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“All my life I've been lying, even when I spoke the truth;
I never spoke for the sake of the truth, but for my own sake.®

Dostoevsky, The Devils
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acknowledge something. This failurs explained
in terms of the distortion of expressive
behaviour due to defence, which is itself

the result of an initial refusal to accept
the fended off idea or impulse. Gvercoming
self-deception seen as recognising, and
modifying, "distorted"expressive behaviocur

so that it may more adequately fulfill its
expressive function.

5 ii (p.65) The notion of adequacy in the expression
of inner states explained by relating the
understanding of a psychoanalytic interpretation
to the understanding of a work of art.

5 iii (p.67) A sense of self-knowledge is presented which
is asymmetrical with knowledge of others
but which is not endangered by the Wittgenstein-
ian arguments against a perceptual model of
introspection. Its extent is measured by the
adequacy, or lack of it, of the behavioural
expression of inner states.
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3ill. 0Obviously, these third person statements are about persons.

So first person statements are also about persons. How, then, can

I assert that a contingent relation holds between two things, myself
and a windmill, solely on the basis of observation of only one
thing, a windmill?

The dilemma here is this: either I hold that first person
percepfual statements depend on the observation of only one thing,
the object of the perception, and that therefore the "I", despite
its equivalence (noted above, page 6) to '"you" and "he", cannot be
a referring expression; or I hold that the "I" refers to a person,
that firstperson perceptual statements assert that a relation holds
between two things, a person and the object of the perception, but
are nevertheless made on the basis of observation of only one thing,
the object of the perception. This dilemma takes on an even more
absurd aspect when we consider inner states such as having images,
sensations and emotions. It does not seem to be enough for me to
say "I see an image" that I be aware only of an image. It seems
that I must be aware of something in addition to the image, something
that entitles me to say, not merely that there exists an image
but that I_see an image.

This dilemma is reflected in two theories of the self,
each favouring the opposite horn, and each attempting to explain
how it is that one can know that one is aware of something. The
first of these is the theory that the self is a subject or substance,

the referent of the word "in, If, as seems necessary, the explanation












II

question "How do you know you sees a windmill?" is to be answered

by supposing that, in addition to a windmill, one must be aware of
something else that tells one that one sees a windmill. Normal first
' person observation (and sensation) statements, however, such as

"] see a windmill" (and "I am in pain") are not inferred from
anything and cannot be said to be made on the basis of any criteria,
excepting those for the existence of the object of the perception.
(Whether or not there is any object in sensation statements, i.e.
statements ascribing inner states, will be discussed in the next
chapter). The mistaken idea that they are derives from the mistaken
use of a perceptusal model in the analysis of the psychological part
of these statements. Yet it would seem unquestionable that we are

Jjustified in making these statements. How are we to account for this?
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assimilable to natural cxpressions of s=nsation, and also to

state how we feel, in being descriptions having truth values.
Although they cannot be wholly assimilated to a primitive, natural
form of bshaviour, therefore, they do have similarities, viz.:

they are asserted without reference to criteria, truthfulness
guarantees their truth, their assertion is 3 criterion for the truth
of the corresponding third person sentence, and doubt is not applicable
in one's own case. When I say truly that I am in pain it is my being
in pain that makes what I say true, but it is not my justification
or ground for saying what I say. I have no justification or ground.
The predicate is criterionlessly self ascribed. But that is not to
say that I use the sentence without right (Cf PI, 289). The sense

of the constituent psychological predicate that is criterionlessly
self ascribed is given by the criteria that justify its other
ascription. In other words, the condition of my criterionlessly
ascribing a psychological predicate to myself is that I should know
the criteria on the basis of which to ascribe it to others (PI, 261I.
See also Strawson, "Individuals®, Chapter 3). That is, that I should
know the meaning of the predicate, the rules for its use.

This is not to give my use of the predicate a bshavioural
justification, however, Although psychological concepts are not
logically independent of behavioural concepts neither are they
reducible to them. "pain" does not mean "groaning", even though
groaning is a criterion of pain. Rather, it is part of the sense of

"He is in pain® that the truth of "He groaned when he moved his leg"
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is necessarily good evidence for it, i.e. a criterion for it. But
I do not need to observe myself groaning to know that I'm in pain.
I do not observe anything. My self ascriptions of pain do not need
Justification or ground. ihat makes them possible (without grounds)

is their sssimilation to the natural expression of ssnsation.

2(iii) So the fact that an avowal is not made on the basis of
criteria or grounds does not imply that it lacks either sense or
truth value (although it is peculiar in that truthfulness guarantees
its truth). The consequence of the absence of grounds is the absence
of the possibility of doubt, i,e. the absence of the possibility of
making a mistake. It is these two, inter-related features of avouwals,
namely, their ungroundedness and their incorrigibility, which, on
wittgenstein's view, justify the non-cognitive thasisz, despite
the fact that they have truth values and may serve as descriptions.
The thesis is clearly stated in the opening paragraphs of the argument
against the possibility of a private language: "It can't be said of
me at all that I know I am in pain. What is it supposed to mean -
except perhaps that I am in pain?v (PI, 246) and it is later
generalised: "'I know what I want, wish, believe, feel ....‘ (and
so on through all the psychological verbs) is either philosopher's
nonsense or, at any rate, not a judgement a priori" (P1, p.221).
wittgenstein deploys a number of arbuments in defence of
this intuitively unappealing claim. The basic point is made at

paragraph 246: "The truth is: it makes sense to say about other
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in that event, there is a gain in self-knowledne. Wittgensteint's
arguments have shown that such a gain cannot be acheived by any sort

of an observation. But it is not clear that this exhausts the
possibilities, that such a gain might not be acheived without
observation, while yet being more than a simple increase in articulate-
ness, t/hat is required, therefore, is an analysis of self-deception
which, in providing an account of the possibility of overcoming it,
will provide an account of the possibility of acquiring self-
knowledge, and thus rescue this latter notion from the cul-de-sac

of the Wittgensteinian position.
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obedience to reality (repression of the id's impulse) succecdec by
a deferred attempt at flight (symptom formetion to displace affect).
With the mechanisms involved in thc genesis of psychosis the initial
flight (disavowal) is succeeded by an active phase of remodellinc.
"fleurosis does not disavouw the reality, it only ignores it; psychocis
disavows it and tries to replace it" (ibid, p.I85). There is then
not only a loss of reality but also a substitute for reality: in
psychosis a new reality, in neurosis a symptom charged with a secrst
meaning of spccial importance,

iJe may notice three features of the process of defence, then.
In the first place something is denied access to consciousness, i.e.
there is a failure to admit something. 35ecencly, as a result of this,
thére is a loss of reality, that is , a "gap" in the explonations the
patient offers of his behaviour, or something odd or unconvincing
about them (and this oddity will be more pronounced in cases of
neurosis than in cases of self-deception). Thirdly, to compensate
for this loss, a substitutive formation is created to fill the gap
where the defence took place. This is secured by the resistance that
maintains the defence which gives rise to all the masks, uisguises,
rationalisations and superficialiti-s that are characteristic of
psychical illness as of self-deception.

How the process of defence is instituted we cannot know
since it is always an unconscious, instinctive activity of the ego.
We can only know that it has been instituted - by its eflects, which

0] . . . . .
generally1c0n51st in a failure to avo:' the impulse,meamory or perccption
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of its institution and removal (i.e. of what it is to make something
unconscious conscious), freed of Freud's sometimes dangerously
misleading physicalist imagery (which derives, in large part, fron

the neurological model of the mind that he constructed in "The Projsct
for a Scientific Psychology"), and translated into the language of
contemporary philosophical psychology. To this, not without trepication,

I now turn.
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expression. It is, then, asymmetrical with one's knowledge of the
inner states of others (which cannot be manifested through their
mode of expression) but not endangered by the Wittgensteinian
arguments against a perceptual model of introspection. Its extent
is measured in terms of the co-incidence, or lack of it, betuween
one's inner states as they are acknowledged by one and one's inner
states as they reveal themselves in onet's relations with, attitudes
towards and beliefs about, the world.

On this view there is no room for psychological realism:
discovering the truth about oneself is identical with acquiring
greater consistency in the expressions of one's inner states. Sut
the centre of the synthesis may always be shifting, and the truth

about human beings correspondingly inexhaustible.






CHAPTER THREE

I

CHAPTER FOUR

I

non-cognitive thesis is taken to follow from, and depend
upon, the truth-valueless thesis (see, e.g. [falcolm,
"Review of the Philosophical Investigations"),

It is true, of course that we do not ordinarily think

of an avowal of pain, say, as an expression of sslf-
knowledge. A more acceptable example, in the tradition
of the Socratic "Know thyself', might be knowing the
reasons for one's actions. However, in so far as giving
the reasons for one's actions involves reference to one's
feelings, wants and beliefs whose characteristic mode

of expression is in the form of an avowal, the latter
may be regarded as the paradigmatic form of expression

of self-knowledge.

Fingarette prefers "insincere sincerity"” but I think the
reverse expression the more appropriate.

References to fFreud's works inthe text are to"The Standard
Edition of the Complete Psychological Works" and cite

the title of the appropriate essay, the volume number

and the page number, e.g. (The Ego and the Id, Yol xix,
p.56), excepting references to the "Introductory
Lectures" and "{lew Intrductory Lectures® which are to

the pelican edition and cite the title of the book and

the page number, e.g. (Introductory Lectures, p. 488).

Hypnosis cannot count as a direct means of access since

a patient's responses under hypnosis can, at best, count
only as grounds from which the existence of an unconscious
process may be inferrec. Obs~rvation of a patient's
responses under hypnosis cannot count as observation of
his unconscious processes in the way that observation of
a person groaning and clutching his leg can count as
observation of a person in pain, just because the state
of hypnosis is a recognisably abnormal state.

The behavioural criteria I have in mind here are just
those that enable us to distinguish neurotic from non-
neurotic behaviour, i.s. behaviour that is unintelligible
by reference to the context of conscious thoughts and
processes alone. Referring to them as criteria for the
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existence of unconscious ideas, however, coes presuppose
an initial acceptance of Freudian theory.

"According to Freud mental activity is governsd by two
principles: the pleasure principle and the reality

principle, the former leading to relief of instinctual
tension by hallucinatory wish-fulfilment, the latter to
instinctual gratification by accommodation to the facts

of, and the objects existing within, the external world.
According to Freud's original formulations, the reality
principle is acquired and learned during development,
whereas the pleasure principle is innate and primitive.®
(Rycroft, "A Critical Dictionary of Psychoanalysis%, p. 138).

Cxcept for one portion of it from which the eco has
separated itself by resistances due to repression. 3ee
"The £go and the Id", VYol xix, for further explication
of this point.

Actually on three fronts, the thirc being with the super-
ego. I have not discussed this organisation because it
was not directly relevant to my purposes.

The reference to ego-instincts is peculiar., If the eoo

is formed after birth how can it comprise instincts of

any kind? It does not seem absolutely necessary to postulate
them, however. The ego's activity of self-preservation

can be accounted for in terms of its unpleasure in the

face of excessive demands.

For a complete list see Anna Freud, "The Zgo and the
rfiechanisms of Cefence", p.44.

In fact not in every case of repression. Zee "Thc Loss
of Reality in {eurosis and Psychosis", Yol xix, p.I36
bottom.

See, for example, the case of Frau ~lizabeth von R.,
quoted in "The Loss of Reality in ['eurosis and Psychosis®,
Vol xix, p.I84.

Generally - but see the paper on "Nepation', Yolxix,
p«235-239, discussed on pages 52-53 belowu.

The immaturity of the ego renders it pouerless to cope
with the demands of the id. It consequently withdraus

its influence from that portion of the id leaving it

to find its own mode of behavioural expression (gcnerally
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CHAPTER FIVE

I

in a neurotic symptom). But since only those impulses of
the id which can find expression through the ego can
become conscious, the portion of the id from which the

ego has withdrawn is rendered unconscious, i.e. has
suffered a repression., Sse “The Dissection of the Psychical
Personality%, Lecture 3I in the "pew Introductory
Lecturesv, p.88-112.

For a fuller explication of the use of this term,see
below, p.60.

It does not secm appropriate to regard self-deception as
also a mild form of psychosis = involving a disavowal of
reality ( see Chapter 4, p.43-44) - since it does not
appear that any sense can be given to a mild form of
psychosis that falls short of actual psychosis, i.e. of
madness.
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