





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1 ok

Interpretation of Freud s seduction-theory in Fairbalirn's
theoretical system

(Abstract)

Sandor Veres & Istvédn Kapéas
Hungarian Academy of Sciences

Psychological Institute

Over years the cancellation of the seduction-theory
theoretically and from the standpoint of the practice too,
become sources of severe mistakes. A psychecanalist had to
undertake to gain patient over the fact that the experienced
trauma wasn 't a real one but a product of fantasy. Masson (1986)
thinka that the cancellation of the origin Beducﬁion theory
scientifically ia unfounded; on the contrary, data showed by him
and a number of new reports on the revealed cases seem to
support the justice of the origin version of the theory. On the
"basig of theszses he rightly concludes that the concept and methods
of neurctics therapy should bes altered. By @gnoring the
traumatic experience cannot be treated the decease. The Masson-
research and searches made by others in this field indicate thét
the discussion of seduction-theory doesn’t come to a rest up to
now.

In this lecture we try to explain: what might be the cause of
periodically flaming scientific discussions relating to the

cancellation of origin conception?
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In our view the answers to this questions might be through the
analysis of object-relations from the standpoint of theology.

) Separating in part from the frames of traditicnal psychological
interpretation might be terminated the viciocus circle by which
could be seen only the scientific scope of abuse if we elaborate

& specific aspect of William Roenald Dodds Fairbairn's theory.
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Interpretation of ¥Freud s seduction-theory in Fairbairn'sg

theoretical system

Sandor Verss & Istvan Rapés
Hungarian Academy of Sciences

Psychological Institute

Over vears the cancellation of the seduction-theoryl
theoretically and from the standpoint of the practice téo,
becoms souross of severe miasatakes. A psychoanalist had to
undertake to gain patient over the fact that the sxpevienced
trauma wasn’'t a real one but a product of fantasy. Masson thinks
that the cancellation of the origin seduction theory
scientifically is unfounded; on the contrary, daﬁa showed by hinm
and a number mf‘neu reports on the revealed cases sesm to
support the Jjustice of the origin version of the theory.? On the
bagis of thess he rightly concludes that the concept and methods
"of neurctics’ therapy should be altered. By ignoring the
traumatic exiparience cannot be treated the decease. The Maason-
research and searches made by others? in this fileld indicate
that the discussion of seduction-theory doesn t come to a rest-
up to now,

In this lecture we try to sxplain: what might be the cause of

pericdically flaming seoientifice discussions relating to the

cancellation of origin conception?
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The insufficiency in the explanation of Freud s eariy theory and
its “substituent’ that is the imaginary seduction is that the
participants try to resolve a non*psycholigicai but also non-
sclentific problem with the theoretical, experimental and chér
apparatus of the scilence in paycholeogy. If the problem
epistemclogically is transplanted and reformulated into an other
‘level of human existence (ethical-logical level or
transcendental one in different formulation) could be angwered
two significant questions.

1. What is hidden in the function and content of the human: 
pesyche by the seduction-theory when a non-scientific question is
presented as a scisntific problem: whether is acoepted the non-
scientific origin of the prohibition? |

z In what respect is closed the way (both veréions) from that
knowledge by thé seduction theory that the psychologilcal
existence of buman bsing is intermingled with the other
dimensicon of human existence that is with the nesd for
‘experiences transoendence by the c¢lassical psychoanalytical

theory .

In our viep the answers to this questions might be through @he'
analysis of object-relations from the standpoint of thesology.
Separating in part from the frames of traditional psychologigal
interpretation might be terminated the vicious circle by whiq@

could be seen only the scientific scope of abuse if we elabo;gtg
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a specific aspect of William Ronald Dodds Fairbairn4 s theory.
Fairbairn s system in its final form-was got ready in the end of
40°s years. Unique characteristic of his thinking partly can be
explained with the fact that the reaction also in the
psyvchoanalytic movement was sensitive to the atmosphere of
cultural differences® in the end of 19th century and in the
middle of 20th century. The consequences and scientific
methodological limitations of the dominated physical,
helmholtzian world-concept, in about 1880 when Freud began to
work, was not accepted by Fairbairn. In his view the essential
problems of the human existence are the anxiety and the guilt.®
His main objection against the psychoanalysis was that in the
instinct concept is precluded the derivation of ego from human
relationships. It is difficulty in Fairbairn's understanding
that there are scome debatable point in his notiohs about early
stage of person&]ity development (the phenomenon are interpreted
immediately from the new-born age). For example, how can be made
statements on the events in the earlier stages when these
"statements mostly are unjustifiable scientifically. This problem
will be sclved if we accept the possibility of hermeneutical
analysis given by Fairbairn. This system of ideas includes the
possibility of the verification but this become possible in the
metaphysical approach. According to Fairbairn's view it is a
false intellectual concept to evaluate the degma and symbolism
of the religion as certain kind of facts in the scientific

statements. If the scientific approach is primarily made to its




4 Zj;

object with intellectual instruments then the personal
experiences are primarily used in termes of emotions (the
personal relationes are examined with the help of emotions]
experiences) by the religion. Fairbairn as a theologian
discovered in the religious terminology of aalvation—history the
natural and simple expression of people’s feelings about awp
personal problems. For him the religion ie an impressive action
and experience passed through during?the centuries. According to
his view the religion in its goale and processes assures more
obviouesly analogne with the peychotherapy than the education and
the science. In hies notion the object-relatione are causal and
determinant factors in the personality development.. They
represent the substance in the human existence and clues fo the
understanding of personality phenomenon. Fairbairn in hiﬂ‘early
writing? points that the natural wish for good oﬁjects a6 a
primary mot{vation how easily might be flown toward religion.
According to Fairnbairn the religioue experience is a kind of

manifestation in the huaman natare which roote in the existence

"of & primary need Lo a good and personal object (finally the

God)l In the light of this it & understandable that in the
peychotherapy the essential factor is seemed the religion rather
than the science, the focus of ite syestem is on personal
relation rather than on impersonal knowledge and technigue. The
power of the good object-relation ie preserved by the religion
and the knowledge in the abeence of which the love might be

ineffective is assured by the science (Paul e Boman to
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Philippisna, 1,8-10}.

1. Fairbairn s interpretation of the psychopatology as a moral
deficliency represents a more extended‘use of the concept of
fault than ths Freudian psychoanalysis. The fault isn’t
identical with the child s sexual and physical abuse (though
they are faults too) but fault is all kind of events in the
first object-relations whose spirituality‘are oppoaite to the
categoricus imperativus. .

2. Fairbairn is probably an unigue thinker in the Eﬂth'cehtury_
psychology with his ambition that the moral development is
started in the earliest stagse {far before the ocedipal stage)
moreover {on the basis of theoretical-theclogical
considerationg) the ability to moral decision is an inherent
phenomenon. Therefors can be presumed that in the system of the
objeot~relatimné the diffuse anxolety on guilt is vpresent in thé
early oral phase of the premoral stage.
In éairbairn’a personality concept the essence of psychopatolog:
is that subegos are split from the homogeneous ego and are got
to the unconscious. The dramatic situation called intrapsychic
reality has sociclogical consequences. 1f for example the |
sadistic anti-1ibidinal ego is developed in the unconscious
becausae of the bad objsct-aspect of a very rejecting parent tha
person in his adulthood because of the infantile dependency |

probably will be inclined to sort cut relationships in which



plaving rejected and pursued role too. (Bee personality

formation of victims in incest! [Owens, 1984; Becker, Skiﬁg

Faria snd Belohlavek, 1984; Bagley and McDonild, 1984; Wooley

and Vigilanti, 1884; Wilbur, 1984; Bowman, Blix and Coons,;§335g 

Hyde and Eaufwman, 1884, ect.]) Or in the contrary: the peréon
becanse of the persisting infantile needs will be inclined to-
play parsuing and rejecting role in the reltionehips vi&4é#ﬁia
others. (See personality forwastion of the perpetrators! £ﬁ¢£vér; ””
1986; Melvor sad Dothie, 1986; Groff and Hubble, 1984; Schéﬁréll

and Hinder, 1972; Seghorng, 1870.3)

(p the hasis of described above let’'s see gome hypothesis in

relation o the validity of the revised seduction theory:

A/ The life-hyetorical event underlying the development ofithe
"later pathology is linked to the oedipal situation by Freuad, In

turn onr view is that not a concrete situation is the point in

question and the later pathology is established already from the

f"'
=

beginning of =arliest sitages in the development.

B/ In the case aof Freaud the psychic events underlying-th&ﬂﬁ_ff

-~

pathology are ref and

erred to the sexial sphere. On the othery

agreeing with Fairbairn, the pathelogy is founded by the moral
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insufficiency. The fault has a more comprehensive meaning than
might be limited to the phenomenza of sexual abuse or physical

one.

6474 Freud took his personal unconscious before a self-created
moral tribunal by cancelling his seduction theory and making his

self-analysis.
D/ Freud fightened the etiology of the deceases by
transplanting the causal pathblogy (the fault) into the sexual

sphere in a way having causeless and incalculable consequences.

On the basis of notions formulated under the points A, B, C and

D might be found explanation why the discussions on the
seduction theory isn't resting. Probably because the answers are

not searched in an adequate place.
Notes

1 According to Freud s theory the traumatic experience is a
sexual-like manipulaticon and a neurctic-like act relating to it.
The perpetrator is the child s parent or caretaker or other adult
entrusted with contreol him or elder sibling or relative or
teacher. He had reported about his finding in Vienna on the
conference of Pasychiatric Neurological Asscociation on 21 April in
1886, after was published it in a French scientific review too
(Revue neurologue 30. March 1886. under the title "The etiology
of inheritance and neurcsis’ .) In 18056 Freud cancelled his
seduction-theory in public because he was convinced by his
experiences gained from 1887 to 1903 of his female patients
reporting about traumas that they deceived both themselves and
Freud. (Freud explained the cancellation on the basis of the
following observations: in the childhood the masturbation is a
frequent event relating to the incomplete work of memory. So the
female patients produced only the product of their fantasy when
they reported of their seduction by their father. This manceuvre
served the elimination of the masturbation-guilt whose essence
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was that the consideration from the own_infantile sexuality was
directed to the imagined victimiser. According to Freud the child
was led by the revenge because the work of imagine is a
derivation of the oedipal situation: take vengeance on the envied
and hated parent, the genital-like delusions are the
consequences, rather than causes of the hysteria, the hysteric
patient invents such kind of trauma to draw attention and care of
his or her surrcundings upon oneself,

While Masson the cancellation of seduction-theory explains
hrough motives being beyond the science (he was anxious about
~separation, he was afraid that his colleague and closest friend

Wilhelm Fliess will be abandoned too if he sticks to the “~father-

theory” which was accepted like a stumbling-stone), for him the

construction of psychoanalysis is a false idea, a pseudo-

scientific method for translating the real trauma into a never-

occured one. The analyst spontanecusly cooperates with the pérson

caused the trauma; he reproduces the attitude of abuser.
‘d Masson refers to Wilhelm Fliess s son’s, Robert Fliess s book
wag published in 1973 whose title was "Symbol, Dream and
Psychosis ™ and also urges on recalling Freud s early seduction-
theory in the analytic praxis. In the book (Freud and His Father)
of Marianne Kiihl published in 1986 concludes that the cause of
cancellation of the seduction-theory is to be found in the
relation of Freud with his father. Peter Svales makes interviews
with s8till living Freud-patients, and he visited Wilhelm Fliess s
daughter, Pauline Jacobson living in Israel who showed for Svales
the Fliess-inheritance placed in Hebrew University. Svales
reported on his results. (Svales: Freud, Minna Bernays and the
Conquest of Rome. New Light on the Origin of Psychoanalysis, The
New American Review, Spring/Summer 1982). _

He is a thinker of English nec-psychoanalytical tendency. He

s theologian, physician and philosopher (1890-1964). He got his
psychocanalytic education at Ernst Connel, Melanie Klein's theory
on early structuralisation of the spirit was determinant for him,
especially the concept of internalized object led him to unigue
wavs within the psychoanalysis. (n the basis of analysis for
patients with schizeoid persoconality was established his
theoretical standpoint in the end of 40°s years: Freud’'s libido
theory should be replaced by his personality development theory
a8 well as the function based on ego-structure established
without experience should be replaced by facts. Because of his
‘reneger view he became separated as psychiatrist and
psychocanalyst; to our knowledge it wasn t established any
Btructured scientific sachool on his fragmentary work. References
of his main works:
Fairbairn,W.R.D.: An Object-KRelations Theory of the Personality.
Bagsic Books New York. 195%2.
Fairbairn,W.R.D.: Observation on the Nature of Hysterical States.
British Journal of Medical Psychology. 1954, 27, 105-125.
Fairbairn,W.R.D.: On the Nature and Aims of Psychoanalytic
gg:atment. Internaticnal Journal of Psychoanalysis, 19568, 39,

~-385. :
About detajled evaluation of Fairbairn's theory:
GUntrip, Harry: Persconality Structure and Human Interaction. The
Devéluping Synthesis of Psychodynamic Theory, Hogarth, London




1961.
Guntrip, Harry: A S8tudy of Fairbairn's Theory of SBchizoilid
Reactions, British Journal of Medical Psychology, 1852, Vol. 25,

pp. 86-103.
5 GQuntrip, Harry: Personality Structure and Human Interaction.

London, Hogarth. 1961. 246-Z57. :
Pay special regard to the sub-chapter "The Attitudes of Freud and
Fairbairn to Science and Religion”,

6 See at the same place p. Z48.
TFairbairn, W.R.D.: Motes on the Religious Phantasies of Female

Patient (1927) In: An ({bject Relations Theory OFf the Personality,
Basic Beooks. New York 195%Z. 183-197.
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Challenges to the self. Empiriocriticism (Avenarius, Mach, Zie-

hen)}, psychomonism (Heymans) and the first “crisis of psychalogyw

(1900) (Abstract)

Present day’s

"erisis of psychology"” as it takes shape

by G. Verwey (KUN, Nijmegen

in the .

border region of cognitive science and philosophy (of science, of

mind) suggests that the

primarily related to

parties in the debate.

clashing ontological commitments

issue about the autonomy of psychology is'”f"

of the'

In the first crisis of psychology (cf. R.

der Psychologie", 1899} it was nof3 the

physicalism (as in the present crisis), but of

as it was (or seemed) implied in varieties of empi-

(Cf. Mach’s "Empfindungsmonismus") and in

Willy, ™Die Krisis in
ontology of
"psychicisn"
riocriticism

monism (Heymans)

systematically related to the Spinozistic paradigm (via
these monistic positions supported developuments towards
logies without self (cf.

philosophical theosophy of J.J.
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opponents (in the debate about psychologism)

which caused the division.

Mach - Skinner (1931);

psycho-

Historically and

Fechner)

psycho-

Heymans —+ the

Poortman (ca. 1930)). The criti-

- Husserl

and the Neokantian epistemologists (Windelband, Rickert:; Natorp,

Cassirer)

- in point of fact implied a vindication of the onto-

logy of the self, basic to an autonomous scientific psychology.




Challenges to the self. Empiriocriticism (Avenarius, Mach, Zie-
hen), psychomonism (Heymans) and the first "crisis of psychology"

(1900).
Paper presented at the Cheiron conference,

Groningen 1992, by G. Verwey

Being part of Europe’s cultural crisis (1880-1920), scientific
psychology in the decades around the turn of the century standé
in the crossfire of quite a number of theoretical controversies
affecting the very foundations of its thematic and methodological
identity as well as its ontological presuppositions. I refer to
the debate about the object of psychology (Brentano, Wundt a.o.},
about its method (Ebbinghaus vs. Dilthey; Binswanger vs. Jas
pers), the controversy of elementaristic associationist psycho
logy vs. "holistic" approaches (Wundt vs. Mill; Kulpe, Ziehen vs
wundt), of introspectionism and Machian positivism, and last bﬁ
not least, the so-called parallelism controversy (Heymans, Paul
sen, Eissler a.o.). At the same time conflicts like that .o
monism vs. dualism resp. theism, and (Christian—)religiou:
inspired personalism vs. materialism enhance the impression':&
universal crisis and intellectual and spiritual division, gqu
apart from whatever also in that time in the sphere of politic:
economic and social events may have contributed to seeing .
epoch 1880-1920 as a period of crisis par excellence.

The first to write a book about "the crisis in psychol
(from an empiriocriticistic perspective) was P. Willy (1899},
ever since the literature about the crisis in or of psyché
has been steadily growing as the young science moved on .
crisis to crisis up to the present day, its first crisis
1900 being followed by a second one during the Weimar repub:

Tactine FrArm 102N=19711. aftaer which came in neveholoav/a Mach



theory", that 1is, between roughly 1930 and the earl;;
period of relatively bland crisis" (S. Koch 19753, sﬁéi
number of more severe crises about every tenﬂyearslnﬂ t
1990s. 1Indeed, S. Koch in 1975, reflecting onﬂthé.
‘crisis’ with respect to alternate paradigms in psych&l&@
a point when he contends that crisis is endemic to psybh5-¢§§

Koch 1975: 477). Scientific psychology in its infancy may p:

analogy implied

ficial and tries to get a deeper, 1i.e.
of what i8 at stake.

Present day’s crisis as it takes shape in the border'sregioﬁ
of cognitive science and philosophy (of science, of mind), es-
pecially in the controversies surrounding eliminative materialism
and connectionism vs. "folk psychology"™ (P. Churchland . 1991;
Fodor/Lepore 1992 a.o.) may give us a lead. It suggests that the
issue about the autonomy of psychology - central to everyiéfi§is
in psychology in the past century - is primarily relaﬁé&**fé
clashing ontological commitments of the parties of the débaté;
The paradoxical nature of the claim of an autonomous . psychdld§§
becomes manifest when one considers that for psychologists with a
physicalistic bent psychology can only be scientific if it cuts
itself loose from its folk psychological roots, that-is;'whéﬁTit
reduces to neurophysioclogy and ceases to exist as an iﬁdeﬁéﬁ&éﬁﬁ;
"autonomous” scientific discipline. On the other hand, vpé?cﬁé;
logists with anti-physicalistic convictions are lanéédiﬁifﬁfﬁgﬁe
problem that an autonomous scientific psychology, which maintains
(some) continuity with the concepts and modes of explanation or

understanding characteristic of folk psychological*cémﬁbn““sgﬁgé'
b ]
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runs the risk of becoming un-scientific according to prevailing
standards of scientific methodology. Psychology’s susceptibility
to ‘crisis" rests on the fact that it wants to be both - autono-
mous and scientific, and as to most psychologists today the
autonomy claim entails a commitment to a non-physicalistic onto-
logy, whereas the acceptance of the prevailing scientific metho
dology is taken to imply subscription to a physicalistic onto
iogy, the problem is absolutely insoluble. The result is a struc
tural instability, psychologists being caught in an inexorable
swing of the pendulum, moving between the two poles of an un
scientific, but autonomous psychology, rooted in an ontology o
the "self", that is, the recognition of a realm of the "inn
man", which is irreducible to external reality, and the basis_:
specific psychological conceptualisation (ego, self, subjec
(ivity), intentionality, rationality etc.}; and, on the ath
hand, a scientific, but non-autonomous "psychology", firm
rooted in physicalistic convictien, which in fact is a "psych
logy" without self. It 'is the continuous battle of psyd'
logists/philosophers who oppose the exclusive rights of the t;
person perspective and those of their colleagues that favourf
expulsion of the first person perspective - be it impligﬁ{
academic or folk psychology - in order to promote the[f#_
person perspective to undisputed monopoly.

The focus of my presentation, however, will not  be
present "crisis" in psychology, but the first one, thatfi
one in the decades just before and after 1900. Unlikejfg
day’s problem situation in which the defenée of an auto
psychology centres around the acceptance/rejection of phys
(as ontology), we find that about 1900 the threat to the- &

of psychology did not come exclusively or even primarily
3



physicalism {"materialism"), but from psychlcxsm (s;t

bo), that is, trom psychological~ philosophical p051tlw
cherished (or at least could be plausibly percelved as  cheri
shing) a T"psychistic" ontology. Starting from the .PSYC“-st; ;
premiss it became possible to conceive a psychology whzch R
strictly natural scientific in its methodology, was not ﬁhyéléé;fiJ

listic, but (at least without question in the case of Heymans andwff

Ziehen) psychistic ~ a figure of thought which is v1rtuallyjﬁ0n~fff

Ziehen on the one hand and the psychomonism of Heymans on  the
other hand are mutually complementary positions that bbtﬁ, in
spite of their psychistic ontology, finally led to psycholbgies
without self: empiriocriticistic psychology in time wouldiléad to
the behaviorism of Skinner (1931) and the psychomonism of Heymans
eventually would result in the philosophy of his pupil. J.J.
Poortman (about 1930), which represents a philosophical founda-
tion of theosophy. 1In the first case the self (that is,. §%§ry@
thing conceptually related to to the first person perspéctiﬁéj is
eliminated by reduction (that is, by description from a thxrd
person perspective); in the second case the self loses 1ts con~-
tours as it becomes integrated in the supra—1nd1v1dua1.:wgrld—
soul. The net result is in both cases the same: alienatioﬁffrom
the first person perspective which is basic for an _auﬁéﬁﬁp&us
psychology. R

It is worthwile to consider in how far both developments
:towards a "psychology without self", historically as well as
systematically, ultimately derive from the Spinozisti¢ paradigm:
if it comes to reflection upon the relationship of fhe'méﬁfal and

‘the physical, Avenarius, Mach, Ziehen and Heymans, all of then,
3 4

existent in the present day debate. The proposition I want. to:ff

advance 1is that the empiriocriticism of Avenarius, Mach and;”“



30

in one way or another, develop positions which, notwithstanding
their criticisms, clearly stand (via Fechner) in the Wirkungs=-
geschichte of Spinoza’s identity philosophy.

Therefore it does not come as a surprise to note that (lea-.
ving Wundt’s devastating criticism of Avenarius apart) the criti-
cism voiced against ‘"psychologism”, as this was (or seemed)
implied in empiriocriticism and - partly - in Heymans’ views (cf.
especially Husserl and the Neokantian epistemologists: Windel-
band, Rickert; Natorp, Cassirer), in point of fact meant (to vary
the title of a book by A. Lovejoy) a "revolt against monism" angd
a vindication of the threatened ontology of the self. The finé
rehabilitation of the dualistic perspective was then well unde
way (following the course of the erkladren-verstehen debate: Di
they, Weber, Jaspers, Sprandger etc.), in time helping to bri
about psychology’s second crisis, which lasted from 1920 to 1
(cf. K. Bihler 1927; H. Hildebrandt 1991).

As to the cultural situation in the Netherlands about L§
it may be observed by way of aside, that the simultaneous mutu
ly supporting interests in empiriocriticism (a.o. Koster, Juii
Ziehen (1900-1903, Utrecht)), psychomonism, "psychical reseé
(Heymans, F. van Eeden), theosophy, eastern spiritualismiéﬁ
and the extremely intensive reception of Spinoza’s philosoph
literature, philosophy/theoclogy, and social/political thég
had the effect of making the monistic outlook for the,timé:
a dominant characteristic of intellectual life in the Nethéﬁ
between 1880 and 1920, which, temporarily, drove the cldéf
gonism of Christian personalism and scientific materialismf
minent in the latter half of the nineteenth century, ﬁ
background.

Niimegen, May 18



Wittgenstein and Psychology

Abstract

despite the fact that language is paramount and seems to be the most prominé_r'i':_:ffom of
communication among human beings. Meaning-giving (and -taking, for that mazter)
experiential affair. It belongs to peoples’ way of going about things in the worldthe
in. | i
Wittgenstein can be credited of having pointed out to us that all human cxpéﬁaﬂccs_; i
and in particular the discourses about these experiences, are culturally bound: ah'd”
conditioned in so far that both stem from language games which are confined to- i}fe
forms. Historically, the best of phenomenological tradition forces us to view body’ and
feelings as being part of the forms of life. If one tries to bring Wittgenstein’s view a bit
further and tries to take his message primarily as a message pertaining to all our efforts at
an understanding of the forces through which behavior is structured in accordance with
the prevailing modes or ways of seeing; in other words if one tries to understand why the
world is as it looks, one has to come to grips with what presses people to experience the
world in this and not the other way. That is to say, one has to come to grips with wﬁ:afﬁ
disencourages people to challenge their prevailing outlook on things and events. What xs
it? What causes peoples’ tenacity, their holding on to life forms which preclude a chaﬂge
of aspect? o
In taking up this general question the analysis of people’s culturally informed body
comes in. This analysis should also comprise the bodily structured sentiments and the use
of language confined to these bodily and sentimental structures. Historically speaking,
psychology gets a new task here. Wittgenstein has left us with something that cannot be
neglected: psychologists should not just take over his view on language use, use of
psychological concepts, his view on ‘the grammar of psychological words’, but foremost
his clue as to what lies at the basis of all this: a genuine reflection on expenence in so far
this experience is rooted in forms of life, a reflection which should not get t:'appcd mto
the play of language games for their own sake.
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WITTGENSTEIN AND PSYCHOLOGY

In this paper I would like to draw some very far-reaching consequences from the
position Wittgenstein took with respect to language and the foundation of its use in the
‘forms of life’. The turn to forms of life implies that the psychological or social-scientific
investigation of meaning-giving should not be restricted to this being a linguistic affair,
despite the fact that language is paramount and seems to be the most prominent form of
communication among human beings. Meaning-giving (and -taking, for that matter) is an
experiential affair. It belongs to peoples’ way of going about things in the world they live

- in. A truism as this may seem, the examination of experience along this line has hardly
begun.

Already in the early fifties Merleau-Ponty argued for a cross-fertilization of the
phenomenology of direct bodily experience in the ‘life world’, psychology and the
neurosciences '(Merleau-Ponty, 1953/1963). In a way his message is akin to
Wittgenstein’s. Merleau-Ponty’s concept of the ‘body-subject’ emphasizes the fact that
meaning does not start with a mental consciousness but with a so called ‘ego-body’ as the
origin of the perceiving, motoric, elementary-practical, sexual, and expressive intentions,
Merleau-Ponty speaks of a corps sujet, which is neither consciousness nor a thing, but
manifests a “third way of being” (Merleau-Ponty, 1945/1962, p. 415).

The central thesis of my paper is that this ‘third way’ can be elucidated by drawing
rather radical consequences from Wittgenstein’s philosophy of psychology, particularly
from his analysis of the use of language and the forms of life of which language speaking
is a part.

Wittgenstein’s fog
In a recently published text of Wittgenstein’s notes on the philosophy of psychology

(Wittgenstein, 1988) one can read:
“psychology is often defined as the science of Mental Phenomena. This is a little queer, as we
shall see. (...) (B)y this we mean what everybody means, namely, the science that deals with
thinking, deciding, wishing, desiring, wondering...And an old puzzle comes up. The psychologist:
when he finds his correlations finds them by watching people doing things like screwing up their
noses, getting rises in blood pressure, looking anxious, accepting this after S seconds, reflecting that.
after § plus 3 seconds, writing down ‘No’ on a piece of paper, and 5o on. So where is the science of -
mental phenomena? Answer: You observe your own mental happenings. How? By introspection.
But if you observe, i.e.if you go about to observe your own mental happenings you alter them and
create new ones: and the whole point of observing is that you should not do this - observing is
supposed 10 just the thing that avoids this. Then the science of mental phenomena has this puzzle: I
can't observe the mental phenomena of others and I can’t observe my own, in the proper sense of =
‘observe’, So where are we?” kS

To this question Wittgenstein replied: “in a fog”. To add more data will not help much__-
What can be done, however, is to start a conceptual investigation, '




It is almost a fad in psychological cxrclcs nowadays to accept Wittgenstem $ cntmxsmf L

explain the effects of language. It is something to be described in terms of the wéy 1ti._:

directs the use of words. The type of description Wittgenstein was after was not so uch_'._ |

one with definitorial exactness set as its goal, but one that would result in a clear view. A
view, which produces understanding as a way of seeing connections. It ought to be some -
sort of bird’s-eye view, Wittgenstein argues, and he called this view “perspicuous

representation”, a view earmarking his approach to understanding, his way of 100kmg&t-
things. The hard core of such a bird’s-eye view of concepts is achieving mastery in
moving about among all sorts of psychological concepts in an attempt to see kmshxp and
differences. We see here Wittgenstein’s retreat from essentialism resulting in a search for
communalities guided by his influential solution to a more than two millennia old
problem, the problem of what is the nature of concepts. What is ‘a table’, ‘a chair’, ‘a
game’, a sentence like ‘five red apples’ ? In order to solve that problem one should act, so
to speak, in accordance with his ‘family resemblance’ theory. By doing that the fog will
disappear. Instead of trying to delineate essential features, he wants us to move about
around things and events in the world. '

Dilution of the analysis of forms of life

Have psychologists gotten that message clear? I really don’t think so. The reason for
my hesitation is simply this: Wittgenstein has been ambiguous himself about what is
means to move about around things and events. This means that Wittgenstein himself has
given an opportunity to escape from what he thought the prime task not just of philosophy
but of all efforts at understanding including psychological understanding. He has lined
out two main routes. On the one hand he introduces the notion of ‘language game’. This
notion “brings into prominence the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity
or a form of life” (Wittgenstein, 1953, 23). On the other hand he remained pre-occipied;
one could say, with purifying strategies, that is with attempts to employ philcsé;ifi'iééi_
analyses for clarification of concepts. Along this latter strategic lne the language game o
approach has become something in itself without much reference to the activity or the

form of life of which language use is a part. This second route has given ampie L |

opportunity for evasive moves like a defence of relativism or an over-emphasis on the' e
yoking relationship between concepts and the larger language game frame (there were, of
course, also quite valuable off-shoots, such as the cognitive theory of prototypical
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definition and classification). To my mind psychologists in general have favored this
second route at the expense of really taking up the challenge of what it means “to move
about among things”, that is to say, to come to grips with the role forms of life actually
play.

Wittgenstein’s attempt to escape from the fog has resulted in a rather sterile follow-up
of his initial ‘grammar of psychological concepts’-approach. In that regard psychology
has been affected by the rather fuzzy reception of Wittgenstein’s anti-behaviorism. The
Wittgenstein reception in general has been ambivalent right from the beginning, simply
because there existed a well-organized circuit of Anglo-saxon analytical philosophy with
its strong positivistic leaning in opposition to those who emphasize the moral and anti-
scientistic implications of Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Among psychologists in particular
one can speak of a certain reluctance to really accept Witigenstein’s idea that
understanding that consists in seeing connections and “moves around about things” is the
understanding which results from a change of aspect. According to Wittgenstein, change
of aspect involves a change of life, no more no less. He even suggests that it is a
‘Weltanschauung’ (Wittgenstein, 1953, 122). But that point is not seriously taken up
because it is at odds with the analytical, positivistic spirit of the time. What was taken up
was a rather diluted form of his criticism of behaviorism undertaken and maintained -
among psychologists from the language game perspective only.

Constructomania and narratomania

Consequently, life forms and its concomitant practices and activities, although
emphasized so strongly by Wittgenstein himself, escaped serious psychological attention
and analysis. By and large, the fog remained. One may even say that because of the
coming into being of a somewhat more liberal scientific climate in which positivism was
disavowed as a result of the adoption of the language game tactic, the confusion became
even larger. For we now are confronted in psychology with the so called social
constructivism (8C). In SC phenomena in the man-made world -social, psychological or
whatever- are ‘de-constructed’, that is to say, their social and historical origins:""_'__
highlighted. It implies a perspective on language in which the formative and rﬁé_:’?o
aspects are considered to be much more important than its referential and reprcscntaﬁdn
aspects. That is another result of the Wittgensteinian language game approach.

SC suffers from two serious shortcomings, apart from such philosophical isst
whether SC is tenable in view of so much criticism of the way it attacks naive exﬁﬁ
and realism (Bem, 1989, p 171 ff.). One is that social-constructivism leaves
underlying life form structures untouched. They are taken for granted too much, to 52
the Jeast. They are not analyzed in their own right. Therefore, language and the use
concepts remains paramount, whereas its is well-realized that there is more: te




experience constituting practice of people than just the use of verbal expressions or form
no matter how important language and the use of constructs, of course, are apd__aﬁvay'
will be. The second one is that social-constructionism is ‘body-less’. The neglect o
body is largely due to a narrow standard-biological definition of the humanba y
‘organism’. SC has placed itself in opposition to a body thus conceived. As. early
Berger and Luckmann’s first articulation of a social-constructionist perspective' SCtoo
issue with a fixed bmiog;cal substratum. Many social-constructionist have made the Same 0
point. But by being so vigorously agamst biology the ‘body in the mind’ or the L
‘embodied mind’ is vmually unknown and left unanalyzed. Because of these two ncg_l_e.c_ts |
constructivism easily can derail in an 6ver-emphasis on stories told and metaphors lived

by. It fosters narratomama as a by-product of constx‘uctomama

The question now o be raised i is, whether such is Wittgenstein’s legacy. Is that what.
his emphasis on langnage use and the way this use is restricted by the language game as
part of the forms of life amounts to? What I would like to do next is to show that the
emphasis on non-linguistic action as the birth place of meaning requires the lining up of
Wittgenstein’s thinking with that of the best of the phenomenological thinkers about the
so called ‘life world’. Proceeding this way Wittgenstein’s fog may really disappear and a
new skill in dealing with “perspicuous representation” can be mastered.

Forms of life and the life world

I already mentioned Merleau-Ponty. He is the first philosopher who has critically
examined the terms in which the crucial problem of how one gets hold of one’s own
awareness of ‘being in the world’” always has been expressed. He challenged the idea that
the Ego can be looked upon as a consciousness that knows itself by means of reflection.
Is it really true that I conceive of myself primarily as a consciousness, that is as an
interiority of consciousness which is perfectly transparent to itself, to its own reflection?
No, Merleau-Ponty argues. Grip on the world is primordial. That is to say, it is through
the not yet personal ‘ego-body’ that I come to know about the world. Forms of life have a
undeniable bodily aspect. |

The emphasis on the ego-body or body S!Jb_}BCE is often taken as an emphasis on
communication and meaning at the so called practical-biological level. Strasser (1969) has
interpreted Merleéu—Pomy a.long' these lines and ci_ajms to have shown that this is a good
start but at the end will lead to the same Cartcszan predicament from which Merleau-Ponty
tried to escape. What Merleau-Ponty did not do, so Strasser argues, he did not give other
egos their proper place, therewith neglecting the essentially dialogical nature of
phenomenology. Strasser’s argument is quite complicated and will not to be fully
explored in my paper. I will focus instead on Strasser’s attempt to free phenomenology of
its still Cartesian and solipsistic features. To that end he turns to the best of
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phenomenological reflection and calls Merleau-Ponty’s ‘ego body’ to his rescue. He adds

to it the emotional equipment which has its origins in the community of ‘caring others” of
which Ego is a part. Along this line he wants to keep the spirit of Merleau-Ponty but at the
same time avoid its shortcomings.

Strasser is right in assuming that an emphasis on the primal caring other, presupposes
not just an Ego-body, but a body which is equipped with primal ‘feeling structures’.
Before cognition as the alleged structuring force, so Strasser contends, there is this
structure of feeling which has three important dimensions: libido, securitas and potestas,
as Strasser has named them on the basis of thoroughly inspecting empirical (and for that
matter “experiential”) child development literature. Strasser concludes: “Together with
Merleau-Ponty we look upon the body and its emotional equipment as “conditions of
reason’(...) They constitute the first sources of giving meaning”. In Merleau-Ponty’s vain
Strasser firstly emphasizes the practical world. In this practical world ‘knowledge’ is
secondary. Primary is ‘activity’. From the “we-Ego” of the primary group to which one
belongs, emerges the “action-Ego”

So far so good, but then Strasser turns to language and naming again as the prime
sources of awareness (ibid, p. 92 ff.), despite his earlier emphasis on the body-subject
and its feeling structures. But that view of language, being essentially the view of
Augustine, Wittgenstein has thoroughly and devastatingly criticized. Language use and
naming originate in the forms of life to which practice belongs. Wittgenstein’s lessons on
language use need to be drawn into this discussion: Of language can be said at the very
most that it co-originates in forms of life to which even those other ego-bodies are
subjected, whose caring influence equipped Ego with his/her feeling structures.

To conclude and summarize: Phenomenology too must presuppose life forms, cvéh at
its attempt to explicate ‘being in the world’ in language. Husserl seems to haven been 3:
aware of this problem, because he wants us to move back and forth between our named
and labeled world -named and labeled by science in particular, even among lay peo§1¢;
and the ‘original’ and ‘pre-given life world’. To his view phenomenology was capable of
such a trick. Strasser saw through this trick as being too theoretically devised andtwk
rescue to Merleau-Ponty’s ego body and added the ‘we-body’ and shared ‘fee
structures’ to it, but had to turn to language and naming again to guarantee communif_:éﬁ_
between the two. What even a Strasserian dialogically informed phenomenology Iéé?_ s
with is with only some form of discourse about experience. But we know from the b
of the phenomenological tradition that there is a body which precedes all this" 'a'_n&

learned from Wittgenstein that there are life forms in which even this body and its feeli
structures are embedded. What implications need to be drawn from that?



Culture, body and sentiment

Wittgenstein can be credited of having pointed out to us that all human e
and in pardcular the discourses about these experiences, are cgltnra*}ij;'
conditioned in so far that both stem from language games which are confine
forms. The best of phenomenological tradition forces us to view body and 'féa_‘
being part of the forms of life. Wittgenstein, again, has blocked the road to explic:
bodily and sentimental involvement by taking recourse to naming and language :a
apart from the forms of life. So we have to take up the challenge of really trying 1o ce ;
to grips with the forms of life. In order to do that a thorough analysis of the culmre—boc!
* sentiment nexus is mandatory. _

But let us first try to get an hold of Wittgenstein’s scarce dealings with forms of life. A’
clue can be taken from the way he analyses ’seeing as’ as a remarkable featﬁré'-aff@'
perceiving. In a chapter called “Change of Aspect* Monk writes about Wittgenstein as
being puzzled by a controversy between Goethe and Schiller about the so called
‘Urpflanze’. To Goethe this plant really existed and was no idea. Schiller thought it to be
an idea and no object of vision. Both are right, Wittgenstein contended, because ‘to see’
means both seeing something ‘as’ in accord with some vision one really has, and seeing
something out there in the visual field. Both happen before one’s own eyes, as in the
famous rabbit-duck drawing and in the recognition of the number 4 in a visual nonsense-

figure. To this Wittgenstein adds:

“A philosopher says ‘Look at things like this' - but in the first place that doesn’t ensure that
people will look at things like that, and in the second place his admonition may come altogether too
late; it is possible moreover, that such an admonition can achieve nothing in any case and that the
impetas for such a change in the way things are perceived has to originate somewhere else entirely”
{Wittgenstein, 1980, 61).

That is so much to say that a change of aspect requires a change of life. The just cited
so called ‘somewhere else’ can then have its benign effect.

Here we have to leave Wittgenstein, because he didn’t carry his analysis of a change of
life any further than a plea for personal courage to change one’s own life. Many have
discerned the mystic here or even the man of religion. Wittgenstein’s famous distinction
between ‘showing’ and ‘arguing’ has to be located in this discussion of a change of life
also. But if one tries to bring Wittgenstein’s view a bit further than personal courage and
longing for religious experience and tries to take his message primarily as a message
pertaining to all our efforts at understanding of those forces through which behavior is
structured in accordance with the prevailing modes or ways of seeing; in other words if
one tries to understand why the world is as it looks, one has to come to grips with what
presses people to experience the world in this and not the other way. That is to say, one
has to come to grips with what disencourages people to challenge their prevailing outlook
on things and events. What is it? What causes peoples’ tenacity, their holding on to life
forms which preclude a change of aspect?
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In taking up this general question the an analysis of people’s culturally informed body
comes in. This analysis should also comprise the bodily structured sentiments and the use
of language confined to these bodily and sentimental structures. Psychology gets a new
task here. Wittgenstein has left us with something that cannot be neglected: psychologists

should not just take over his view on language use, use of psychological concepts, his
view on ‘the grammar of psychological words’, but foremost his clue as to what lies at
the basis of all this: a genuine reflection on experience in so far this experience is rooted in
forms of life, a reflection which should not get trapped into the play of language games
for their own sake. That is at least the most serious and valuable part of Wittgenstein’s
legacy. Again, this legacy should not be interpreted solely in terms of Wittgenstein’s own
search for the meaning of life, for moral responsibility, or in terms of his undeniable
longing for mysticism and religious experience. As a human being he had, of course, a
life to lead in which he needed to come to grips with the fin-de-siécle Vienna, with
homosexuality, his Jewish background, the wrong adoration of science and philosophy
and all that. Fads and fashions around Wittgenstein abound, of course, but these should
not obscure his message to psychologists, a message that needs to be wedded to the best
of the phenomenological tradition in order to make the scientific study of culture-bound
experience possible. The ‘somewhere else’ can be taken quite literally: other worlds, other
cultures, a view of our own cultural forms among other forms.

One point still needs to be made: culture as form should not be opposed to nature,
because then we are seduced again to play the trick of language games, that is to say, the
game of ‘natural’ versus ‘cultural’ sciences, the game of ‘constructs’ vs. ‘the real’. The

opposite of cultural form or forms of life in general is not nature, nor reality, but damaged
form
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PATTERNS OF SOCIAL SCIENCE DISCOURSE:

The Professionalisation of Management and Political Science.

During the 1950’s a change of direction was taking place within
the practice of political and management education. A new
orthodoxy was evolving which indicated a shift in management and
political studies to social science approaches. In sum,
expectations and assumptions were changing 1in the academic
community, a community influenced by wider social changes
such as the emergence of a welfare state and the culture of post-
war reconstruction. Commenting on the academic community Norman
Chester remarked that the war changed the somewhat isolated
"ivory tower’ attitude towards industry and government, “for a
large number of academics became temporary civil servants and
some remained permanently 1in Whitehall. Ministers, Civil
Servants, banks and many organisations turned to academics for

advice.,"”

The paper focuses on leading educators 1in management and

:d1es particularly Urwick (management) and Mackenzie
(politics). In assessing their key roles and the discourses they
adopt an attempt is made to 'catch’ or illustrate the thesis that
a new orthodoxy was developing in some sectors of the profession.
A new orthodoxy that in effect created new idioms for management

and political studies. By idiom I mean a dialect of a community,
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a distinct language which provides form to everyday discourse or
conversation within that community. Idiom in a sense represents
the dialogue of a particular group and as such signifies taken-
for-granted values on what constitutes the proper language of the
gro;p whether they be atomic physicists, biologists, or
management and politics Tlecturers. For example the political
studies community in Britain prior to the Second World War can
be identified through the dialogues and idioms of constitutional :
law, philosophy and history. In the case of management in the J
same period, the idioms of industrial engineering including the
discourses of productional control and factory planning

illustrate a taken-for-granted discourse of management studies.

The post-war period g indicates a period of discourse
reconstruction where‘iﬁ? idioms of American social science and
business studies, were re-presented, or translated into the

British academic community reflecting changes in intellectual

style and institutional structure.

The term idiom simply refers to what is considered to be proper
conversation within a community or institutional setting. It is
a term which is useful 1in illustrating more forcefully the
interplay between content and context, language and institutional
setting where new discourses are established not only through
texts but performed in research seminars, lectures and meetings
of the academic community. Consequently new idioms were emerging
in political and management studies in the post-war period which
characterise and illustrate the changing practices of social

scientists.
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The emergence of political and management science in Britain is
a complex process.The research strategies and expectations of key
educators are heavily influenced by institutional settings and
wider social and cultural factors. For example the civic
university in a post-war context emphasising the écientific and
w applied, prescribe a different methodological attitude to that
of the inter-war period. Evidence shows that the academic
community during the 1950s did not replicate the 1idiom of
American social science but instead incorporated some of the

discourse into the existing pedagogy. In fact many educators in

this period were ignorant of American social science literature
or were antagonistic to the behavioural or sociological turn in
political and management studies in America.

In the 1950s the idea of politics or management as a science

emerged with the growth of civic research networks, postgraduate
programmes of study, encouragement of interdisciplinarity and the
changing image of social science. These developments are early
indicators of the rise of professionalism in the academic
community and represent the beginnings of the shift or transition
from the ’generalist’ to the ’'specialist’ social science

educator.

Malcolm Vout

Nottingham Polytechnic.
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BRIEF ABSTRACT:

PSYCHIATRISTS, PSYCHOLOGISTS, AND THE PROBLEM OF “FEEBLE" MINDS:
SCIENTIFIC CHALLENGES AND PROFESSIONAL CHANGE, 1900-1930
This pai:er explores the early twentieth century conflict
between psychiatrists and psychologists over diagnosing the
condition then called "feeblemindedness" and later called mental
retardation. It focuses in particular on the impact of the ideas
of French psychologist Alfred Binet upon American professional
practices. Using Binet’s science, American psychologists began
to challenge some of the professional prerogatives of
psychiatrists. At stake were specific social powers, such as the
power to determine who ought to be institutionalized, or
educationally segregated in special classes, or legally exempted
from culpability in criminal trials due to intellectual
impairment. By the 1920s, the increasing acceptance of
intelligence testing had brought these professional issues to the
forefront. Thig paper will examine the conflicts which ensued as
both psychiatrists and psychologists struggled with the problem

of diagnosing "feeble" minds.
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ABSTRACT:

PSYCHIATRISTS, PSYCHOLOGISTS, AND THE PROBLEM OF "FEEBLE" MINDS:
SCIENTIFIC CHALLENGES AND PROFESSICNAL CHANGE, 1900-1930

In summarizing the medical profession’s attitude toward
mental illness jin the early years of the twentieth c¢entury, Dr.
Thomas Salmon, then director of the American National Committee
for Mental Hygiene, recounted what he called "“A Modern Fairy
Tale." In an allegory, he portrayed Psychiatry as a Cinderella
who had lived unhappily in the "House of the Medical Sciences”
until she was finally discovered by the "Prince of Public Favor."
Their union was sealed forever, Salmon reported, when this Prince
discovered Psychiatry to be a perfect fit--not for a glass
slipper, but for a belt that he carried. Inscribed upon this belt
was a single word: "Usefulness."

In 1926, Dr. Howard Potter brought this story up to date.
Psychiatry, he reported, had since become a mother to two
beautiful children, whom she had christened "Mental Hygiene" and
"Pgychoanalysis." Gossip had it, however, that she had been
married once before "and had a child who was not, it seemed, ‘all
there.’" Finding this child, who was called "Mental Deficiency,"
a disgrace, she had boarded it out with a family of
Psychologists. Strangely enough, the Psychologists had loved
Mental Deficiency. Now and then Psychiatry had periods of
motherly remorse, Potter wrote, and would favor some attention
upon her unwanted offspring. At such times, however, "Mental
Deficiency was supposed to be very still" and "not speak unless

spoken to and, as you might expect, she was not spoken to very
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often,"

Such stories say a great deal about professional practices.
Salmon’s allegory recalls the longstanding historical tensions
between medicine and psychiatry. Potter’s updated version
suggests a newer conflict--one that was beginning to pit
peychiatry against psychology. At stake was the “parentage" of
the entity then called "Mental Deficiency" or "feeblemindedness,"
and later called mental retardation. By the early twentieth
century, the problem of "feeble" minds was increasingly drawing
both psychiatrists and psychologists into what might be called a
professional "custody battle."

Viewed historically, the emergence of such a battle was in
itself surprising, for mental deficiency had rarely been seen as
a subject worthy of multiple professional claimants. After all,
persons called "fools" or "idiots" or myriad other names had been
descrikbed for centuries; their mere existence, however, had
hardly attracted the attention of eager scientists competing for
the chance to study them. And whereas the problem of insanity
had long captured the medical imagination, idiocy had not.
Medical research in institutions for the feebleminded, one doctor

estimated in 1917, was still running about a quarter of a century

behind comparable work for the insane. The study of this
subject, one medical chronicler recounted, had "not many
charms."

What dramatically changed this situation was the invention

of intelligence tests by French psychologist Alfred Binet.

Beginning with his 1905 article entitled "Upon the Necessity of

\J‘am/aj' Ho woalt Tl ot ol e
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Establishing a Scientific Diagnosis of Inferior States of
Intelligence," Binet’s writings offered a psychological challenge
to medical science. In the decades that followed, Binet’s ideas
about diagnosing mental subnormality would profoundly affect
American psychological practices.

This paper will explore the professional conflicts which
ensued when this French psycholeogical invention reached American
shores. It will focus in particular on the ways that American
psychologiets used Binet’s ideas to challenge both the medical
understanding of mental deficiency, and the professional
prerogatives of physicians. Scientifically, this battle focused
on the c¢riteria to be used to distinguish "normal" from
"subnormal™ mental development. At stake professionally was the
authority to assess behavior and to protect or circumscribe
political privileges accordingly--the power to determine, for '
instance, who ought to be institutionalized, or educationally f
segregated in special classes, or 1legally exempted from
culpability in criminal trials due to intellectual impairment.
By the 1920s, Binet’s tests had brought these scientific and
professional issues to the forefront. They had alsoc begun to

significantly transform career patterns, for American

psychologists increasingly found their skills as mental testers
in demand within medical settings.

This process of professional transformation is clearly
illustrated in the career of Leta Hollingworth, an educational
psychologist trained at Teachers College by Edward Thorndike. i
"I, who had prepared myself for work in schools, found myself

working in a hospital--a great surprise to me," she confessed
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after being hired to f£fill what became New York’s first Civil
Service position in clinical psychelogy in 1914. Hollingworth
was employed at the "Clearing House for Mental Defectives,” a
diagnostic c¢linic newly established at New York Post-Graduate
Hospital by psychiatrist Max Schlapp. A conversation she
reported upon assuming her next job--at Bellevue Hospital--shows
how crucial intelligence testing had become to her professional
identity. "And what do you do?" a hospital physician asked
Heollingworth in 1915. "I am a psychologist," she replied. "And
what is that?" he inquired. "I give mental tests," Hollingworth
answered simply.

Yet 4if intelligence tests were increasingly gaining
acceptance within American medical facilities, they did not do so
unproblematically. During these decades, American psychiatrists
and psychologists struggled to shape new answers to professional
guestions. Should tests be administered only by psychologists,
they wondered, or could doctors (or schoolteachers) learn to give”
the same tests themselves? What sort of legal powers ought

psychological testers be granted? What should be the

relationship between psychiatrists and psychologists working in
schools, or in clinics?

By the 1920s, answers to these questions were beginning to
emerge as the problem of diagnosing "feeble" minds gained
increasing attention from both psychologists and psychiatrists.
This paper will explore these answersg by analyzing the profound
impact of Alfred Binet’s scientific ideas wupon American

professional practices.
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