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"Those human actions and reactions, those spoken
and unspoken utterances, those tones of voice, facial
expressions and gestures, which have always been
the data of all other students of men, have, after all,
been the right and the only manifestations to study/'
(From

GILBERT RYLE,

The Concept of Mind)

Foreword
IN this series the order of publication dates is accidental. These
volumes should be regarded as a group of contributions rather
than a sequence. This in itself serves to illustrate the editorial
policy behind the selection of works for inclusion, a policy which
will be shown by what appears, rather than formally declared at
the outset. But some indication is already apparent. These books
are not conventional texts for inclusion in neatly defined academic
courses, though they are intended for students. The diversity of
topics and treatments is part of the effort, in this series, to
acquaint students with the facts of life, i.e. the state of affairs in
the subject of his choice. Whatever his motives in embarking on
psychology as an academic choice and as a professional career
he commonly approaches his studies with an expectation of
authoritative guidance through a cumulatively systematised body
of concepts and techniques. Even if they do not voice this expectation in so many words their previous experience of school
subjects seems to dispose most of my own students to such a demand,
and I imagine this approach is typical. Indeed it is almost inevitable. The last thing that our school examination system encourages is any open thinking about the proper study of mankind.
And the shock, which is essential if the rigidity of this expectation
is to be broken down, the shock of finding that a rapidly advancing
science, a flourishing profession and a massive literature are held
together by contradictions and controversies, is the ports asinorum
which every student must cross if he is to learn to think for
himself. And in no area has controversy been more vigorously
sustained and more fundamentally unresolved than in psychoanalysis.
The choice of title for Professor Miles's book was a problem
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for author and editor alike. "Psycho-analysis from a Behaviourist
Standpoint" came nearest to expressing the book's intent, but it
would have been a clumsy title. The final choice has a note of
intriguing challenge, and there is much to be said for a title with
orectic undertones. Also it is part of the policy of the series to
challenge not only the conventional systematisations of psychology
but the flatness of scholastic conventions in the style and design
of textbooks. Historians may display a detached objectivity about
the battle of Waterloo, but the student of today finds himself
personally involved in a battle for objectivity in psychology with
inescapable subjective tensions. Few psychologists have been as
coolly objective as Freud himself about the human predicament,
almost deliberately courting violently subjective opposition. One
might describe Professor Miles's book as a cool attempt to
examine the assumptions behind this subject-object dichotomy
itself. As author he writes as a self-declared behaviourist. As
editor I comment as the only specimen (as far as I know) of a
species of objectivists which I want to multiply and sail under
the flag of "ultra-behaviourism".
Behaviourism is more than fifty years old and we need to go
beyond its safe navigational rules designed for in-shore fishing
in the safe territorial waters of early twentieth-century scientific
thought if psychology is to ride the stormy seas already rocking
the boats as we approach the twenty-first century. The boat containing the apostles of the First Church of Freud, Scientist, will
have to find its own salvation, and there are doubtless other
boats in the Psychology fleet which will sail divergent courses
and lose touch with the main fleet. What distinguishes the main
fleet is that it attends to its instrumentation and recognises that
if it is to find the shoals, and weather the storms, it will not be
by reading sacred texts and singing hymns but by maintaining
its vigilance and improving its instruments. At any rate this is
what I mean by "objectivity".
In ultra-behaviourism objectivity is not an ontological faith
but an operational policy. Thus the conflict between those who
(however they may phrase it) believe in an essence of mind, on
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the one side, and an essence of matter on the other, leaves the
ultra-behaviourist unmoved because he believes neither in
"essence" nor in belief itself. He relies on his own behaviour to
enable him to find reasonable rules for coming to terms with
the behaviour of others. In the rules he goes beyond behaviour
(just as Freud in his exploration of "metapsychology" went
beyond his own concepts into the pre-suppositions of psycho
logical theory itself) and asks—how many of the necessary facts
of behaviour do we really know, how do we know them, and
what determines the rules of our theorising about them? First
and foremost it is the appalling incompleteness of our data which
should make all psychologists extremely tentative, humble and
undogmatic in their theorising. As Professor Miles says, "What
ever his professed 'label', a psychologist who neglects relevant
stimuli, past or present, is simply being incompetent." One might
add that whoever succeeds in providing a generally acceptable
criterion of what is "relevant" to the study of human behaviour
will have done more for psychology as a discipline than all the
theorists put together. Indeed this book, if widely read and dis
cussed among students of psychology, could give a valuable lead
in engendering a more critical approach to the study of psycho
logical theories in general. Too many students, at any rate to
judge by their responses in seminars and examinations, seem to
be imbued with the idea that they have to make up their minds
which of the numerous "authorities", whose theories they are
expected to master, they must believe. And they tend to organise
their arguments as in a debate, in order to simulate an attempt
to persuade the examiner to vote on their side. How far this
tendency is due to dogmatic teaching and how far to inherent
hunger for dogma in the young is hard to say. But if the word
"science" is to have a valid disciplinary connotation, as a process
of intellectual maturation, our techniques both of teaching and
of examining (and hence of writing text-books) should firmly
relegate these quasi-theological debates on dogma to the scholastic
limbo, and deliberately engender a radically different approach
to the quest for enlightenment.
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Professor Miles remarks "people's linguistic habits are hard
to break" and, he might have added, so are their habits of
observing human beings and of making inferences from their
observations. What is so distressing about the doctrinaire psychoanalyst is the habitual slant which he imposes on all his observations, so as to impose a question-begging criterion of relevance
on obvious facts in such a way as to bring discredit on the whole
scientific enterprise. The queer, erroneous and damaging "public
image" of psychology, not merely lingering on, but actively disseminated today through mass media, represents the cultural
impact of psycho-analysis. No other psychological dogma has
had anything like this massive influence (though in education
the dogmas of psychometrics have achieved almost as much
damage). Perhaps we ought not to get heated about this—in
science a cool atmosphere is more conducive to objectivity, and
Professor Miles has conducted his critique in cool, level tones.
What we can do is to use his astringent arguments to throw
buckets of cold water into the fervent atmosphere in which
psycho-analytical debates are so frequently conducted.
Two simple questions can be put to students as self-perpetuating
disciplinary devices: "How do you knowT9 and "How do you
reasonV The first should turn their attention more and more
effectively to a study of habits of observation, instruments of
observation, methods of observation and data-processing of
observational records. This opens up the whole field of empirical
procedures in psychology and is more effective than any amount
of counter-dogmatic argument in dispelling the very taste for
dogma. And the second question forces a self-scrutiny of one's
own theorising behaviour and an increasingly critical examination
of the axioms behind our verbal, logical and statistical patterns
of deduction. These two disciplines of fact and logic, which put
modern psychology in the same condition of purposive honesty
as any other genuine science, should define the essential educational objective of an academic study of the subject.
There is, however, a further consideration prompted by the
problem of defining "relevance". Whatever our logical and
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methodological criticisms of psycho-analytic concepts we should
not allow these to obscure the vital contribution of Freud in
shattering the complacent philosophic framework of traditional
psychology by demonstrating the relevance of sex and violence
to the understanding of human mentality. This came as a challenge not only to society but to the science of psychology itself.
On the whole, society is showing a more active response to its
implications than is academic psychology. As a scientific challenge the implication surely is that we have somehow to acquire
a much more precise acquaintance with the facts. We have to
move out, not only from the cosy confines of the psycho-analytic
consulting room, with its purely subjective record, but also out
from the safe, sterile, highly selective observational cell of the
experimental psychologist who allows his subject only such
modes of behaviour as will fit into his experimental design. To
observe the facts of life in the raw the psychologist needs the
resourcefulness and toughness of the field anthropologist and
the journalist, the techniques of the detective and the legal and
evidential acuity of a judge. Because sex and violence have been
so much talked about we are apt to assume that we know all
about them. Psychologists really have no claim to a special
position of authority on these insistent phenomena until they
have equipped themselves with at least as much observational
evidence of the facts of life on battlefields, in coffee-bars, in
brothels and V.D. clinics, at bull-fights and borstals, as any
pertinacious journalist. This need can scarcely be met within the
framework of our present academic approach to psychology.
The challenge of Freud was at first taken to be an affront to the
so-called "moral" standards of our society. His challenge to the
academic concept of what is respectably scientific may well encounter a tougher and more sustained opposition than society
(which was never very moral anyhow, and was relieved to find
itself released from the need to pretend that it was) has put up
to the information that the human brain cannot be severed from
its blood and guts.
PATRICK MEREDITH

Author's Preface
THE basic ideas in this book originated during a course of training
taken at the Tavistock Clinic, London, during the academic year
1953-4. Many of the chapters were in fact written out in draft
form at the time, although in the intervening years I have had
the chance to draw on later published material and to set out the
essential argument more fully. In 1963 the completed work was
offered as a thesis for the Doctorate of Philosophy in the University of Wales; and it is this version, with certain modifications,
which is now being presented to the publishers.
I should like to make clear that I am not a qualified psychoanalyst, nor have I undergone a personal analysis. My experience
of psycho-analysis, other than that obtained from reading the
literature, is based on intensive training during my year at the
Tavistock Clinic, followed by more recent work as a part-time
psychologist in the field of child guidance. Now, quite understandably, the question of who is or is not qualified to write on
psycho-analysis has frequently given rise to controversy; and I
am sensitive to the fact that there may be professional analysts
who not unreasonably may regard me as something of an intruder.
In justification for having entered the arena I should like to make
two comments. In the first place it is in no way my intention in
what follows to discuss techniques of analysis; this is clearly a
matter for the professional and the professional only. I am concerned rather with the concepts of psycho-analysis or (what comes
to the same thing) with the question of an appropriate notation
for describing psycho-analyticfindings;and it seems plain that in
this area somewhat different qualifications are needed. Secondly,
and more important, if psycho-analysis is to be the subject of
rational enquiry at all, a necessary condition is that it should be
XV
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open to scrutiny by those whose personal and professional
involvement is relatively small. This point needs further elucidation. One of the great problems which has beset psychoanalysis from the outset has been that of "in-breeding". Analysts
from Freud onwards have been disturbed by the fact that psychoanalysis often gives to outsiders the impression that it is a kind
of mystique—one in which the initiated pass on their skills from
one generation to the next but in which the uninitiated can play
no part at all. Now, however fair-minded an analyst may try to
be in his published work, if he discusses fundamentals he will
inevitably give to outsiders the impression of being "one of the
clique"; the sceptical may even say that he has been "brainwashed" by his training analysis into accepting palpable falsehoods. Such comments are doubtless unfair, but the point of
substance is this: if it is insisted that only those who have been
personally analysed are qualified to speak on psycho-analysis,
we are inevitably putting it outside the sphere of rational discussion, and this is surely a conclusion which no one wants. If
on the other hand the basic ideas of psycho-analysis are worth
serious study, there must surely be something to show to any
sympathetic outsider who takes the trouble to enquire, and no
one can in that case reasonably object if such a person offers his
comments. My own earlier training was as an experimentalist,
and what follows can in fact be regarded as the reactions of an
experimentalist who was plunged into the analytically orientated
atmosphere of the Tavistock Clinic. The clinical findings were so
compelling that they clearly had to be taken seriously; they were
certainly evidence for something. But the terminology, so I
thought, was not merely irritating but positively ghastly! In
particular the theoretical concepts (e.g. "the unconscious",
"object-cathexes", "the super-ego", etc.) bore no very clear
relationship to the clinical findings, and in lieu of high-flown
speculation one longed for a simple narrative of what was actually
said and done by patient and analyst during their sessions
together.
I am not of course saying that the outsider or academic psychol-
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ogist is free from bias or has no personal axe to grind. One of
the things which one must surely learn from psycho-analysis is
that the "unbiased observer"—the person who relies entirely on
his intellect and is quite uninfluenced by personal feeling—is as
mythical as Cerberus. One has only to consider the conflict of
opinion among so-called "experts" on matters such as radioactive fall-out or addition of fluoride to the water-supply to
appreciate some of the difficulties in the notion of a "purely
objective" judgement, while on political issues, such as how one
should vote, or social issues, such as penal reform, only a very
foolhardy person would claim to be completely free from bias.
It might therefore seem that a training analysis would at least leave
the person more aware of his own prejudices. My point is simply
that the professional analyst must willy-nilly have a personal
"stake" in psycho-analysis which an academic psychologist need
not have; to that extent—and solely from the point of view of
scientific validation—the academic psychologist comes nearer the
ideal of an unbiased observer. The situation is partly comparable
with that which holds in the case of educational research, where,
for example, the value of a new method of teaching reading
should ideally be assessed by someone other than the person
who has actually used it.
I am particularly grateful to Dr. D. H. Malan for reading this
book in typescript and for making many helpful suggestions.
Among my teachers at the Tavistock Clinic I should like to single
out for special mention Dr. John Bowlby, Mrs. Yana Popper,
and Mrs. E. E. Irvine, and to express my appreciation not only
for what I learned from them but above all for their openmindedness and intellectual integrity. Neither they nor Dr. Malan
are in any way responsible for what is said in this book; and I
can only express the hope that none of them disagrees with it too
violently! I am also grateful to my colleague Mr. N. M. Cheshire
for the valuable comments which he has made during the final
revision, and to Miss P. J. Irwin for her trouble in preparing the
typescript. In addition I should like to indicate my debt to Mr.
B. A. Farrell, Wilde Reader in Mental Philosophy at Oxford,

XV111

AUTHOR'S PREFACE

whose work on the philosophy of psycho-analysis has been a
constant source of stimulation over many years. Finally I must
thank Professor G. P. Meredith, the editor of the present series,
for his help and encouragement, and the officials of the Pergamon
Press for their efficiency and courtesy over the practical problems
of publication.
Bangor, 1965

T.R.M.

CHAPTER I

Introductory
THE central task of this book is one of bridge-building. The
gulf which separates psycho-analysis from other branches of
psychology is still a wide one; and although in the last few
decades communication has improved, the familiar battle-cries
still persist, e.g. that psycho-analysis is unscientific because its
findings do not admit of controlled experimental check, or, from
the other camp, that the study of why one person steals ornaments
from a church may be more rewarding than pages offiguresabout
the incidence of crime in general. This atmosphere of rivalry
seems to me a hindrance to progress, and my purpose in this
book is to contribute towards reconciling these apparently conflicting views.
I have deliberately given the book a somewhat provocative
title. To many people "the unconscious" is no doubt the fundamental concept of psycho-analysis, and for them the alleged
"discovery" of this entity ranks as Freud's greatest achievement.
Anyone, therefore, who writes a book called Eliminating the
Unconscious may appear at first sight to be ignorant or brash or
perhaps both. My purpose in using this title is to call attention,
in as forceful a way as I can, to the need for rethinking some of
the assumptions which are, as it were, written into traditional
psycho-analytic terminology. The sub-title, A Behaviourist View
of Psycho-analysis, may serve to clarify what is involved. There
are, of course, many different senses to the word "behaviourism",
and some of these will be discussed more fully in Chapter III.
The key notion for present purposes is the refusal to think in
terms of a dualism between two alleged entities called "mind"
1

