not only as to how it is to be understood, but even as
to the nature of what is to be understood. Historically, much British
and North American psychology has taken such pains to aveid an anthropo-
morphic view of animal behaviour that, in extrapolating from animals and
turning blind eyes to the phenomenclogical tradition of the Continent,
it has ended up with a zoomorphic view of man. So set has this attitude
become, that considerable energy and ingenuity has to be expended in counter-
ing it, and in contendingthat, after all, "Man may be treated, for scientific
purposes, as if he were human” (Harré and Secord, 197 , p. ).
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Some commentators, indeed, have been bold (rssh or
insightless) enough to set up criteria which cbservations must meet
in order to qualify as 'scientific' data and therby aspire to the
status of evidences Thus Sidmen assures us (1960, pe3) that "good
data are always aepazfable. with respect to their scientific importance,
from the purposes for which they were obtained", without foreseeing
the obvious objection t}mt if you do not entertain certain purposes
you will not get certain kinds of data at all, let alone "good"
samples of their kind, Indeed th; defects of Jidmen's subsequent
discussion are sc conspicuous that its continued influence in some
quarters, as an authoritative source flor experimental method in
paychology, is remarkables. For he soon goes on to tell us, for
example, by way of refuting the charge that behavioural data drawn
from laboratory experiments are artifiocially selective, that "the
laws of bohaviom‘.‘ms,y be expected to hold true inside the laboratory"
(pe26), without divulging the grounds on which this "expectation" is
based. From a methodological point of view, this assumption is
steeped in (unspecified) theory; for why should the lews of non=
laboratory behaviour hold for a laboratory situation? And, in
point of fact, we happen to know, from follow-ups of lMilgram's
notorious work, that very significent meta-laws ( specifically, those
governing a kind of !schizoid denial') can operate in the psychological
laborstory to override the corresponding laws of 'real~life' behaviour
(Argyle 19695 ppe19=20)s Finally, we can gauge the general depth
and quality of iidmen's study of evidence-assessment from his approach
to the treatment of 'induction'. "Af'ew words, therefore, asbout
induction", he writes (pe.59), "which I have adapted from Polya's
fascinating little book eee¢ "« This leads, on the same page, to

the stupefying dictum: "Induction is a behavioural process, not a
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logical one, which is the reason logical analysis has failed to
account for it"s [Now the contrast here is flagrently confused;

for the fact that alding up a bill is a "behavioural" process does
not prevent it also being a *mathematicgl' ones hat makes a process
'logical' is not its having some non-behavioural property, but its
relation to other processes which (onSidman's terms) are equally

"behavioural”.

In the history of paychology, such dootrinsire exclusivism,
with its attendant catechism of 'standardised' procedures and 'controlled!
conditions, was soon, like the medieval theological dogmetism which it
resembles, to. be embarrassed by the facts. Tor it eventually became
inescapable that ot least Some behavioural observations, which
systematically failed to wear the right tié or come from the right
school, nevertheless provided rich evidence about all sorts of things.
These sources of embarrassment were, on the one hend whole genera of
investigations like the 'naturalistic' studies of ethologists and
anthropologists; and, on the other, the specific method (or lack of
method, as he himself regmrded it) of one Jean Plaget. Now, the
catechism says "no 'good data' without 'control' ": s0, if this sort
of data thet is, naturelistio and Piagetian is useful and can attein
evidential status, there must be 'control' somewhere. 7ell, the
conditions are not con.rolled, since the whole point i8 that they should
flow and develop natux;ally; 80 it must be the observer who is 'controlling'
himself by not influencing them! (FHymen 1964, ppe L2=46). Even so,
in Piaget's so~called 'clinical method', the experimenter's next
question or move 1s 'controlled' (at least i.nr the confused Skinnerian

sense) most significantly by the child's previous answer and dnly
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trivially by the experimenter himself'.

This is an instructive paralles to the fallacy, noted
above, of setting out academic prerequisites for what is to count
as an 'explanation', rather than looking to see (naturalistically, if
you like) what sort of account would, if true, have explanatory
force for a particuler kind of behavioural data, and then trying
to schematisze the properties of that account. For what we should
learn to do in the case of 'evidence', is to consider what

observations etcs actually do, or would,carry evidential



weight in the particular investigation we are concerned with, and then
to ask, if necessary, in virtue of what they carry that weight. From
this 1t would be clear that data, of various sorts, acquire evidential
status not from having certain fixed categorical properties but from
bearing upon a question, in a variety of ways. Indeed, psychology

is sometimes saild to suffer from having too many facts and too little
evidence. Clearly a fact which bears upon no relevant hypothesis has
no evidentlal value; however, as Deutsch has pointed out (1960, p.169),
the fewer hypotheses the fact is consistent with, the greater is its '
evidential value. But we can go further, and say that this value is
greatest when it bears upon msny but is consistent with only a few (at
best, with only one): because in that case it is also helping to refute
alternative conundm instead of merely being irrelevant to them. But
do we not need to be able to characterise this relation of 'relevance’ in

some logically systematic way?

() The metaphysics of relevance. We have seen that it is not their
haﬁns certain categorical properties or being derived from a certain
source which converts observations into "good data” in respect of evi-
dential status. They are "good" in so far as they impinge reliably upon
a2 question or problem; and the ways of doing this seem to be many and
diverse. Nor does it seem possible to specify in advance, with this
sort of behavioural material, the range of possible observations that
would count as relevant evidence. And yet we feel that thepe must be
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some principles, if' not logical then at least tactical, governing

a Jjudgement that this is relevant and that is not; end that such
principles should be specifiable. But perhaps this expectation is
symptomatic of a pre~iittgensteinian formelism, in that, if the concept
of 'relevance' has the well=~known characteristics of that of a 'game',
we outht to op expecting the way that this observa.ion is relevant
to this hypothesis to have any partiocular feature in common with the
way that that fact or wnsideration is relevant to that problems

let us compare a borderline case, where the question of relevsnce is
at best pro lematical, end where it is not clear what we d o have

a logical right to say and why, with some others where we seem able

to be more definitees

When Gustav lahler was consulting Freud in 1910, he (Mahler)
proposed a DI about why his music tended to lapse into banality
immediately af'ter, or indeed instead of, bringing a passage of emotional
intensity to & climex. The DI was to the effect that hhis musical
habit reflected a childhood experience when Mahler had been distressed
by his parents quarpeling violently in the house, had run out-of-doors
for relief, and had come across a barrel-organ playing the tune of a
Viennese popular song in the streete Thus do the banal "barrel=-
organ" episodes in his symphonic compositions come to provide, on
classical 'sécondary reinforcement' principles, a form of ascapist
tension-reduction when the musical passion is riding uncomfortably
highe (Never be it said that Freud did not accept, when appropriate,
explanations which ere expressible in terms of straightforward

' conditioning' theory.)
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Now, there is an apparently quite independent biographical observa-
tion, which has been advanced as relevant to this D.I. (Mitchwll 1973,
Ppexvexvi)s It is Mahler's wife's report that, when they were in New
York m.two or three years earlier, a barrel-organ had started up in
the street below their flat and she had had it moved on so as not to
disturb the composer at work in another room. "The noise stopped at
once. Then Mahler burst in: 'Such a lovely barrel-organ - took me
straight back to my childhood - and now it's stopped!'" This separate
corroboration that Mahler had (or thought he had) a childhood barrel-
organ memory does not, of course, substantiate t.hc D.I., that it was
causally related to a stylistic habit of composition., But it is hard
not to think it relevant to it. On the other hand, by virtue of what
general principle of relevance is it so?

Suppose we try to say that, since the D.I. is about the relation be-
tween a childhood memory involving certain elements (parentel quarvel,
barrel-organ, the tune 'Ach, du lieber Augustin') and a quirk of musical
composition, any observation on his feelings mm those elements will
be relevant. This, however, encompasses at once too much and too little:
too much, because not all such remarks (e.g. that he thought the time
was sentimental or Jjolly) would bear upon the question; too little, bee
cause many observations rlot specifically to do with those "elements" (e.z.,
perhaps, his erstwhile scorn for the bel canto style of singing, or his
attitude to other people's quarrels) will also carry weight. Thus if we
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try to limit the scope of potentially relevant observations to the range
of informal implications, or referential repercussions, of the D.I., we
scon find that that is embarrassingly nebulous and elusive. This is the
difficulty which 'operational definition', that deus ex machina of ex-
perimentalism, attempts to forestall by prescribing artificial boundaries
of reference for behavioural terms (see ch.8 ( )). But we must notice
in passing that philosophers have found it no smishtform utur to
specify even what clear-cut empirical propositions of a non-'intentional’
kind, such as this experimental reductionism aspires to employ, are 'about';
and consequently it is not easy to infer what observations are or would be
relevant to testing their truth.

. Without going into all, or even many of, the ramifications of the
notorious "paradox of the ravems” and its assoclates, it is salutory to
reflect that, 1f an observation which is consistent with p cannot well be
said to irrelevant to p, it follows that the class of observations which
are relevant to the truth of 'All ravens are black' is not limited to obe
servations of ravens (Ayer 1972, pp.siﬁ-ﬂﬁis Cohen 1970, pp.95-105). For
uIlookmtmdthammmMuponthnmiuon.mﬂunsthlt
I see, s0 long as it is not a non-black raven, is consistent with the
hypothesis that 'if a thing is a raven then it is black', and thus helps
it to resist refutation. Indeed, if I have to scrutinise every non-black
thing in order to establish that it is not a raven, this, along with Russell's
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hypothetical reformulstion which we have just introduced, suggests
that the implicit reference-range of the proposition is not the class
of ravens but the class of things. It is thus a statement not
merely 'about' ravens, but 'about' the contents of the world.
Conversely put, in lempel's example, if it is appropriate to test
whether an unidentified substance is 'sodium salt' by seeing if it
m with a yellow flame, this arguably shows that the generalisation
'sodium salts burn yéllow' is in some sense 'about' substances and
not Jjust about sodium seltse If such questions of relevance are
raised even by stunderd univePsal generalisations, it would be foolish
to expect a short and clear-cut answer to those raised by the use of
our much more problematical 'A's tend to be B's' and 'Y's are an

expression of X',

However, if' the logical prindples are not easy to specify
in theory, yet we have seen in practice, in the Leonardo study, how
some observations which were once thought relevant and explantoridy
constructive,can be shown difinitively to be neither (e.ge the
vulture=symbolism); and we have also noticed how, as a kind of
halfway-house between relevance and irrelevance, the concept of
'overdetermination' retains some evidence as relevant to understanding
da Vinel's personality, even though, on the art~historian's separate
and self'-sufificient account of the artist!s actions, it alcks that
relevance. It is possible, of course, to!® heven more exzplicit about
what actions or observations impinge upon a problem, if we consider

a very minutely defined guestion and set artificial limits to
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the range of actions open to the agent in respect of it. In investiga-
tions of the practice of deductive reasoning, such as those carried out
by Wason piiad (1968, Wwwisll /07 ) in which the subject is faced with
four cards, each showing either a‘lettar or a shape, and with a hypo-
thesis like "All circles have a vowel on the back', we can say pre-
eisely which cards in a given display it is necessary and relevant to
turn over in order to check the hypothesis.Plerrst 10PN
Here we can sharply distinguish what might be called "psychological l
relevance” (by analogy with Sherwood's 'psychological puzzlement') from
logical relevance. For 1t is notorious that many subjects miata.ken].v
feel that they need to turn the card exposing a vowel, to see if it

has a circle on the back. But it is only because we have put artificial
econstraints on how the hypothesis is tested that we can be so speecific
about relevance: if we had not, the range of relevant actions would in-
clude such moves as bribing the techniclan who made the cards. And,
even given this limitation and accepting that the question is 'Which
cards do you need to turn to check the hypothesis?', it may still be
relevant to twrn an 'irrelevant' card if I have arranged with the techni-
clan to have the answer written on the table under the extreme right-hand
card.

But it is for Just this sort of reason that the experimentalist

encourages us to convert the law-like statements on which our D.I.'s
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rest, from terms to do with the 'expression' of feelings and motives
into terms to ® with particular actions, objectively characterised,

in particular circumstancess Even supposing that this could be done
without 3oss of content, without distortion and without an absurdly
arrogant prescriptivism (cpe Skinner 19543 Taylor 1964, ppe88=90,
95=97), it would still be naive to think of it as transferring these
poor floundering statements to a realm free from problems of evidential
relevances In any case people do not live in a laboratory world; they
live, act, think and feel in the real world, of which the laboratory
world is a highly unrepresentative parte /nd, however useful it may
be to try to test our generel hypotheses, about the behavioural
expression of mental states and processes, by working out their
implications for particular artificial situations, the fact is that

we want to be able to use them to accouns for non=-artificially

generated behaviours

We therefore need to be able to fice problems of relevance
posed by actual behaviour in the actual world, that is, in its natural
habitat; and by the fact that our background theory deals in t endency-
generalisations, md in stdements about the expression or transformation
of psychic processes in overt bhavioure For it must be evident that
DI typicelly appeals togeneral hypotheses whose logic is & good deal
more problematical than attributing a partiocular colour-predicate to
a quantified subject (as in the ravens' paradox)e sJuch generalities
take the forms: 'x tends to produce ¥'; 'y reflects x'; 'y is 2 form
of x'; 'y is an allusion to x'; 'y is a denial of x'; 'y is en expression

of x';
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'x leads to y' and so on. How then do we, in practice, set about tack-
ling the question of what evidence is relevant to checking the claim
that certain behaviour is an 'expression' of some particular mental
process, or a 'transform' of some emotional state, or an instance of

some 'tendency'?
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Chapter VII

Tactics of Linguistic Understanding

(a) Tendency and 'arguing back®

(b) The analogy of translation

(e) Dimensions of context |

(d) vValue-added, and the reduction of unlikelihood

"snother of his early words was 'Down's Ii he was being
carried, 'Down' meant 'Put me dom's If he wasn't being carried,
‘Down' meant 'Pick me up'es" (Holt 1969, pe63)

It has become clear, in the course of the inquiry so far,
that the rationale on which mich DT implicitly rests fails to meet
some of the demsnds which are traditionally ( though uncritically,
1 want to say) made of the logical pro=
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cedures and background hypotheses which should underpin acceptable
empirical explanations. In particular this rationale both depends

upon unquantified tendency-generalisations and often consists in identi-
fying a posteriori (and without the possibility of specific predictive
check) various allegedly significant patterns within the data to be
expla.ilned. It often trades, furthermore, on propositions asserting
the relation of expression between observed y and observed, or postu-
lated, X, rather than the more familiar relations of 'cause' or
demonstrable 'correlation'. We are asked to believe, that is to say,
not so much that y is caused by, or known to be correlated with, x; but
that y can be in some extended behavioural metaphor, an expression of X.
And we have found ourselves plunged into the problem of what sort of
observations ete. have evidential status vis a vis the latter sort of
claim as opposed to the former, - which, although more familiar, we have

seen to be by no means problem-free,

Piecemeal examples have already been given of how some questions
involving these limitations are dealt with in other types of empirical
inguiry. We must now look more closely and systematically at some
characteristics of the reasoning which is involved in such transactions,
bearing in mind that the affirmative aspect of the argument here is still
largely double-negative in principle. That is, the logical skeleton of
the thesis is, for the most part: If certain objections to P (D.I. and
cognate psychodynamic procedures), on the ground that they have features
X, ¥» Z, Were valid, then we ougﬁt. also to dismiss § (certain analogous
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empirical enterprises), which also depend on X, ¥y, 2z; but Q evidently
can be both ratiocnally nnd empirically sound; therefore we need not

dismiss P for the given reason.

(a) Tendency and 'arguing back'. The background hypotheses and generalisa-
t.ie.;:m on which D.I. rests often do not readlly lend themselves, as we have
seen, to the kind of direct and specific check which some eritiecs require

of scientifically useful propositions (but ep. Cheshire 1973a, p.98);
consequently, any particular D.I. is, on this view, more-or-less in.;eoure-
ly based. The simplt_ast. and negative, course is to discount them as a
source of empirical ;ndorltandins on this ground, and to risk throwing

some epistemological baby away with the methodological bath-water. But

the positive alternative, the questlon of what can be done instead in

order to assess the validity of psychodynamic hypotheses and use them
coherently, is by no means so well understood. Indeed the contention

that there is no intellectually respectable alternative open to the
psychodynamist has already been met (pp.00-00 above). The contention, that
is, that he is bound to ape the tactics of the axpeﬁmentalist, only to ke
found logically or empirically wanting, because his induced law-like generalisa-
tions are either not universal or not specific enough to sustain the sorts
of inference that he is supposed to want to make from them.

It is a mistake, however, to assume that the psychodynamist, when

framing and justifying his D.I. in terms of generalisations which are ad-




227

mittedly loose, necessarily relies on such patterns of inference as one
appropriate only to more rigorous premises, and that he is doomed to
fallacy on this account. 1In a phrase which Eysenck turned against
Bernard Shaw in another context, let us look at "a good rousing summary
of these misconceptions" as made by Eysenck himself (19 ., pp. 227-239).
In this passage he is concerned to persuade us that to "argue back" from
observed béhaviour, and specifically from the data of 'projective'
personality-tests such as Rorschach and TAT, to "the cause of factors
which are responsible for our action is an exercise "based on a logical
fallacy"; and this accusation of logical fallacy is made three times in
the course of the three-page argument. Thus does Eysenck echo the sen-
timent of Pope, who had written (Moral Essays i, 99-103):

"In vain the sage, with retrospective eye,
Would from the apparent what conclude the why,
Infer the motive from the deed, and show
That what we chanced was what we meant to do."

Now, there is no dispute that psychodynamists do want to be able to
argue back in this kind of way; what I am disputing here is that such
argument necessarily involves the i1llicit conversion of the major premiss
of a simple syllogism (All A's are B: therefore this B is an A). Eysenck
can, of course, produce examples of such 'arguing back' which, g he rep-
resents them, do exhibit such a fallacy. But the questions at once arise

whether the implied scheme of those particular arguments could be repre-
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sented otherwise; and whether, even if they cannot, this is the sort

of arguing back on which D.I. and PAN necessarily depend. Obviously
the answer to the second query (the one that matters) is 'no'; be-
cause, while false conversion is a form of arguing ba:tck. it is not

the only form of it. Nor is the psychodynamist's range of logical
schemes restricted to isolated syllogisms whose major premises are
insufficiently rigorous to do their job (ep. Sherwood 1960, pp. 231-244 )

Specifically, Eysenck complains that "all the projective techniques",
and, by implicaticn, all D.I. which might be based on them and on ana-
logous obervational procedures, take the fallacious form of his well-
known illustration about sports-car buyers. The paradigm syllogism
attributed to the psychodynamist in this illustration is:

(1) Sporting young men buy Jaguar sports cars
(2) This man has bought a Jaguar sports car
(3) Therefore, this man is a sporting young man.

This is clearly invalid; and it is only a tightening-up of the loose
major premiss that will enable a valid deductive inference to be made
from knowledge of what car a man has bought. Thus, if we tighten it

to 'All SYM buy JSC', then the observation that he has not bought a

JSC warrants the conclusion that he is not a SYM; while the observation
that he has bought one still tells us nothing deductively. It is only
if we tighten premiss (1) to 'All SYM, only SYM, buy JSC' (that is, to
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The bi-conditional "If and only if A, then B'), that the affirmative

observation of premiss (2) acquires implicatory force.

But it is plain that the generalisations of psycho-dynamic theory
have not yet been refined to a corresponding degree of precision and
exclusiveness, and it is probably in the nature of the behavioural
material that they never could be. For the variables, which determine
whether someone with motive, anxiety or conflict A actually produces
behaviour B as a consequence or expression of it, are many, subtle and
diverse; quite apart from the complication that what is to count as
"behaviour B" for the purpose of psydadynamic theory would have to be
conceptualised 'intentionally' in terms, such as 'greeting', 'threaten-

ing' or 'avoiding' etc., rather than in pseudo-laboratory specifications.

Indeed, in order to make the car-buying illustration at all realistic,
we should have to be content with 'SYM tend to buy JSC'; because it is
obvious that quite a number of SYM cannot afford to buy JSC, even if
it were broadly true that SYM want to buy JSC. Here, at least, we
might apply Braithwaite's correction for reducing tendency-generalisations
to universals (p:00 above), and read 'All SYM, provided that they are
wealthy enough, buy JSC.' And the psychologist is sometimes able to
take crudely corresponding steps, as when Bowlby eventually tightens
up 'Infants uho experience maternal deprivation tend to develop affectless

psychopathy' into something nearer 'All infants who experience MD, given
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given that it occurs within the critical period and in the absence

of adequate substitute mothering (Braithwaite's '... given C a & '),
: wn? o

do become AP's",

But, granted that the psychodynamis¥s "laws" are for the
most part still at the looser 'tendency' stage, and destined to
remain so for a long time in practice if not perhaps, in the nature
of the case, for ever, nevertheless it does not follow that their
use in 'arguing back' operations necessarily involves "logical
fallacy"s The reason is they do not have to function as the
major premise of a single unsupported syllogism which commits the
fallacy of 'asserting the consequent'. For that is not the onJ&
way they can be used, not is it in fact the way they typically
function in the arguments which underpin a DI or contribute to a
PANe 1In short, the imputation of fallacy is valid if, andenly if,
the logicel wchame cn which such formulations depend hes been represensed
ecouratelys Insof'ar as it has not been, if only because the part
played by appeals to context, coherence and subsidiary generalisations
is not considered, to that extent Eysenck's attack achieves no more

than a hollow victory over a particularly slender straw mane

4 further small point, which shows perhaps that he is not
particularly concerned with the acouracy of his analogy betweem the
sports-car syllogism and the reasoning ef the psychodynamic interpreter
or projective-test user is fhis. Eysenck writes (opecite, §e228),

"In other words,
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buying a Jaguar sports car is regarded as a kind of projectidén test ...".
But if there is to be the remotest parallelism here, then the situation
that corresponds to the projective test is not buying the Jaguar but
rather the presentation, or existence, of a range of different makes
and models from which to choose. The selection of a Jaguar from such
a range corresponds, if anything, to the projective test regord or
protocol, which consists of the perceptual and apperceptual selections
made by the patient from the range of material open to him, But the
analogy is still precarious, even in this revision. For, what has

our SYM "projected”, in his case, on to the stimulus-material (that is,
on to either the car of his choice or the range of possible cars)?

He has in no sense perceived, re-structures, re-organised it in l:u.n

own more-or-less idiosyncratic way: what he has done is to associate
himself with some properties of it rather than others. This may be
partly what Klein means by 'projective identification' (cp. Segal 1964,
pp.42-53); but on the face of it the whole business looks more intro-
Jective thn.n projective, and puts one in mind of Ferenczi's analysis,
in terms of introjection, of Jung's word-association technique. For
Ferenczi (1909, p.51) argued that "it is not that the stimulus-words
evoke the oomplicatec-i reaction, but that the stimulus-hungry affects ...
come to meet them: ... the neurotic int¥®jects the stimulus-word of the

experiment”,

Be that as it may, our purpose at the moment is to show that there
Gon be 'arguing back' which is based on relatively (or indeed, very)
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loose premises, bui is not necessarily fallaciouse To this

end let us examine the functioning of & semantic procedure which

(a) is non-aoiant';ii‘ic, () employs premises of the loose forms that
we are concerned with, and yet (g) is capable of generating .
conclusions that can be regmrded with considerable ( sometimes even
complete) confidence as correct. Such a procedure 1$ translation
from one language_ﬁ?to ancther; and especially, for the sake of the
comparison, translation from a dead lenguages. For there are specific
features of the trunslation situation which resemble rather closely
those very aspects of psychodynamic propositions and loglcal tactics
which are sometimes supposed to vitiate the arguments in which they
figuree In so doing we take up some implications of “reud's
injunction to learn "the language of the Unconscious", and try to

be rather more specif'ic in working them out than Rycroft (1968) is when

he contrasts this kind of approach with "causal" arguments.

(b) The snalogy of language. When Jackson renders the first three
words of' the Aeneid as "Arms I sing and the man ... ", this can be
treated as an empirical claim of the form: 'yhen Virgil wrote arma
virumgue cano he meent (or, intended to convey the idea) such-and-
such's It is in fact an instance of arguing back from & presented
datum, in this case the Latin text, to the ideas and intentions that
gave rise to ite But although it is thus a species of empirical
explanation, connecting present observations with postulated ante=
cedent determinants, there is evidently no question of deducing

particular consequences from the 'hypothesis that by 'arma ess'




229.
7"-1 0.

Virgil meant '/rms +..'; and then running an empirical study to see
whether in the 5 tipulated conditions such conseguences are observed
to ocour. Ve cannot comtrol such conditions retrospectively, any
more than we can wind back a patient!s psychopathological development
to see 'what would have happened if ...'« But the very idea of so
doing raises a conceptual guestion whoéa behavioural corollary we
have already mets hat would the consequences of such & hypothesis
look like? I mean; what are the differential impliuaﬁions of
postulating, on the one hand, that Virgil meant '/irms and the man eee’
and, on the other, that he meant 'Ships and the man eee'? Every=
thing that he goes on to say, end the subsequent history of the world
in general, is consistent with eithers (Other transletions of
Virgil, end the title of a Shaw play, do not count; because it could
be they that are based on a misteke, like Milton's "blind fury"

who, in Lycidas, usurps the role of Atropos and unclsssically

"slits the thin-spun life".) Even the implications for the meaning
of the word arma do not entail that it will ever again be used to
mean 'ships's The behavioural corollary is that, when a DI
postualtes some anxiety or motive, the nature of the theory is such
that there may be no:differential implications for the way that
feature will be expressed in particular actions outside the date on

which the DI is baseds

As regards the translation, then, there are any number of
consequences which, consistently with the meanings of the words,
would be derived with equal cogency; and sometimes this range of

conseguences would include,
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as in psychodynamics also, mutually conflicting ones. And if we look
for watertight generalisations about habits of word-usage, we shall
find that it is the exception for a word to be used in a uniform

way, or in such uniform circumstances that its otherwise variable
meaning can always be fixed by reference to them. The meaning behind
a particular use of a lLatin word is not deducible from a rigorous
generalisation about all imstances of that word. The translator's
conclusion, therefore, 1s not #inferred from premises as logically
tight as "Nobody but a SYM buys a JSC', which Eysenck apparently thinks
essential to rational arguing-back. So, assuming that translation 1s,
or can be, a rational and empirical enterprise, it follows that at
least one form of arguing back does not draw its epistemological respec-
tabllity from exclusive, covering~law generalisations. Let us inquire
a little further into how it is done.

The generalisations which a translator uses, in reading his con-
clusions about what a passage of Latin means, are not of the form:
*Every instance of the word mensa reflects the idea of "table".! For
although a minority of technical terms may possibly admit of an approxima-
tion to this degree of rigidity, it is obvious that most words can conveyy .
more than one idea. It may be the dase that curculio always means 'Boll-
weevil'; but it is not even true that et elways means 'and'. For the

most part then, the translator cannot rely on arguments which follow the
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scheme:

(1) Instances of the word 'X' always convey idea ‘'Y’

(2) This is an instance of word 'X'

(3) Therefore this means 'Y'
Indeed, from the point of view of syllogistic reasoning, his raw-material
looks hopelessly unpromising. He has to be content, for the most part
with generalisations like, "X usually means Y, but sometimes means Z'; or
like, 'X can mean almost anything to do with Y: such as Ya, Yb, Yo, eto.e
Looser still, some or them even resemble, 'X sometimes means Y, sometimes
Z, and sometimes P with about equal frequaney'. So that, if the trans-
lator's implied scheme of argumentation were restricted to what Eysenck
attributes to the psychodynamist framing his DI, he would obviously newer
be able to arrive rationally at conclusions such as, 'When Tacitus wrote
arcana imperii he meant "secrets of government"'. But since we do re-
gard translating from Latin as a rational and fact-stating enterprise,
and the translation of this particular phrase as rational, fact-stating
and true, the translator must have cother logical cards up his sleeve. And
if he does, why should not the psychodynamist also play a similar hand?

Clearly the nature of these supplementary cards is worth investigating.

In order to do so instructively, we notice some further respects in
which the looseness or flexibility of the translator's premises resemblcs
that of the empirical generalisations with ¥hich the psychodynamic inter-

preter has to work. For the linguist has to make do not only (i) with
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propositions that are non-specific (so that X may tend to mean
such~and=-such, but may sometimes mesn this, that or the other
instead), but even (ii), in some cases, with propositions that are
almost self-contraiictory in the disjunctions which they encompasse
Thus his premises may take the quixotic form, 'The word X can mean
either Y or the oi:poai.ta of ¥Y'; where "the opposite" covers different
sorts of antithesis. Ve may therefore cointer ome of Cioffi's
objections by observing that the psychodynsmic 'Unconscious' is

not alone in failing to observe the principle of nonw-contradiction
(cpe che5 (a) sbove)s Any linguist will be able, of course, to
multiply his own exemples of (1) and (ii); and also, no doubt, to
édd to the dimensions of flexibility along which such definitional
laws can wery: by which I mean to suggest that variation of a word's
meaning according, {or exemple, to syntactic context ( such as word=
order within a clause) would be a different kind of variation from

that whichdepends upon semantic contexte

Examples of type (i) are two-a-pennye But it is worth
noticing how examples of (ii) function in practice, and how this
illuminates the use of their behavioural corollaries in su:porting
DI's end PAN'se & convenient Latin verb of type (ii) is subire,
which can mean either 'to rise up' or 'to sink down', = thus
exempliflying opposition in terms of spatial movements Opposition
in terms of temporal movement, as itvwere, and determined by syntactic
as opposed to semantic context, would be exemplified by, for instance,
the French adjective prochein meaning either 'gone before' or !'coming

after' depending upon its own position af'ter or before the
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noun. Again, the Latin adjective caccus can mean both (actively) 'unable
to see' or (passively) 'unable to be seen'. Moreover, this aotiw.re-
versus-passive variation on a basic theme reflects a systematic trans-
formational principle according to which the 'transferred' meanings of

a word are generated out of its 'root' meaning; and 1t must be evident
by now that a behavioural analogue of precisely this /situation is an im-

portant ingredient in much psychodynamic argumentation.

The psychodynamic generalisation corresponding to (1) will take

the form: 'Such behaviour tends to derive from motive X, \ﬁut can have
different determinants'. Farrell (1961) has discussed an example of

"the boy D", where the parallel propos:ltion would run: '"In such a situa-
tion, aggressive anti-social behaviour tends to reflect the need to test
out a new environment; but it may be produced by a brain~tumour among
other things'. 1In a case like this, a DI which appeals to the tendency
without explieitly ruling out the alternatives (which may not be possible
in practice or in retrospect) is apt to be diemissed as arbitrarily selec~

tive.

It is notoriously difficult, however, to pin down the logical grammar
of this sort of tendency-statement. As Braithwaite's conversion indicates
(p.00 above), they are sometimes supposed to be just rather messy statis-
tical generalisations which have not been properly quantified: it is

assumed that 'in principle' (another deus ex machina of urwpgenerate
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scientism) they are reducible,if not to a universal linking X and Y
in specifiable but hitherté unidentified conditions, nevertheless to
the bare frequency-observation that, overall and regardless of condi-
tions, 'n percent of X turn out to be Y', from which observation the

statistical probability of this X turning out Y can be inferred.

Obviously neither the psychodynamist nor the linguist is #y usually
in a position to operate with quantified propositions of this kind. Nor
are their tendency-statements necessarily making the unquantified majori-
ty-claim that 'most X's turn out ¥', as we have seen in ‘the case of
word-meanings. For although they certainly convey something stronger
than merely 'some X's turn out ¥', they may do no more than postulate
a systematic connection between X and Y that is firmer than any systema-
tie connection between X and any class of phenomena that are not Y. If
it were the case, therefore, that 40% of X's turned out to be ¥, 20%
turned out A, 20% B, 10% C and 10% D, then there would still be some
sense, howbeit limited, in which 'X's tend to turn out ¥' (understand:

' ... rather than anything else in particular' ).

But the tendencies of which koth the linguist and the behavioural
theorist speak are not all or necessarily of this kind which rests on
the inadequate or idealised observation of the frequency of instances.
They are often, in an important but inconveniently nebulous way, 'implica-

tive', in the sense of implying of some structure which at once generates
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the tendency and is the ground for asserting it: cp. Sherwood's dis-
cussion of cows couchant (1569, pp. 211-214), and Harre's of the grounds
for expecting a "flush of blue jackets" (1970, p.27). Thus, if I say
"This die tends to show odd numbers", my claim may be valid (by which

I mean 'rationally and empirically secure', not just "going to be seen to
be true') even before that die has ever been thrown, provided that I

have weighted it, or know it to have been weighted, accordingly. For
these reasons it would be a complex business indedd to systematise the
rationale, implications and means of verification 6f tendency propositions
in general. This is underlined by Ayer's recent remarks on the topie
(1972, pp.€1-63) which suggest that philosophers are especially puzzled

by the logic of the support-relation between a "generalisation of tenden-
cy” and any particular warrent-statement for it, and that they do not go
much further than articulating or formalising the intuitions of the per-
ceptive layman, One such intuition which Ayer mentions, however, does
bear closely upon the argument of this chapter: namely that, in deciding
whether to expect this particular X to be a Y (on the strength of 'X's tend
to be Y') we try to establish the absence of "countervailing factors"; that
1s, evidence suggesting that this is one of those X's which turn out not-y
inspite of the broad trend (ep. section (d) below).

As regards (i1), it is the precisely analogous versatility of some

psychodynamic hypotheses, when they involve such transformational principles
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as repression, over-compensation and reaction-formation, that leads to
the grievance that they can be used to account for anything in retro-
spect but to predict nothing in particular (ep. ch. 5(a), above). For
a psychodynamic theory may well generate the hypothesis.that a given
emotional confliet can issue in either an excess or a lack of a certain
sort of behaviour; or, in retrcspect, that a given sort of behaviour
may result from either an excess or a lack of a certain erucial sort

of experience. Examples might be, of the latter, to link attention-
seeking with either over-protection or emotional deprivation; and,

of the former, to account for both anti-social aggressiveness and undue
passivity by reference to an alleged conflict over authority-relations.
This gives rise to the feeling that if both the presence and the ab-
sence of the behaviour (or experience) concerned will serve to support
the DI, then there are no observations that could wonceivebly count
against 1t, no particular truth conditions can be specified and the
alleged interpretation therefore becomes vacuous. How is it then
that the translator, apparently forced to rely on similar sorts of
material, manages to ead‘ape similar charges of arbitrary selectiveness

and Mity?

We noticed above, however, that the parallel paradox of using both
'Well, the engine is hot' and 'Well, the engine is cold' to explain my
car's failure to start is resolved by showing that in both propositions

there is an implied "too' qualifying the adjectives; and that a consistent
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explanation resides in that consistent 'too'. We may take some en-
couragement from this, and reflect that apparently flexible theories
may be necessary to cope with the evident flexikbility of human nature.
People just do react in opposite ways to 'the same' predicament or

stress, as Pope commented with his customary elegance and over-compression:

"Behold! 1if fortune or a mistress frowns,

Some plunge in business, others share their crowns:
To ease the soul of one oppressive weight,

This quits an empire, that embroils a state:

The same adust complexion has impelled

Charles to the convent, Philip to the field."

(Mral Essays 1, 103-8)

But, instead of concluding with him that reason is powerless in face of
such behavioural caprice, let us look for a lead at how the linguist

deals rationally with that capricious Latin verb subire.

Suppose that a pupil, after correct but incomplete use of his dic-
tionary, mistakenly translates the form subit as 'rises up'; and that
his teacher corrects him, pointing out that subire can also mean 'to
sink down'. The pupil protests in exasperation, "Well, if it can mean
opposite things, then you never know where you are with the word: truth-
conditions for its meaning cannot be stipulated, and a particular claim
about what it means in a particular instance themefore becomes vacuous."

The teacher will answer this, of course, by showing that, when it is taken
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in this particular context to mean 'sink down', then the sentence con-
cerned fits in better with what is being said before and after it.

But ithese metaphors of 'fitting in', of "coherence' and of 'goodness of
fit', which we have already encountered in a behavioural context, have
proved to be complex and to cover different kinds of coherence (ep.

ch, 6(0)). For there is more than one way in which a thing may fit

in, or fail to fit in, with other associated things: a Sook may fit

in with the others on the shelf perfectly as regards size and colour,
but be quite out of place with respect to subject-matter of alphabetical
order of authors. Indeed, we have seen that one way in which a PAN
makes the behavioural data 'fit' together is by telling a different
kind of story, which deals in a different mode of coherence; as if one
should discover that the books in someone's library were grouped, not
according to biography, poetry, history and so on, but by publisher,
colour or nationality of author. The question is raised, then, about
what sort of ecoherence is assumed to be relevant to the particular situ-
ation in hand: with what, we have to ask ourselx}es. do we expect an
interpretation, whether linguistic or behavioural, to cohere, - and why?
We shall find, in the next section, that these questions also cannot

readily be answered by simple and rigorous formulations.

If we refer back to trarisla.ting subire, it is plain that this co-
herence is not to ke identified with a priori deductiveness. That is
to say, the teacher is not claiming that, if you assume that subit means

at this point 'sinks down', then what comes in the next few sentences
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could have been strietly deduced from the combination of that assump-
tion with some other given propositions (perhips about the context

or the writer's known intentions and verbal habits); because there
are many things the author might go on to say, any of which would be
coherent and thus lend weight to the suggestion that subit here means
'sink down'. Imagine that the subject of subit is sol, - 'the sun'.
Then the teacher's argument might run something like: 'Since this

is a pastoral-cum-sociological kit of Virgil we are dealing with, then
if he is talking about the sun setting, rather than rising, he is
likely to go on to mention shadows lengthening, birds going to sleep,
farmers coming home, lamps being 1it, and that sort of thing'. It is
important that subsequent reference to anythiug of this {pether loosely
circumscribed) sort will do for the teacher's purpose.

We have already noticed the archaeologist relying on a parallel scheme
of argument (p.00, above), and commented that it closely resembles the
situation in which the psychodynamist might claim any of variocus 4if-
ferent sorts of behaviour as confirmation of a DI postulating a certain
motive, eonflict or whatever. 1In the case of the translation, and also
nutatis mutandis in the cases of the archaeologist and the DI, the scheme
of argument is not so much: 'If and only if he means x he will go on to
say precisely p, g, r ... and, lo and behold, he does. It is rather:

'He is unlikely to have gone on to say p, g, r ... unless he had meant

x'. This is partly because what would count, in the translation, as
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the 'consequences' of the 'hypothesis' are themselves part of the
presented data; and this is another point which we have already

met, when trying to withdraw the wedge driven between 'prediction'
and 'coherence' (p.00 above). So that, faced with a word of
eguivocal significance, we do not in fact "frame hypotheses" of any
rfaoiaion and test them out: what we do say to ourselves is 'Let's
see what he goes on to say', and in the light of that we decide what
the writer must have meant by the problematical word. But, although
not necessarily directed by specific hypotheseg, this investigation of
what he goes on to say is far from being open-minded or perspective-
free; for it certainly needs to be structured by some idea of what
to look for, which in turn must be based on some assumptions about

what features of what he says will ke relevant.

And so we again come up against the problem of how we recognise econ-
textual relevance; but also against the analogy that, since we manage
to use it efficiently and heuristically in understanding language even
though its governing prineciples seem to defy precise articulation, we
ought not to despair of being able to put the corresponding skill in
the interpretation of behaviour on a rational and empirical footing.

Let us try to clarify the prcblem, at least, by notieing some of the ob-
stacles which are regularly overcome by successful appeals to contextual
relevance, both linguistic and behavioural. It is obvious enough, in

a particular case, what is being appealed to: the problem is to specify

in a general and systematic way what defines the class of legitimate, and
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and therefore potentially successful, appeals. Using the same broad
analogy, Grice illustrates in a classical article (1957, p.388) the

particular point but helps only vaguely with the general one:

"

«++ in cases where there is doubt, say, about which
of two or more things an utterer intends to convey, we tend
to refer to the context (linguistic or otherwise) of the
utterance and ask which of the alternatives would be rele-
vant to other things he is saying or doing, or which in-
tention in a situation would fit in with some purpose he
obviously has (e.g. a man who calls for a 'pump' at a fire
would not want a biecycle pump).”

But on what grounds are actions and intentions judged to "fit in with some

purpose ..."?

(e) Dimensions of eontext.
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(e) Dimensions of context. GQuestions about both linguistic and
behavioural significance are complicated, then, not just by the need to
appeal to context, but alsoc by the fact that such appeals may be made to

a wide, and amtecedently unspecifiable, variety 'of contéxtual considerations.
We have looked at an example where a guide to establishing coherence can

Be derived from the assumption that a descriptive passage is likely to refer
to events associated in time: sunset, home-going, lamp-lighting and so on.
In so doing, we may be thought to be relying tacitly on that much misused
'prineiple of parsimony', by assuming it to ®e more likely that a passage

contains a fev general themes consistently worked than that it treats of
several disparate ones. And as in literature, so perhaps in individual
psychopathology. DBut there will also be cases wh@re appeal is made, not so
much to the content of what's being said, as to the purpose or motive for
which it is being said.

Consider a speech in vhich some court-orator like Cicero is defending
a dubious gang-leader., We come across a phrase containing a word that
means, in a general sense, 'clever'; but it can take on either landatory
shades and commotations or pejorative ones. So that sometimes it is to be
rendered 'intelligent', say, and other times "erafty' or 'scheming'.
Qur choice between these altermpatives will be guided not merely by
considerations about the speech hanging together internally from a semantic
point of view, but by the assumption, external to what is actually being
said, that Cicero wante his client to find favour with the judges and be
acquitted. But this consideration does not allow us to show the simple
conclusion that the orator will never use the vord in a pejorative sense in
the course of this speech, of the ground that he will not want to disparge
his client in front 8f the judges. Because, on the one hand, Cicerec will
be willing, in the interests of appearing realistic and impartial, to
admit that his man has a few pecadilloes and may have fallen from grace
on some occasions; on the other, he will want to ask raetorical quegtions
(inviting the ansver 'No') which emply derogatory predicates.
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Thus there is no simple subsidiary context-generalisation which
follows from the general strategy of trying to impress the judges
(@sgs 'Cicero always refers to his client in favourable terms'), and which
ve implieitly invoke in deeiding how to interpret the problematical
work. There may be a broad tendency toward favourable references overall,
but the tactic of a particular line of argument or stylistic device can
override it. These tsctics (such as rhetorical question, disarming cendour
double-bluff, flattery, tongue-in-cheek, sarcesm) must be reccggised for
what they are in the individusl instance and allowed to supervene. Only
in this way do we avoid the mistake of translating a question, consistently
with the broad tendency, as 'Do you think my client is intelligent?' when
the point is that Cicero is asking, consistently with the tactic of the
mement, 'Do you take my client for a crafty schemer?’

The qu@stion of how people manage to make such recognitions roises
complexities outsids cur scope; dut the feet thap they meke them, and
must necessarily make them if translation (and linguistic understanding
generally) is to get off the ground, barks back to the need for a kind
of conceptual empathy which we have discussed above in the context of
behavioural understanding (ch. 5(b)). Furthermore, the fact that one
can sometimes identify and understand such devices, even when coming
across them for the first time, attests to the efficacy of some nabulous
and unspeeified context-considerations which must be at work. I have in
mind, for example, the naive reader's capecity to discover for himself
that, in fictional gangster-land at any este, "I'm worried sbout your health"
evidently means "I'1l kill you if you don't play ball®.

For this situation, then, of Cicero making a speech as defence=
lawyer, the context-considerations, in the lfght of which we adjddicate
the sense in which a purticular instance of a word is tc be taken, are
rather different from those in the 'sunset' example., This fact, that
different sorts of observation cen legitimately be appealed to in the
search @or coherence, is another point of resemblance between the linguistic
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and the paychodynamic scene. For en interpretive 'argument back' to
& patient's conflicts or anxieties may very well take account of data
as diverse as the way he sits, the words he uses to describe a personm,
his fantasey to a Rorschech Wlot and the way he spends his money. But
it is still a problem to know how the genemalisations about such data,
which are themselves loose and perhaps even mutually conflicting, can
e sised rationally and reliably. And yet, in the case of Cicero's
speech also, the gemeralisations in which the context-generalisations
are expressed, if they were to be formalised, would Bave this

aspaet, that some are more general than others; and even that these
which obtain &t the level of specific tactics may conflict, in respect
of ulage?-prediction. with the broader tendencies of overall strategy.

These features may be contrasted with & few exceptional
situations in which the linguist is armed, uncharacteristically «ith
tighteand rigorous generalissiions svoui the cuatext. There are some
purposes and occasions for which language is used in a restricted and
stereotyped way; so that, if the context of a language-episode (or
'text') can be identified as such a purpose or occesion, then some
very specific generalisations ecan be brought into play., A classical
scholar would often be able to reconstruet a missing half time of Homer,
if the page were torn, on the stremgth of his knowledge of the poet's
verval habits of prediction and time-ending, some of which are so
invariant, as to be known as '"formulae'. Similarly the set-phrases
used in inseribing monuments of all sorts (whether tombstones, votive
altars or tribute-lists) were often so stereotyped that, given a few
orucial syllables for the names of the people, gods or states concerned,
the epigraphist can justifiably infer a great deal about how a damaged
inscription must have read, and therefore about what it must have meant,
even though it no longer says it (ef Burn 19.., pe )+ But all this
requires being eble to recognise the context as a line of Honour, or
as a tribute~list rather than a tombstone.
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For the most part, however, subsidiary generalisations are
much looser than this, and can appeal only to the sort of thing to be
expected in a given linguistic or behavioural context., We have seen
that archaeologists, for example, ocbviously meke only loose
'predictions' about the sort of thing that will cmop up if it's this
sort of site rather than that; aund thet they have the conceptual job
of matching individual finds and observations against the species of
things or features predicted. We have also seen, in the field of humean
behaviour st large that the question of what sort offbehaviour is &
appropriate, in = given context, for our angry man, & frightened man,
a gealous man or an ambitious man, so as to be sble to explain Smith's
action as 'what you would expect', raises the further guestions of
specialist versus commonsense understanding of psople, and of the need
to conceptulldise a particular action es aggressive, panicky, self=-
satisfied, defensive, catentatious and so on.

In the caseeof languege, any attempt to avoid these difficulties
by trying to provide (or by arguing that we implicitly rely uvon) en
‘operaticnal' defimition of the meanings of words, snelogouely to such
definition of terms like ‘angry', 'frightened', 'jealous', 'ambitious®,
in behavioural experimentation, proves futile. There is no change of
converting Cicero's tendency to use the word favourably into a matrix
of tight generalisation to the effect that 'In contexts of type C, and
with tactic T, operating word X will mean ; in Coo with Tl—h' it will
mean s ¢tec.'s, Because, on the one hand, this does not avoid the
'intentionality' probvlem of recognising contexts snd tacties fer what
they are; and, on the other, there would be no end to the column of
"types of context' required by an exhaustive matrix. Further, some
'types' would have to be specified so minutely, in order to justify any
generalising extrapolation, that we should risk ending up with merely
an inventory of particular usages in particulsr contexts. I mean: from
the observation that this frightened Persian slave in this dream~story
uses the word to mean s 4o we infer that this msage is typical of
dreans, slaves, Persians or frightesed men?



246.
7=27.

Thepe sre indeed some higher-level rules-of=thumb which are
apt to get invoked when there seem to be equally good grounds for
interpreting the facts, whether textual or behevioural, in different
ways: that is to say, when both p and q seem equally well supported
by subsidiary contextegeneralisations. #e have alresdy encountered
the textual critic's maxim that the “"more difficult reading? should
take preference in equivocel cases (chely (&) Jo  But "difficult"
in what way? Not Jjust hard to make sense of , or obscure in meaning;
for the famous Virgilian crux provided by the lust letter of the
phrase facilis descensus Averno (jAeneid 6, 126: "it is easy to go down
to Avernus") is only too readily understood by the schoolboy who has
forgotten that this case-ending is not regularly used for 'motion
towards' a pleces ind precisely because it is not, it is dafficult
for the expert to believe that this is what Virgil wrotej but the
rule~of-thumb enjoins him to prefer this difficulty to the grammatically
more otthodox variant found in some texts. 5

But the question of kinds of dimensions of difficulty is
raised, and it can be seen to become more complicated if we apply
the rubrie to s lerger textual questions An impromptu of Schubert
(D899, noe3) is to be found published both in the key of G~flat and
also in Gemajors hich is the more "difficult" variant; or rather,
what dimension of difficulty is relevant here? As regards reading
the text, the C~flat version is harder; so it is, perhasps, as regards
playing the piece: these dimensions therefore suggest G=flat as the
original key. ialthews, however, specifically denies that the Gemajor
is easier to play (1972, pe197), thus turning the rule-of=-thumb
decision towards that keys On the other hand, it is hard to
understand, from another point of view, why such a rich and lyrical
work should have been written in bright and innocent Ge-major rather
than in a suptuous flat-keye (There is no doubt where Liszt would
have written it; eand you may say that Chopin did s rite it in flats,
in the first of his op. 25 studies!) Consideration of this dimension
of difficulty would lead us to prefer G-major, and to suppose that
some editor made the obvious pianistic 'correction's In fact it
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seems to be dear, in this case, thet the original key (what Schubert
*really meant') was (=-flat; and even if this were not independentdy
demonstrable, a cogent !'structural' argument could be based on the

close affinity between this key and that of the ending of the immediately
preceding piece in the same set (Matthews, ibid; end cpe che8 below)e
This suggests {hat the relevant dimension of difficulty, for the
application of our 'rule-of=thumb' to this problem, should have been

ease of reading ( even though it cuts across ease of playing! ).

Another. guch rubric, which we have also met, enjoins us to
prefer the more economical of any two accounts of the data which are
equally consistent with all relevant considerations, whether primary
or contextual., igain there is scope for disputing whet dimension,
this time of 'economy!, is relevant. For although Occam is sometimes
said to have had economy of novel postualtes in mind, the sense in
which Lloyd Morgan's “principle of parsimony" saves us from
unnecessarily supposing that his dog knows how the gate~latch works,
as opposed to merely being dle to work it, is different ( cpe Murphy
and Kovach 1972, pe137)e Some animals, of only humen ones, do know
such thingse Gut the idea obviously is that, if' an explanation
involving n-femilisr factors etos will do just as good a job as one
involving p=plus=x such factors, we should assume the le: : complex
system to be operstings. Applied uncritically to human  saviour,
and perhaps elso to the phppical sciences (cpe Harré 1972, peb5), it
easily leads to falsehoods When fozart was giving the ﬁrat performance
of one of his plano concertos, he had not had time to write out the
piano-part and therefore played it out of his head. But 