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From the Editor

In his Commentary included in this
issue ol the Bulletin, Cory Wright raises a
challenging question concerning our el-
forts in the intersection of philosophy and
psychiatry: namely, “What justification is
there for thinking that a new subdiscipline
formed around this intersection s
needed?” Whether we label it a “subdisci-
pline’ or not. we certainly take it for
granted that our work in the intersection is
important and unique. In the limited space
available 1o me I would like 10 address the
question posed in the Commentary.

I will distinguish a practical from a
theoretical dimension in  the
‘subdiscipline”  question.  Practically
speaking, the existence of AAPP, the
Royal College Philosophy Interest Group,
PPP, this Bulletin, and of course the mul-
titude of national groups that have come
together for international meetings and
that coalesced, as reported in this issue, in
South Africa as the International Network
for Philosophy and Psychiatry-—-all this
bespeaks a desire on the part ol a lot of
philosophers and mental health profes-
sionals o gather together over the issues
in which their respective disciplines over-
lap. Call it a ‘subdiscipline’ or not, it
seems merely efficient to carry out this
dialogue between the disciplines in meet-
ings and in a journal where the partici-
pants know one another and can take their
shared interest [or granted.

As a footnote o this discussion ol
the practical dimension ol the subdisci-
pline question, | should point out that, in
the casc o' AAPP, we are doing it both
ways this year. We are holding our annual
meeting as usual in conjunction with the
American Psychiatric Association: but in
addition 1o our meeting on first weckend
of the APA, we are involved in the APA
meetings  themselves: one  symposium
officially sponsored by AAPP, another
organized by AAPP members, and linally
a course given on conceptual issucs in
psychiairy by AAPP members.

Aside [rom the practical advanlages
of shared mectings and a targeted journal.
there is a theoretical dimension to the
question raised by Cory Wright in his

President’s Column

This lirst ‘president’s column’ must begin with thanks to Jennifer Radden, on behal
of AAPP, for the truly splendid work that she did as president for the past four years.
Many ol us had hoped that she would not notice the passage of time and might stay on
indefinitely, but such was not to be. Jennifer has led and represented AAPP with wisdom,
dignity, and enthusiasm, and we are all appreciative of her leadership. It will be an ac-
complishment if [ can manage any two of the three qualities mentioned above. This s
my second stint of being a president of something, and it is entered with trepidation. The
first, at the dawn of my ‘carcer’, was my election as president of the high school student
body. The election campaign was fierce, and | won on an imaginative list of promises
utilizing student government funds to fix up the football field, purchase art and history
films. increase the number of social clubs, and other whatnots. The campaign promiscs
were sincere. and 1 was devastated to learn, after the victory party, that the faculty advi-
sors of the student government fund (which was sizable) never had any intentions ol let-
ting students get their hands on the money. This was my carly introduction into the dis-
tance between promises and delivery, and into the ease with which promissory platforms
divorced from reality can be convincingly sold. Upon entering college. | vowed to avoid
campus politics and found consolation in philosophy, never running lor or holding an
organizational office from that tender time fifty years ago until now, at the “other end’ of
my career.

Holding office in AAPP is an honor that hopefully will not be burdensome or disillu-
sioning to myself or others. It should be a corrective emotional experience. The important
thing is not 1o make promises. However, this would be a good opportunity to outline some
goals for AAPP for all of us to work towards. There are several organizational impera-
tives il AAPP is to flourish. These involve. interrelatedly. increasing the general member-
ship. attracting younger members to the Executive Council, and increasing our appeal and
thereby usefulness to minority and women professionals. None of these goals is casily
reached. In psychiatry. as the importance of a philosophical perspective becomes increas-
ingly important, the time and energy even to think beyond the immediate clinical problem
is increasingly diminished. Philosophers may be in a reciprocal position; they may have
much Lo say, but it is hard 1o get anyone other than other philosophers to listen.

The critical answers must somchow encompass relevance and marketing, This is a
terrible thing to say, but if by marketing we mean not hucksterism, but publicizing our
existence and our relevance, then it becomes important and valuable. The issuc ol rele-
vance is, ol course, essential, and here AAPP has 1o continue to offer a forum [or interdis-
ciplinary dialogue and a clearing house for philosophers, psychologists, and psychiatrists
1o find each other to work together. The three main vehicles for critical exchange ol ideas
are the Bulletin. the journal PPP. and the annual May meeting in conjunction with the
American Psychiatric Association. In addition, formal panels at the three dilferent APA
(philosophy, psychiatry, psychology) meetings, the formation of local groups, and an

{Contenued on page 2}

Commentary. He writes: “*Now, either psychiatrically-posed questions are inherently phi-
losophical, or they are not...Also, the traditional aims ol psychiatry-that ol understanding
and treating mental illness—would be grounded in the history and epistemology ol mental
illness rather than purely in the clinical siation itself...” Well, why must all
“psychiatrically-posed questions™ be inherently philosophical or not. It might be the case-
and I for one think it is—that there are some psychiatric issues that pose no philosophical
problems and others that do. Deciding on the merits of one treatment of depression versus
another does not require philosophical discussion. But sorting out the role ol unacknow-
ledged values in the DSM nomenclature (a favored activity ol some ol our members)

(Continued on page 101}




Volume 10, Number, 2

2002

AAPP presence at international meetings
serve as opportunities for collaboration
and discussion between our respective
ficlds.

Readers of this newsletter and mem-
bers of AAPP are encouraged to contact
the Executive Council with ideas for con-
ference topics and other thoughts about
interdisciplinary work. Finally, [ do not
recall il a solicitation for financial contri-
butions has ever been made to the mem-
bership. but AAPP is always on the lean
side of the ledger and if you are at a loss
for which deserving non-profil organiza-
tion to make a year-end tax-deductible
donation. think philosophically.

Best wishes for the New Year.

Jerome Kroll, M.D.

Report
AAPP Annual Meeting

The title of this year's Fourteenth An-
nual Meeting of the Association for the Ad-
vancement of Philosophy and Psychiatry,
held in Philadelphia on May 18 and 19
2002, provoked a series of creative and in-
sightful elaborations in the papers presented
which, while at times orthogonal to one
another, combined and ricocheted in an
exciting and heady mix which lelt the two
days of the AAPP meeting, in the words of
one observer later in the week. “the most
interesting thing at the whole APA.”

Emphasis on psychiatry & personal
agency produced Kennett's sophisticated
dicussion of the way mental disorder con-
founds the usual process by which our
agency and our sclves are “co-authored” by
those around us. Perring’s intriguing review
of the increasingly popular literary genre of
memoirs of mental illness showed how pro-
foundly individualistic are the ways people
with mental disorder understand and experi-
ence their own agency. Rego offered a clear
and thoughtful application of the philoso-
pher Frankfurt’s notion ol externality to the
experience of the patient in the therapeutic
process, illustrating the scnse of agency
achicved through the narrative task, show-
ing, as he put it * what the relationship of
one’s sell 1o one’s experience ought to be”
in order to get better from a psychiatric
problem. Developed around two case histo-
ries of lives and agency affected by Septem-

ber 11, Brendel's presentation empha-
sized the provisional nature of all clinical
diagnosis and static DSM-IV predictions,
and clinicians were admonished to always
remain “open lo surprise.” Matthews and
Kennett explored the way dissociation
and delusion disrupt the usual unity of
agency, casting the task of therapy in dis-
sociative disorder as one of restoring not
only unity but agency itself. Some of the
political strands of the notion of agency
were taken up by Yaryura and Pinto,who
revealed the social structures - from the
family, the media, and the government to
the mental health industry itself - which
serve lo reduce the mental patient’s
autonomy and freedom. Others, on a
more complex level, were explored by
Mender. who used an analysis of lan-
guage o illustrate what he identified as a
privileged status for the linguistics of eco-
nomic transactions.

The subtitle ‘Nature vs Nurture Re-
visited’ stimulated a series ol necessary
corrections, clarifications and qualifica-
tions. Hirsch reminded us of the determi-
nistic “‘passivily assumptions” equally
present in nature and nurture theories, and
emphasized the importance of the sense
of agency required for therapeutic suc-
cess. An historically sensitive classifica-
tion was offered by Hoff, which showed
the dangers of assuming unambiguous
reference with a phrase like “biological
psychiatry™; that phrase. he explained,
can be understood in four different ways,
cach conceptually distinct: the somatic
substrate; the function of the somatic sub-
strate; correlations of somatic [lindings
with complex mental phenomena. and
finally ‘biological explanation” ol mental
phenomena in general. Mindful of Kra-
epelin’s enormous influence on modern
psychiatry, Hofl pointed out that while
Kraepelin was not interested in philoso-
phy. he worked with clear philosophical
presuppositions, realism, naturalism, par-
allelism and experimentalism.

(He also acknowledged Kraepelin's reac-
lionary politics, which designated all
revolutionaries as “psychopaths.”) Sadler
pursued the nature/nurture theme in a
continuation of his extensive research on
values considerations in the classification
of mental disorders, now asking what
implications evaluative concept-tooling
will hold for molecular neuroscience/
genetic explanation in psychiatry. Sadler
made reference to the nosology emerging
in psychiatric genetics, and to the role of
one particular regulatory molecule in ad-
diction, comparing the sorts of evalua-
tions involved in these molecular para-
digms of mental disorder with those of
DSM diagnosis. In a phenomenological
tour de force Jan Broeckman provided a
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stream of consciousness narrative illus-
trating the way the internet  and e-tech-
nology blur the divide between nature and
culture. Young approached the nature/
nurture issue by way of Aristotle, at-
lempting an application ol Aristotelian
theories of causation 1o explanation in
psychiatry.

One paper which crossed and re-
crossed the divide between agency and
determinism  was that by Sauvayre.
entitled *Agency. Time. and Identity; or,
Agency is found in the Dialectical No-
where." Working with the philosopher
Bergson’s notion of expericnced time
within which agency unfolds as an emer-
gent, will-o-the-wispish property, Sau-
vayre showed the way the psychoanalytic
or therapeutic process al the same lime
heightens the sense of agency, while ac-
knowledging the inevitability ol one's
sense of onesell as the product of deter-
mining causes. Another paper spanning
the two sets of idcas was that of Daly.
who pointed 1o psychiatry as the locus of
questions linking agency with determin-
ism: as he puts it, psychiatrists want o
know how agency-diminishing states
come about so that we can restore or
maintain the sanity ol persons. Last but
not least, the two distinguished plenary
speakers, Horacio Fabrega, MD. and Ken-
neth Schaffner, MD, PhD. offered con-
trasting interpretations, styles and sub-
stance in their sweeping and more com-
prehensive papers.

Fabrega cxplored the notion of
‘contested territories” in which, as he
showed. psychiatry incvitably linds itself.
Psychiatry, as he put it, is rooted in con-
troversy and contestation. In contested
territories such as legal commitment and
the application of the insanity defense, he
revealed the role and risk ol stigma and
the controversial part played by the clini-
cian. Schaffner’s elegant discussion of the
application ol behavioral genetics Lo psy-
chiatry provided a brilliant synthesis of
recent work, albeit that he emphasized the
complexly intertwined contributions of
nature and nurture in both behavioral ge-
netics and psychiatry and warned away
from any simple or reductionistic an-
swers,

This conlerence was organized by
Professor Nissim-Sabat, and enormous
credil goes o her and to Linda Muncy flor
their hard work .

Jennifer Radden, D. Phil.

ok
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Report
Society of South African
Psychiatry Congress

In September, [ had the opportunity
1o attend the Socicty ol South African
Psychiatry (SOSAP) Congress in Cape
Town, South Africa as AAPP's
(temporary) official declegate. SOSAP
held its [irst Special Interest Group by
hosting an International Symposium on
the Philosophy and Ethics in Psychiatry.
This group was also the host icr the
launch ol the International Network for
Philosophy and Psychiatry (INPP). an
umbrella organization much needed as the
number ol local and national groups
around the world grows. These events
together created great expectations and
momentum for future collaborative and
supportive research.

The Philosophy and Ethics in Psy-
chiatry section of the conlerence. organ-
ized by Werdie von Staden, was well at-
tended with audiences ranging in numbers
from 50-120. The majority ol participants
was South African, but international par-
ticipants came [rom the United States.
England. Scotland, Netherlands. and ltaly.
Discussions ol presentations  {requently
turned Lo issues ol multiculturalism and
trauma in South Africa. There was a good
blend/interweaving ol philosophical rigor
and psychiatric practice.

To give an idea ol the range of top-
ics. | will mention a few papers. Bill Ful-
ford (United Kingdom) opened the con-
ference by arguing that values (and there-
fore ethics) should not be thought of as
downstream [rom evidence-based medi-
cine. Instead. Fulford said. both facts and
values are an inherent part of good day-
Lo-day practice, both in terms ol diagnosis
and treaument. Boet Preller (South Africa)
pushed on nature/nurture debates in psy-
chiatry by arguing that questions aboul
frec will should not be overlooked. He
argued for an understanding of [ree will
as purposive. where purposive action can
be cither conscious or unconscious, and
applicd this [ramework 1o a patient's
manic cpisode. The topic ol delusions
was examined both in terms ol what delu-
sions are (Werdic von Staden. South Af-
rica) and what effect it has on patients to
say to patients that they have lost touch
with reality (Jiirgen Harms. South Af-
rica). Von Staden argued that the standard
definition ol a delusion does not match up
with the clinical use ol the concept and
suggested that rescarch be done on clini-
cal usage ol the term: Harms argued that

delusional patients need more sympathy
and understanding, starting from the pa-
tient’s experience of being ill and not the
patient's cognitive relation to reality. Paul
Falzer (USA) discussed deployment of
the language of the sell o buttress the
theory that healing from schizophrenia
requires a recovery of the sell. Falzer ar-
gued that mingling technical terms  with
everyday language ol experience is con-
ceptually murky, but that attempts to
tighten up philosophical concepts can
lead to a high level of abstraction. On a
related theme, Robert Kimball (USA)
showed thal numerous understandings of
a “narrative conception of the sell™ exisl
and argued that how we ecvaluate a
healthy narrative sell depends on which
definition we employ. Christa Kruger
(South Africa) and Daniel Orr (USA)
separately  discussed  depersonalization,
Kruger presenting evidence that deper-
sonalization is a dissociative disorder and
Orr arguing that an understanding of de-
personalization reveals fTaws in a certain
theory of mind. Giovanni Stanghellini
(ltaly) analyzed disorders of awareness
with an eye toward showing how an un-
derstanding of common-sensibles  can
account for a connection between deper-
sonalization and desocialization. He drew
on the concept of attunement in non-
pathological development Lo illustrate his
point. Eric Matthews (Scotland) argued
that Merleau-Ponty provides a useful
framework [or understanding embodi-
ment that avoids problems ol dualism,
and Gerrit Glas (Netherlands) provided a
critical analysis of Kandel's reductionism
by showing its ambiguities and arguing,
instead. for the need Lo flesh out meanings
in the arcas between reductionism and
imaginative extrapolation. Although this
summary only represents a portion ol the
intellectual activity we experienced at this
conference, it gives readers some idea of
the numerous points of connection that
were made between various authors and
Lopics.

The Network

On the last evening of the conler-
ence. audience members joined together
for a ceremonial launch ol the Interna-
tional Network for Philosophy and Psy-
chiatry. The purpose ol this organization
is to provide a network for activities ol
rigorous thinking and analysis that have
an impact on practice and of practice-
based philosophical thinking. There is a
clear need for such an umbrella organiza-
tion, as there are now at least 27 national
joint  philosophy/psychiatry — groups
around the world: five international con-
lerences have already been held. and five
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AAPP
Annual Meeting
2003

Psychopharmacology
and the Self:
Philosophical
Questions

May 17 & 18, 2003
San Francisco, CA, USA
{in confunction with the Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association
Annual Meeting)

The Annual Meeting ol the
Association for the Advance-
ment ol Philosophy and Psychia-
ry will take place in conjunction
with the Annual Mecting of the
American  Psychiatric  Associa-
tion on May 17 & [8. 2003 in
San Francisco. This meeting will
be devoted o the theme: Psy-
chopharmacology and the Self:
Philosophical Questions. In addi-
ton to presentations ol submit-
ted papers, there will be two
keynote speakers:

(Saturday, Mav 17, 11 AM)
Richard Wollheim, Ph.D.
Professor ol Philosophy
University ol Calilornia at
Berkeley

(Sunday, May 18, Il AM)

John Livesley, M.D.

Prolessor of Psychiatry
University ol British Columbia
Editor, Journal ol Personality
Disorders

For further information
contact the Program Organizer:

Jerome Kroll. M.D.

Department ol Psychiatry
Universily ol Minnesota

Medical School. F282/2A West
2450 Riverside Avenue
Minncapolis, Minnesota 55454
Phone 612-273-984

Fax 612-273-9779

Email kroll001 @ maroon.lc.umn.
edu,
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more are being planned (see below.) The
prestigious journal Philosophy, Psychia-
try, and Psychology has been flourishing
since 1994, and an international book
series by Oxford University Press has at
least seven books lined up.

The stated aims of the INPP are:

* 1o support educational, research,
policy and service initiatives in men-
tal health that are based on valuing
individual and culwral diflferences
and respecting diversity:

= (o contributc to such initiatives
through rigorous philosophical and
cross-disciplinary work on the con-
cepts guiding mental health practice;

* o0 facilitate collaborative learning
through exchange of ideas, experi-
ence, knowledge and skills: and

* (o work with national, local, and
subject-based  organizations  with
appropriate aims, in developing and
strengthening their unique identities.

Rescarch initiatives will support in-
ternational collaborations. Membership
can be gained through a national group or
individually. Communication will be fa-
cilitated primarily though list-serves and
the web; a draft of the website has alrecady
been created.

The ceremonial launch was deeply
moving due (o the politicized locale of the
conference. Psychiatrist and neurologist.
and longtime anti-apartheid activist, Fran-
ces Ames, was honored in an impassioned
speech. after which the President of
SOSAP spoke about the role of psychiatry
in South Africa at this time. Because it
was Heritage Day in South Africa, we
heard from a museum curator who ad-
dressed conceptual and political problems
in defining art as “ethnic” and how such
distinctions distort a people's narrative
history. We were also treated 1o a lively
and engaging theater performance that
was collaboratively created by young
people from the townships. Embedding
the ceremonial launch of INPP in the po-
litical and historical context of South Af-
rica was very effective in highlighting the
centrality ol culture and tradition to intel-
lectual understanding across borders and
boundaries.

This organization has been in plan-
ning stages for the past two years and its
Exccutive Officers, Fulford. Stanghellini,
and John Sadler. have worked hard o0
prepare the legal documents necessary for
the creation of this organization. We
greatly appreciate the time and effort they
devoted to this project.

The VIth International Conference
on Philosophy, Psychiatry and Psychol-

ogy will be held in Brasilia, Brazil on 2-5
July 2003. The theme is "Ethics, Lan-
guage, and Suffering." The Call for Ab-
stracts is now being circulated; for more
information, visit their website at www.
ppp2003.hpg.com.br. Future international
conferences are scheduled as follows:

2004: Heidelberg, Germany
2005: Yale University, USA
2006: Utrecht, Holland
2007: South Africa

Nancy Potter, Ph.D.
University of Louisville

EhE

Essay/Review

The Social Construction of What?, lan
Hacking, Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1999.

Mad Travelers: Reflections on the Reality
of Transient Mental Ilinesses, lan Hack-
ing, Charlottesville, VA: University Press
of Virginia, 1998.

Reality. truth and knowledge are
three rather grand ideas, and getting a
firm grasp on any of them has always
proven 1o be more than just a little diffi-
cult. Tackling all three, simultancously.
and doing it well is an even greater chal-
lenge. But it is just this challenge that lan
Hacking meets in each of these books.
The trick, it would seem, is to approach
these subjects from a novel perspective—
a perspective that provides fertile case
studies that not only help to crystallize
new ways of approaching old topics but
also help to challenge recalcitrant ones.
Each ol these books does just that while
at the same time presenting us with case
studies—mental disorders figuring promi-
nently in The Social Construction of
What? and centrally in Mad Travelers—
that themselves warrant our attention.

The Social Construction of What? is
an in-depth exploration of the meaning
and significance of social construction, an
idea that has fueled bitter and often ugly
debates, dividing those who view them-
selves as humanists from those who call
themselves scientists. The idea has even
produced schisms within sub-disciplines
such as philosophy of science—
Hacking’s own area of expertise and the
perspective from which he writes. And
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while the breadth of knowledge he
weaves through his analysis is, as is typi-
cal of Hacking’s work, truly astounding,
much of the book is dedicated to the ex-
amination of particular scientific exam-
ples, including schizophrenia, child
abuse, and autism as well as dolomite,
lasers and Captain Cook (the last being a
contentious  figure in  anthropology).
Hacking claims that his observations on
the issuec may be interpreted as much like
a United Nations resolution, ultimately
having little effect on the troubles at hand.
However, much like the deliberations
leading up to the resolution, the detailed
analysis of the problem that he produces
allows us to see where mistakes have
been made, what is of value in the idea of
social construction, and even that the idea
of construction, itself, is not such a new
and radical idea but, in fact, in some in-
carnation traces its roots back to Plato.

Most individuals react in one of two
ways when confronted with the idea that
things such as emotions, facts, illness,
knowledge or quarks (just to choose a few
from Hacking's alphabetical selection of
construction titles) do not have meanings
that are fixed and inevitable but rather
meanings that are formed by social force.
Either they find the claim obvious or they
find it ridiculous. But why is it obvious?
Why ridiculous? Perhaps the rcason lor
these diverse responses lies in how cach
side interprets the claim: X is socially
constructed. Hacking begins (Chapter
One—"Why Ask What?") by looking at
the question of what is meant by saying
that something is socially constructed?
What is socially constructed?

Hacking uses claims that he, himself,
has previously made to demonstrate just
how conlusing social construction claims
can be when it comes 1o identifying X. In
Rewriting the Soul (Hacking 1995), he
examined the issue of child abuse. There,
in order to avoid having to address the
question of whether child abuse is recal or
socially constructed, he wrote “it is a real
evil, and it was so before the concept was
constructed. It was nevertheless con-
structed. Neither reality nor construction
should be in question™ (Hacking 1995,
671 as quoted by Hacking 1999, p. 29). Of
these past claims, Hacking says, “What a
terrible equivocation! What “it” is a real
cvil? The object, namely the behavior or
practice of child abuse. What "it" is said
to be socially constructed? The con-
cept” (p. 29). Two fundamentally differ-
ent calegories have been conflated.

According to Hacking, such cquivo-
cations abound. Thus, in Chapter One we
are presented with three distinet types of
things that arc said to be socially con-
structed. Hacking labels them objects
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(things “in the world™), ideas (included
here are concepts. beliefs, and theories)
and elevator words (facts, truth, reality
and knowledge, named elevator words
because ol the effect they have of raising
the level of discourse). The first task,
then, in understanding social construction
and disagreements between those who
think the idea obvious and those who
think it ridiculous, lies in identifying
which of these types of things is under
consideration. When one says that quarks
arc socially constructed, as Andrew
Pickering does in Constructing Quarks
(1986), does one, Hacking asks, mean the
idea of quarks or the quarks (objects)
themselves? If we claim that anorexia is
socially constructed, are we claiming that
the idea of anorexia (the theories we have
and claims we make aboul anorexia) is a
product of socially contingent forces? Or,
is anorexia as a property ol people (and,
thus, as a feature ol the world) so con-
structed?

Grasping the claim that an idea may
be socially constructed (since ideas are
products of humans mired in social sct-
lings — matrices, as Hacking calls them)
is, perhaps. somewhat casier than grasp-
ing the claim that an object is socially
constructed. Hacking’s abstract charac-
terization of social construction helps in
this regard. He writes:

Social constructionists about X tend
to hold that:
(1) X need not have existed, or
need not be at all as it is. X, or
X as itis at present, is not de-
termined by the nature of
things: it is not inevitable {p.
6).
Anyone who has thought at all about the
nature/nurture dichotomy and the role of
the environment in forming the products
ol organic development can perhaps be-
gin Lo understand the notion that an object
need not be as it is. Environments can
signilicantly alter the course of develop-
ment. If. by analogy, we think ol nurture
in lerms contingent social and historical
forces, we may be able 1o begin o grasp
how an object may be said 1o be socially
constructed. The social and historical
forces that exist may have been different
enough such that the nature of the object
in question could have been significantly
dilferent. The object need not be at all as
it is. However, the gap in Hacking's char-
acterization between "X need not have
existed” and ‘X need not be at all as it is’
is quite a large one. Maintaining that so-
cial forces arc responsible for the exis-
tence of an object is quite different from
maintaining that social [orces are respon-
sible for the properties ol an object. And
while lawyers, guns and moncy may [all

under the first of Hacking’s disjuncts,
trouble begins when we try to think about
schizophrenia, child abuse, and autism in
this way.

One other idea from Chapter One
that weaves its way through the rest of the
book is the notion that objects and ideas
interact. Hacking has written more exten-
sively about this interaction before (see,
for example, Hacking, 1994). It involves
particular kinds of objects and ideas: spe-
cifically, classifications of human being
(the ideas) and the human beings so clas-
sified (the objects). Hacking maintains
that these classifications -- classifications
of the social sciences -- are interactive
and, thus, importantly different from
those of the natural sciences. Quarks, for
example, “are not aware that they are
quarks and are not altered simply by be-
ing classified as quarks.” (p. 32) But hu-
mans are aware ol the labels that are
placed upon them. Because ol this aware-
ness, people modify their behavior in re-
sponse o these labels and, in turn,
change. Thus, the object is changed by
the idea. However, in response, the idea
(the label). itsell—or more specifically,
the meaning of the label—must change.
for the object is no longer as it was when
it was originally labeled. Hence we have
a sort of feedback between classification
and object classified—what Hacking calls
the looping effect of human kinds.

In Chapter Two—"Too Many Mela-
phors”—Hacking considers the
“construction” metaphor and the many
ways in which it is used. Construction
can be understood as building, or assem-
bling from parts. This building metaphor
cntails stages of building, where an object
or idea is seen as being put together, bit
by bit. The final product has a history
and. as with all construction, is more than
the sum of its parts. The metaphor of
construction also has a sense ol unmask-
ing. Social construction studies done in
this light aim to uncover or identify hid-
den pre-suppositions or ideologies that lie
at the heart of certain ideas. By showing
what purposes are served, for example, by
the construction of gender, the presuppo-
sitions or ideologies can be challenged.

Most interesting in this chapter is the
way in which Hacking puts construction
within the context of contemporary ana-
Iytic philosophy. Citing Kant as “the
great pioneer of construction”™ (p. 41), we
are then shown how Kant's insights influ-
ence many thinkers. From Bertrand Rus-
sell's logical constructions, Rudoll Car-
nap’s logical construction of the world,
and Nelson Goodman’s world-making to
constructivism in mathematics, all ex-
plore the critical idea of the role of the
knower in knowledge. I we are to in-
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clude in this Kant's influence on moral
theory and the insistence that “the de-
mands of morality are constructed by our-
selves, as moral agents, and that only
those we construct are consistent with the
freecdom that we require as moral
agents” (p. 47), we expand Kant's range
of inluence, and the influence of con-
struction, considerably,

As for the nawral sciences, tlalk
about social construction in this context
fuels what have come to be known as “the
science  wars"—disagreement  over
whether the results of science, including
physics, chemistry and microbiology, are
social constructs or whether they hold
independently of society. To get to the
bottom of this issuc. Hacking proposes in
Chapter Three—"What about the Natural
Sciences? —that several sticking points.
points that separate the two sides. be more
closely examined. These sticking points
arc basic philosophical issues that “are
contemporary versions of problems that
have vexed Western thinkers for mil-
lennnia™ (p. 63).

Sticking point #1 is Contingency. #2
is nominalism, and #3 concerns the Exter-
nal Explanatiion of Stability. Hacking
explains each in detail and asks his read-
ers Lo score themselves, on a scale of 1 1o
5. where 5 is a strong vole for social con-
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struction.  As | briefly explain them here,
perhaps you can gel a sense ol your own
leanings.

Contingency is the idea that a sci-
ence could have developed in a way dif-
ferent from the way that it has and, never-
theless, be as successful as the actual ver-
sion is. For example, psychiatry could
have developed in a way such that there is
no depression or anxiety. If one believes
such a thing (perhaps not aboul anxicty
and depression, but other details of psy-
chiatry) one rates high on contingency.
Alternatively, il the appearance of certain
kinds of things within the science, or per-
haps all things, are taken o be inevitable,
the contingency rating is low.

Sticking point #2 is a quite famil-
iar—nominalism. Quite simply, if one is
a nominalist, one believes (as, for exam-
ple, Lilienfeld and Marino do about
“disorder’ (Lilienfeld and Marino, 1999)),
that our names do not identify any unique
feature of the world but are rather useful
for structuring our experiences. The op-
posite of nominalism (Hacking has some
worry with calling this by its traditional
name —realism—and thus suggests in-
herent-structurism) is a conviction that it
is at least possible for the world to be
structured as we describe it.

Finally, sticking point #3 — how to
explain the apparent stabilily ol science.
Large parts of science are thought Lo be
here to stay. For example, signilicant por-
tions of physics, mathematics, chemistry
and biology have been around, with only
minor alterations, for decades. The rea-
son for this is olten said to be the fact that
these portions of the sciences in ques-
tion—the theories and claims that are
made—correspond 10 something real.
Science has an objective nature. How-
ever, constructionists challenge this claim
and offer an alternative interpretation.
The apparent stability of these portions of
the natural science—the persistence of
bodies of beliefs—is due to social or psy-
chological factors. Such explanations,
Hacking claims, arc cxternal explanations
of the stability. Importantly, this is not to
deny reality, facts or laws of nature, but
only to say that the reasons for a science’s
stability lies outside the professed content
of that science. Where do you stand on
social construction? 1 you are not yet
sure, once ol the last five chapters may
help to work this out. Each chapter ex-
amines a particular casc in light ol what
has been said thus far concerning the
ideas and conflicts surrounding social
construction. Chapters Four and Five—
“Madness: Biological or Constructed,”
and “Kind-Making: The Case of Child
Abuse,” respectively—may be of particu-
lar interest to readers of this review.

Chapter Four begins with a look at why
the claim that something is socially con-
structed is not at odds with the claim that
it is real. Hacking examines how it is
possible for there to be a definite neuropa-
thology for childhood autism, which “is
the cause of prototypical and most other
examples of what we now call childhood
autism™ and yel maintain that the “idea of
childhood autism is a social con-
struct...” (p. 121). The answer to this
depends, once again, on thinking about
kinds—and in particular, interactive kinds
as opposed to indifferent kinds. Indilfer-
ent  kinds—formerly called natural
kinds—do not respond to the labels that
are given them. The neuropathology in
this case is what Hacking calls an indif-
ferent kind. However, at the same time,
childhood autism is an interactive kind
that involves the children so labeled, their
parents, teachers and therapists, just to
name a few of the social factors involved.
How can we have it both ways? Hacking
explains:
Terms for interactive kinds apply to
human beings and their behavior.
They interact with the people classi-
fied by them. They are kind-terms
that exhibit a looping effect, that is.
that have to be revised because the
people classified in a certain way
change in response o being classi-
fied. On the other hand, some of these
interactive kinds may pick outl genu-
inc causal propertics, biological
kinds, which, like all indifferent
kinds, are unaffected, as kinds, by
what we know about them. (p. 123)
It is the dynamic relationship of interac-
tion that concerns the constructionist. And
the relationship lives alongside the se-
mantic one—the one that asks: To what,
in the world, do we refer when we utter
the term “autism’?

But if correspondence 1o the world is
the criterion one uses to assess the objec-
tivity of natural or indifferent kinds, what
criterion is used 1o assess inleractive
kinds? Chapter five examines child abuse.
Hacking takes this as an example of the
creation of an interactive kind and uses it
to examine why interactive kinds qua
socially-constructed kinds are relevant to
the doing of science rather than randomly
selected, morally motivated, or otherwise
non-scientific. How is it that we can both
“select and organize new kinds” (p. 130)
and yel have those kinds be scientific? To
answer these questions Hacking turns,
once again, to Nelson Goodman and his
constructionalist  (Goodman’s  word)
ideas, presented in Ways of Worldmaking
(1978). “Goodman writes ol a “fit with
practice™ that is “effected by evolving
traditions™ (p. 129). But this is just the
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framework ol an answer according to
Hacking, and he proceeds, in Chapter
Five to fill in that framework. Doing this
involves looking at the historical develop-
ment of the kind in order to see both how
it is formed and molded as well as how
and why it has become relevant to the
doing of science. And while there is no
one formula that explains this for all so-
cially constructed, interactive kinds, such
an account will nevertheless involve the
effect that the constructed kind has on the
objects labeled by that term and the ef-
fects made on the world by those so la-
beled.

Chapters Six, “Weapons Research,”
Seven, “Rocks,” and Eight, “The End of
Captain Cook,” pursue further the ideas
of contingency. nominalism and stability.
In Six, Hacking argues convincingly that
it is not so much the answers Lthat we gel
in science thal are contingent. but rather
the questions that we ask. Given the par-
ticular questions. the answers are determi-
nate. However, getting to the point where
we ask a particular question—where a
particular question is legitimate and intel-
ligible—depends upon  highly specific
contexts that arise under highly contin-
gent conditions.

In Chapter Six, Hacking also dis-
cusses an idea, picked up in more detail in
Chapter Seven, that traditional philosophy
(and in particular, philosophy ol scicnce)
continues o have something signilicant Lo
contribute to understanding science in
addition to the contribution made by a
social constructivist approach 1o science.
Hacking shows us that the (wo ap-
proaches are not inconsistent. They can,
in fact, co-exist and simultancously pro-
vide important insights.

The final chapter contains a wonder-
fully insightful and entertaining look into
the polemics of social construction. A
contemporary disagreement in anthropol-
ogy over the interpretation of records con-
cerning Captain Cook's third and final
Pacific voyage provides the data. The
disagreement is over the claim, inferred
from what amounts to flimsy data at best,
that Cook was thought 1o be a god by the
Hawaiians upon whose shore he landed
during this trip. Alternatively, this inter-
pretation is claimed 1o be a European
myth foisted upon Hawaiians by Euro-
pean and other “white men.” The story
that Hacking presents is captivating. It
allows us to see the role and force of in-
terpretation (in this case of the exact same
data) on the final theory proposed.

After having read The Social Con-
struction of What?, one may still have an
uneasy feeling that something important
has been overlooked. In particular, the
question of reality still looms large. If
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kinds are socially constructed, what does
this mean for their reality? Hacking has
argued thal we must look at the historical
role that a kind has played in the sci-
ence—how it fits with the practice of sci-
ence—in order to address the question of
their reality. However, once the question
of reality passes from its previous realm
of ontology to the realm of sociology. as
Hacking is suggesting, questions concern-
ing illegitimate social and political pres-
sures arise. Why is it not the case, for
example, that some kinds are artifacts ol a
science increasingly under pressure to
save itsell from financial cutbacks or po-
litical scrutiny?

Mad Travelers: Reflections on the
Reality of Transient Mental Illnesses
takes on these concerns. It tells the story
ol fugue, a disorder that first appeared as
a specific diagnosable type of insanity in
1887, and had all but disappeared by the
first decade of the 20" century. Fugue
was identified as a strange compulsion to
travel, often long distances, without
knowing who one is or why one travels.
Hacking’s reasons for cxamining fugue
and the historical period during which the
diagnosis cxisted, is not merely to provide
a case study of a socially constructed kind
or a closer examination ol the idea that
human kinds are interactive rather than
indifferent—both ol which he does here.
But perhaps more importantly, Mad Trav-
elers takes on the question, apparently
one that Hacking is asked repeatedly,
“Yes, but is it rcal?”. Hacking shows us
how such a question is the product of the
underlying organization of ideas. These
ideas—reality, truth, facts—may be cen-
tral to how we think and thus, impossible
for us to give up. Nevertheless, Hacking
is prepared to show us how these organ-
izational concepts confuse our under-
standing of significant scientific ideas.

Why cxamine such an obscure his-
torical event in the history of psychiatry?
It is Hacking's contention that the case
sheds direct light on contemporary issues
in psychiatry. Thus. while fugue is the
focus of Mad Travelers, the transient in
the subtitle refers not to a particular disor-
der or disorders that compelled late 19"
century individuals 10 wander purpose-
lessly. Rather, transient refers to those
disorders that occupy discrete time peri-
ods and particular places. Disorders that
later disappear. Post-traumatic Stress Dis-
order, Attention-Deflicit  Hyperactivity
Disorder, Chronic Fatigue Syndrome:
these arc just a few example of those
Hacking takes to be contemporary coun-
terparts of fugue: transient mental ill-
nesses. Debates persist over whether such
disorders are real or cultural artifacts. And
perhaps, given changing social condi-

tions, these disorders, like fugue, will
disappear as well.

Hacking begins with a short chroni-
cle of the first recorded fugueur, Albert
Dadas, who could not prevent himsell
from traveling when the need took him.
Traveling obsessively [rom the Bordeaux
region of France to places as far away as
Moscow, almost always on foot. Albert’s
voyages would typically end with his ar-
rest. After being returned to his home,
Albert would stay put for only short peri-
ods of time before the inexplicable obses-
sion overtook him again.

When Albert’s condition was [inally
noticed and reported, a small epidemic of
compulsive travelers arose. This epidemic
prompted much research and debate about
the causes and cures for fugue. But almost
as quickly as it became a hot topic of de-
bate, fugue disappeared. What did these
people suffer from? Was it a real mental
illness? Were doctors of the day war-
ranted in believing it o be a real mental
illness? By the time we get to answering
these questions in the final chapter of the
book, Hacking has made a convincing
case [or his interpretation. By 1990’s
criteria, some suffered from head injuries,
some from temporal lobe epilepsy, and
some [rom dissociative fugue™ (p. 80).
No, it wasn’t a real mental illness: how-
ever, doctors of the day were warranted in
believing it to be real.

Providing answers to these questions
is not the purpose of this book. Rather,
Hacking’s purpose is to look closely at
the framework within which the answers
are given. For it is only by looking at this
framework, he believes, that we can un-
cover our presuppositions about reality
and begin o see how these presupposi-
tions confine our answers o the ques-
tions. We learn, in Chapter One, that mass
tourism had arisen around the same time
as fugue, along with a physical education
movement and the invention of the bicy-
cle. All of the world, it must have
scemed, was moving aboul in one way or
another, and such movement was, for the
most part, viewed as a good thing. The
French, however, were also particularly
concerned  with vagrancy, which they
viewed as an intolerable social evil. And
this social tension is part of the matrix, or
framework, within which fugue appears.

In Chapter Two, we continue devel-
oping this framework by looking at more
historical details of the outbreak of fugue,
Here we learn, among other things, about
the specific discipline of psychiatry at the
time and the taxonomy in use. In particu-
lar, knowledge of hysteria and epilepsy as
kinds of disorders was in its infancy and
the symptoms ol cach, including
“ambulatory automatism,” were hotly
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debated. Add to this the increasing role of
hypnotism as a means of psychiatric treat-
ment, along with the claim that fugue
states were hypnotic states, and we begin
lo sec a very rich context in which lugue
has found itself.

Chapter Three, building upon this
historical framework, introduces the idea
of a niche. Working with the biological
concept of a niche, Hacking employs this
idea metaphorically to develop the con-
cept of an ecological niche in which psy-
chiatric conditions not only survive but
thrive. Just as with biological species. a
combination ol unique circumstlances is
necessary for this to occur. And as with
biological species, Hacking claims that
functionally  similar conditions  will
evolve in similar ecological niches. It not
only makes sense. then, to ask what cir-
cumstances were required in order that
fugue become a recognized psychiatric
condition, but also whether similar cir-
cumstances have existed allowing for the
survival of functionally similar disorders.

Hacking goes on, in Chapter Three,
to explore these ideas. While carefully
avoiding anachronism, Hacking examines
the possibility that disorders similar 10
fugue have existed in different parts of the
world at different times in history, all
with similar niches. He looks at the an-
cient Grecks—Odysscus, Oedipus, and
the three daughters of King Proctus: Iphi-
noe, Lysippe, and Iphianassa—and all of
their alleged mad roamings. He looks,
also, at the women of the Jakun tribe in
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the Malay peninsula. who “were fre-
quently seized by a kind of madness -
presumably some form of hysteria ....ran
off singing into the jungle. each woman
by herself, and stopped there for several
days and nights, finally returning almost
naked, or with their clothes torn to
shreds™ (p. 53). While recognizing that
each case may be a manifestation of the
same underlying biological phenomenon,
Hacking, nevertheless, questions why it is
that we see the condition arising only in
certain places, at certain times, seemingly
skipping over whole continents (North
American is seemingly spared any cases
of mad roaming) and vast periods ol time.
Understanding the context—the niche—
that makes the expression of these disor-
ders possible is the key 1o answering this
question. And with fugue, a culture bent
on traveling, yet deeply suspicious of va-
grancy, along with a medical taxonomy
flexible enough to welcome fugue, were
key factors in the niche.

After exploring the historical context
in which fugue becomes a viable diagno-
sis, we turn to five questions: What made
fugue possible as a medical diagnosis? (a
unique ecological niche), What did those
old fuguers suffer from? (a variety of
things), Were doctors ol the day war-
ranted in holding hysterical fugue to be a
real mental illness? (yes). Was hysterical
fugue a real mental illness? (no), and Are
analogous conclusions to be drawn about
transient mental illnesses today? (yes). By
drawing upon the details of the historical
account that has been presented along
with the idea of an ccological niche,
Hacking develops the framework neces-
sary for understanding how these answers
are possible.

Perhaps the last question is the one
of mosl interest (0 us. Arriving at Hack-
ing’s conclusions about a diagnosis that
no longer exists within psychiatry (in its
historical lorm) is one thing. However.
drawing analogous conclusions about
contemporary conditions—conditions that
appear (o be the permanent end products
of years ol research—is troubling, at best.
But once one lully understands the impor-
tance of an ecological niche, the guestion
of the reality of disorders is given new
meaning. And. in fact, the importance of
asking about reality is, in the end. quite
convincingly diminished. For while all
sorts of things are real—[rom fashion,
money, and properly Lo genes, neurons
and atoms—not all of these things have a
significant role 1o play in science.

The second hall” of Mad Travelers
contains a number ol Supplements and
Documents. Given that the chaplers were
originally delivered as the Page-Barbour
Lectures at the University of Virginia in

1997, the supplements, of which there are
three, provide the sort of detail that would
be inappropriate in a public lecture, They
include a more detailed look at “What
Ailed Albert?”, as well as the case of
“The Wandering Jew” in Europe and
“Wandertriecb in  Germany.” The six
Documents that follow the supplements
are all excerpts from the work of Philippe
Tissic, the medical student who first de-
scribed Albert Dadas in his thesis and
who worked with Albert and chronicled
his case for the next decade.

Taken together, these two books
provide a unique approach to understand-
ing not only the subject matter of psychia-
try but also many of the conceptual and
theoretical puzzles that continue to plague
the discipline. Becoming comfortable
with the role thal environments, societies
and history have to play in this under-
standing while maintaining our much val-
ued scientific standards and remaining
open to the signficance of neuromolecular
research is no casy task. But Hacking
makes it all seem, not only possible, but
absolutely necessary.
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Revisiting the Classics:

Remembering Philip Rieff

The tides of intellectual fashion roll
in and out with such frequency, and his-
torical memory is so short, that figures
such as Philip Rieff, once so prominent,
are nearly forgotten. In this briel enco-
mium, we shall pause to remember him
and to pay tribute (o his ideas, so often
recycled by others, wittingly or unwit-
tingly.

One can characterize Rieff in a num-
ber of ways. A sociologist by training, he
was an analyst of culture, similar in scope
to Max Weber. but less systematic. The
rhythms and literary resonances ol his
writings, as well as his playfulness and
startling  originality, perhaps make
Nietzsche a betler comparison. As an as-
tute observer and critic of American cul-
ture, his perspicacity ranks with that of
Tocqueville, Twain, and Mencken. He
was also a Freud scholar of the first rank,
in an cra when that appellation meant
something, when Freud's work was au-
thoritative both for the mental health pro-
fessions and the temporal pricsts of high
culture. Riefl' is best known for two
books. Freud: The Mind of the Moralist
and The Triumph of the Therapeutic: The
Uses of Faith after Freud. In the para-
graphs that follow, we shall summarize a
few of his central ideas, but there is no
substitute for the nuances ol the original
work, which are highly recommended.

As were many ol the great sociolo-
gists, Ricefl was preoccupied with the
analysis of modernity and the attendant
secularization, [ragmentation, and ration-
alization of’ Western socicty. In the course
of his work, he produced a penetrating
critique of the culture of psychotherapy
and therapeutic humanism that remains
virtually intact and unimproved by four
decades of imitation and expropriation.
For Riell, culture was the culure of the
West and its vanguard American culture.

Rieff (1966) drew a distinction be-
tween pre-Freudian “therapies ol commit-
ment” and the historically novel “analytic
attitude™ that emerges with psychoanaly-
sis. In RielTs view, all traditional forms
ol psychological hcaling prescribe a cer-
lain amount of “repression” or self-denial.
They do so in exchange for a sense of
integrating meaning in life built around
the affirmation of ethical or religious val-
ues, which only make sense when the sellf
is conceived as part ol a meaninglul cos-
mic order with which one tries (o get in
touch or in harmony. One is compensated
for these losses by “pleasures higher and
more realizable than instinctual gratifica-
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tion” (p. 10). By contrast. Freud's view of
healing is based on an “analytic attitude”
that explicitly rejects all objective moral
laws, perceived cosmic purposes or divine
will, or numinous religious experiences,
which support such compensation. They
are al best illusions, at worst symptoms of
illness. Such beliefs or values exact a
greater or lesser price of repression in
return for no real psychic gain. It is an
ironic mark of the moral seriousness of
Freud's view that it allows no compro-
mise whatsoever on this point.

In the Freudian scheme, according to
Rieff, the ego seeks to “reduce the forces
and influences which work in it and upon
it to some kind of harmony.” Rieff (1959,
p. 61) terms this the “formal and integra-
tive task™ ol managing conflicting forces
or claims originating outside the ego in
the id, superego, and external reality. The
ego is the seat of “reason.” but such rea-
son is in no way the source ol moral judg-
ment, as in traditional views. Rather, it is
a purely pragmatic, controlling reason, for
which the slightest consent to the author-
ity of traditional moral beliefs would un-
dermine the ego's ability lo gain accurate
insight into the true causes of neurotic
suffering, and undermine its ability to
strike even a lenuous balance among the
warring influences in everyday life.

In Riells view, Freud's “analytic
attitude™ not only reflects the now famil-
iar idea that we live in a thoroughly disen-
chanted cosmos. It represents a rigorous
application ol that idea to basic problems
of human suffering and fulfillment. some-
thing that was necessary o do in the wake
of the many failures (o refurbish or re-
place traditional moral views. The core of
Freud's recommended outlook in a world
devoid ol larger purposes and traditional
consolations is unbending realism about
these losses and adoption of a stringent
“doctrine of maturity . . . with its accep-
tance of meaninglessness as the end prod-
uct of therapeutic wisdom™ (1966, p. 43).
Riell makes it clear that in an age of sci-
ence this stark view implies something
quite different from the quasi-religious
submission to fate of earlier tragedy. It
puts a uniquely modern emphasis on “the
control and manipulation of everyday life,
the care and development of one's psy-
chological forces™ (p. 63). It is as if, for
Freud, the negative ol meaninglessness is
balanced off by the positive of successful
instrumental  action—perhaps enhanced
by what Rielf once termed the “comic
solvent™ ol therapy—that gains what few
pleasures are possible for beleaguered
individuals in a post-traditional world.

Ricff (1966) suggests that in the
world according to psychoanalysis, after
one has lowered one's compulsions and

increased one's options in living, one still
may face the odd dilemma ol “being freed
10 choose and then having no choice
worth making” (p. 93). Thus, the Freu-
dian psychoanalytic vision of a relatively
sane existence appears to walk a very thin
line indeed, likely an unnavigable one,
between illusion and despair.

It seems to us that few, il any, ther-
apy theorists since Freud have fully ap-
preciated to the extent that Rieff did either
the conundrums of modern culture re-
flected in Freud's theory or the resulting
dilemmas of the modern therapy enter-
prise. No post-Freudian thinker seems Lo
have found a way to hold on to Freud’s
relentless realism about the human condi-
tion without falling into nihilism. As a
result, most subsequent theorists and
therapies brighten up the picture with
elements of naive or utopian ideologies of
unending control or untrammeled self-
realization, thereby perpetuating some of
the sources of modern emotional prob-
lems in living in the proposed cure for
them.

For Rieff the inhabitant of the new
therapeutic culture exemplifies the prag-
matism and expediency of science, being
one who “takes on the attitude of the sci-
entist, with himsell alone as the ultimate
object of his science” (p. 50). The thera-
peutic achieves an unprecedented flexibil-
ity and plasticity as one for whom *“all
options ought to be kept alive because,
theoretically, all are equally advisable—
or inadvisable, in given personal circum-
stances” (p. 50). No longer bound by ab-
solute moral strictures, the individual is
presented with a dazzling array of op-
tions.

Although the promise of the new age
may be great, there are for Rieff, atten-
dant perils: serpents in the new therapeu-
tic Eden. The rise of therapy is concomi-
tant with the “impoverishment” of Wesl-
ern culture and its institutions. Infinite
possibilities can be difficult to bear. The
constant self-focus of an anomic life, re-
duced to one’s own individualistic calcu-
lus of pleasure and pain, can fragment and
destabilize the self, producing lives lived
with “no higher purpose than the mainte-
nance of a durable sense of well-
being” (p. 13).

Rieff prefigured many influential
culture critics. He described the “me gen-
cration” before Tom Wolfe and the
“culture of narcissism” before Christo-
pher Lasch. He analyzed the particular
combination of individualism and materi-
alism that developed in America to show
why the U.S. would become the first
therapeutic society. Most  critiques of
psychotherapy are footnotes to Rieff, if
not minor variations on themes he enunci-
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ated. For those of us who care lo consider
the foundations of the mental health pro-
fessions, his work should not be forgot-
ten, but rather required reading.
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Commentary
On Disciplinary Miscegenation

When it comes lo interesting and
important questions arising at the inter-
section of philosophy and psychiatry,
members and sympathizers o AAPP face
an embarrassment of riches—questions are
numerous and answers have been less
than forthcoming. Such questions also
cover an immense amount of conceptual
territory (e.g., the role of drugs in shaping
self-authenticity, the nature of truth and
logic in schizophrenic discourse, the eth-
ics of duplicity and borderline personality
disorder, the validity of nonhuman animal
models of mental illness, whether bore-
dom is rightly conceived of as an illness).
Indeed, the intersection of philosophy and
psychiatry seems o be a “buzzing,
blooming confusion”-to exploit the im-
mortal words of James—but scholars on
both sides recently seem to be quite con-
scious ol this embarrassment (c.g.,
Bracken & Thomas, 2001; Hobson &
Leonard, 2002).

The intersection of these two disci-
plines therefore seems to call for a new,
specialized subdiscipline, where this
‘confusion” can be transformed into a
fecund complex ol explanatory theories.
Stanghellini (2002, pp. 5-6) articulates an
exactly similar claim. writing that,
“Psychiatrists not only need the good
advice ol philosophers. but
philosophers also need psychiatrists.” The
spirit of these two claims is also captured
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in the president’s welcome statement to
new members of the AAPP: “Philosophy
and psychiatry have never been as rele-
vant to cach other as they are today.”
These claims  then  justify  certain ar-
guments (e.g., practicing psychiatry de-
mands “specilic knowledge of ethics,”
and therefore the need for philosophical
knowledge). In the excitement and haste
of working toward [abricating this new.
specialized  subdiscipline, however. |
think an antecedent battery ol guestions
has been somewhat neglected: what is the
starus of the intersection ol philosophy
and psychiatry? What exactlv is this rele-
vance? What justification is there lor
thinking that a new subdiscipline formed
around this intersection is needed? What
purpose(s) would the labrication of such a
subdiscipline serve? (After all. psychiatry
seems 1o have its own internally coherent
cthical mechanisms, logic, review boards.
cte.. and the sort ol cthical knowledge and
problem-solving relevant o psychiatric
contexts do not seem distinetly philoso-
phical.) These questions are important, in
part, because they show the above claims
and their ilk to be nothing more than tacit
assumptions about disciplinary integra-
tion and unilication and the proliferation
ol subdisciplines. Such assumptions are,
perhaps. agrecable to most: but like most
assumptions. they have been insulTi-
ciently discussed and could stand 10 be
reexamined.

It might be thought that this antece-
dent battery of questions is rather inane,
and accompanied by rather obvious an-
swers 10 boot. It might be argued, for in-
stance, that problem-solving is enhanced.
both in caliber and speed. when the joint
clforts of philosophers and psychiatrists
arc brought 10 bear on the same problem
sel. Consilience is a theoretical virtue. and
the integration and unification of disci-
plines is indispensable for increasing ex-
planatory power. To attest to this, one
might point 1o the fact that the labrication
of such subdisciplines is a common oc-
currence (and to see this, one need only
consider some burgeoning academic jour-
nals, with names like, Transcultural Psy-
chiatry, Neuropsvchopharmacology. Psy-
choneuroendocrinology, and so forth).

Now. bringing multiple perspectives
o bear on questions about some range of
phenomena is oft-indispensable, whether
it concern something as pedestrian as in-
creasing explanatory power, or something
as complicated as preventing stultified
disciplines from dcgenerating  further
(Wright. 2002). Generally though. the
joint efforts of scholars in differemt do-
mains need not entail substantive integra-
tion and unification of their respective
disciplines. Nor need they entail the fabri-

cation and proliferation ol subdisciplines.
Of course, it might be the case that the
particular features of the intersection of
philosophy and psychiatry constitute an
exception; but then, an argument needs o
be given for why that is the case.

Here are two reasons that weigh in
for why one might initially balk at the call
lor a new, specialized subdiscipline. First,
there will be non-trivial costs o each dis-
cipline for off-loading, or taking aboard,
the problem set of the other discipline. To
wil, it seems as il the current academic
scene is smitlen by the view that interdis-
ciplinary work is always beneficial; it is
not. Disciplinary miscegenation, with all
ol its benelits, can be distracting to the
scholars involved, can thin out a given
discipline’s cxpertise by overextending it
to other disciplines, and further, the in-
creased communication that comes at a
disciplinary intersection may come at the
cost ol decreasing intra-disciplinary com-
munication, The benefits arc not always
worth the effort; subsequently, psychia-
trists maght be rightly chary in consider-
ing Witlgenstein's warning that philoso-
phers are prone Lo “kick up a bunch of
dust and then complain that they cannot
see.”

Second, it simply is neither clear
whether the scope of psychiatrically-
posed questions is inherently philosophi-
cal, nor whether philosophically-posed
questions about the “human condition™
inherently breach the domain of psychia-
try or abnormal psychology. Overlapping
scopes are too often assumed, overlapping
though they may be. Now, either psychi-
atrically-posed questions are inherently
philosophical, or they are not. If they are,
the consequence is that psychiatry turns
out not to be the pure a posteriori science
it is traditionally billed as: rather, its
methods and models would not be dis-
tinctly scientific, but would include things
like thought experiments, [ormal proof,
and a priori conceptual analysis. Also, the
traditional aims of psychiatry—that of un-
derstanding and treating mental illness—
would be grounded in the history and
epistemology of mental illness rather than
purely in the clinical situation itself (and
il philosophically-posed questions are
inherently psychiatric, then the abstrac-
tion away from the details of any particu-
lar clinical situation required by philoso-
phy will be unduly limited). On the other
hand, il psychiatrically-posed questions
are not inherently philosophical, then phi-
losophy will be, at besl, relegated 10 a
consultant-based role, and, at worst,
tainted with irrelevance.

Perhaps these reasons aren’t very
substantive; there arc most likely others
lor initially balking at the call for a new,

10

specialized subdiscipline. Perhaps nonc of
these will be of much consequence cither.
In any case, what will be important is that
the antecedent battery ol questions about
disciplinary miscegenation alluded 1o
carlier gets sufficiently discussed—and
that simply has not been the case thus far.
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{Continued from page 1)
lends itself readily to philosophic discus-
sion,

By some good fortune this commen-
tary has landed in the same issue of the
Bulletin as the long review ol lan Hack-
ing’s work. Good fortunc in the sense that
Hacking's work represents a striking re-
sponsc 1o some ol the questions raised in
this commentary. As | understand him.
Hacking argues strongly. and cogently,
that in the casc of some psychiatric condi-
tions (e.g. fugue and MPD), we do in-
deed need to pay attention to ““the history
and epistemology ol mental illness,”
and that. at least with these conditions, it
would be a mistake to insist on an exclu-
sively clinical or historical/philosophic
analysis.

James Phillips. M.D.
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Irwin Foundation Competltlon

Proposed: Neurology and psychiatry should merge, since both share

neuroscience as their foundational science.

The Irwin Foundation announces a
competition for the best scholarly paper
on the above topic.

A jury ol peers will evaluate all sub-
missions. The winning essay will receive
a $1000 cash award. A second cash prize
of $1000 will be awarded to the essay that
best opposes the position advocated by
the winning paper.

Essays should be between 2000 and
5000 words, excluding illustrations and
tables. Shorter submissions will be con-
sidered. Submissions may articulate cither
side — they may be either “pro” or
“con”. The best submissions on both
sides will be gathered together into an
edited volume that the Foundation plans
to publish. The deadline for all submis-
sions is May [, 2003,

Submissions should be sent in manu-
script form, via email, to the Irwin Foun-
dation, at mindbrainl @aol.com. Authors

are encouraged to ecmail their native
wordprocessor files  (rctaining italics,
accents, superscripts, footnotes, etc.).
There are two alternative ways to do this:
1. Save the file as RTF (Rich Text For-
mat) and send this as an ordinary (ascii)
email; or 2. Send in Adobe Acrobat pdf
format.

Starting with this current topic, the
Irwin Foundation plans a series of
“debates™ on areas of critical interest to
psychiatrists. Topics chosen will be de-
batable and also at the very heart of our
discipline: Collectively, they define what
a psychiatrist is and what a psychiatrist
does.

Future subjects for Irwin “debates,”
among others, include polypharmacy;
psychiatric nosology; forensic issues in
psychiatry; experimental  psychopa-
thology: research methods in psychiatry;
the goals of psychiatry; psychiatry and

human rights: mind and brain in psychia-
try; psychotherapy in psychiatry; and evi-
dence based medicine in psychiatry.

The lrwin Foundation is a small, not-
for-profit psychiatric education and re-
scarch foundation. All funds for this pro-
ject of the foundation have been raised
from private (not-corporate) sources. Fur-
ther queries about this project or the Irwin
Foundation should be directed to:

Michael A. Schwartz, M.D.,
Medical Direclor

The Irwin Foundation
34650 Cedar Road,

Gates Mills OH 44040.

Emails are welcome at:
mindbrain| @aol.com

ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT
OF PHILOSOPHY & PSYCHIATRY (AAPP)
MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION

Membership in AAPP is open to all individuals interested in the subject of philosophy and psychiatry by clection through
the Membership Commitice. The Association welcomes Student Members (enrollees in degree-granting programs in col-
leges and universities and physicians enrolled in approved psychiatric training programs and post-graduates in post-
doctoral programs). In order to join AAPP please detach this form and mail to: Ms. Alta Anthony, Journal Subscriptions/
Memberships, The Johns Hopkins University Press, P.O. Box 19966, Baltimore, Maryland 21211.

Annual Dues: $85 Members; $32 Student Members (this includes a year’s subscription to
Philosophy, Psychiatry, & Psychology (PPP). Make checks payable to The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Name Qualifications (clinical and/or philosophical)/Specialty/Interests
Address Telephone
FAX
Amount Enclosed: Check: VISA: Exp.Date:____
MasterCard: Exp.Date:__

Date:
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The Association for the Advancement of

Philosophy and Psychiatry was estab-
lished in 1989 1o promote cross-
disciplinary research in the philosophical
aspects of psyvchiatry, and to support edu-
cational initiatives and graduate training
programs.
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