Introduction

The issue of the unity of science has its roothénbirth of Western philosophy, from the Ancient
Greece to the advent of the Christian monotheisrgag&i, 2000; Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 2007). Since from the origins, phildseqs and thinkers have dealt with the object of
knowledge, the phenomena of reality, whose featamsd interrelations are investigated with
different kinds of procedures. In very general terat the core of the issue there are questioas lik
in which sense the world, and thereby the knowleafgg is one? Is there a unity at the bottom of
all phenomena, based on an original substancerce,for the unity of nature can still be affirmed,
but on the basis of a set of (many) original sulxsta or forces? Does this unity/plurality reflect i
the nature of procedures used to obtain knowlethgeitathe world? These, and related, problems
initiated the debate between the two opposing #tal positions of monism and pluraliSriThese
two positions introduce the problem of the methodrfiethods) science should use to investigate
the different phenomena of reality. Therefore, oteand methods are central concepts in the
debate on the unity of science: the first dealshwitetaphysical aspects, the latter with

epistemological ones.

It is plausible that the appeal of the notion oityi(of nature as well as of science) comes from th
assumption that truth or usefulness are equivatesimplicity, and unity is the quintessence of
simplicity. In a traditional outlook, unity is conered as simple and plurality is not; simplicisy i
seen as a virtue in the scientific enterprise.theowords, simplicity refers to the assumptiort tha
there is only one conceptual system of science €Bipgim & Putnam, 1956, p. 13) that constitutes
a frame for the study of the phenomena of realityis is a methodological perspective, in which
simplicity is a sort of prescribing, regulatingmpriple: scientists should not postulate “new esiti
or new attributes unrelated to those needed fosthey of inanimate phenomenabiflem). The
famous principle that state not to multiply thewat entities is called Ockham’s Razor. Why
should we accept this principle? In line with Opipeim & Putnam (1956), one possibility is to
maintain that the property of simplicity is advisabecause a simple theory is more useful than a
complex one. In this case, simplicity is an indimatof another theoretical virtue, practical uyilit
This can be accounted as a case of epistemic sitgplamong theories with the same empirical
content, scientists prefer theories that are easiealculate, that is to use (Kukla, 2001). Thqugh
the decision to use a theory doesn’'t mean to belteg true bidem). Another possibility to answer
the previous question is to commit to a metaphysieav based on the simplicity of the universe.

In this case, the property of simplicity in a the@ advisable because it would bring us near the

! The terms ‘monism’ and ‘pluralism’ here refer try broad metaphysical positions about the nattireadity.



essence of reality, that is indeed simple. In tlaise, simplicity is an indication of another virtofe

a theory, its possession of a truth value. ThislEmaccounted as a case of metaphysical simplicity:
it is a characteristic of entities and processeghef universe ilpidem). It is worth noting that
simplicity in itself is not an intrinsic virtue, &l is a property that can be valued for its owresakit

a derivative virtue, that is a property that we pustified to look for on the basis that it leads t
another valued theoretical virtue (e.g., utilitytarth). In other words, simplicity can be consgtkr

as an index of something else.

This brief illustration of the link between the ot of unity and simplicity shows how concepts as
utility, truth, language, methodology, metaphysase linked to the main issue and how many
conceptual layers the problem of the unity of soéehas. The very expression ‘unity of science’
offers different perspectives (Hacking, 1996). Ewample, the ‘unity’ side of the expression deals
with singleness, which means unigueness, altenitlyciversity in comparison with something else.
Unity is a feature that discriminates somethingugdl The concept can be also interpreted as
integration, an ideal status where different paresarranged and organized in a whole. Moreover,
unity conveys the notion of harmony (Wilson, 1998jjctly linked to the latter, which deals with
the concept of functional interconnection: everngg part has a specific and reciprocal role in the
whole (Kauffman, 1995). Looking at the “sciencedesiof the expression, we can find the singular
as well as the plural form. “Unity of science” cayg that there is one, and only one, reliable way
to investigate the world. The singular form suggeste notion of diversity and superiority of
science, conceived as a compact whole, in compauisth other methods of knowledge. Instead,
“unity of sciences” conveys that there are manyl&iof science, possibly with different objects and
methods. There are many ways to investigate thddwarhich nevertheless can be somehow

unified, perhaps on methodological grounds.

Many aspects of scientific unity or disunity wik ldiscussed along this work. In particular, Part 1
deals with general issues regarding science anfication. This can be considered as a sort of
introduction that serve to provide a useful framdwior the issue debated later. Part 2 regards
psychology and its status of fragmented disciplohéferent aspects of fragmentation are specified
and their relationships are explored. Part 3 dedlssome of the main theoretical attempts to solve
the problem of fragmentation, as it is interprebgdthe authors whose models are presented. For
every proposal, a descriptive part is followed dyri@f analysis of the main problems raised by the
conceptual aspects of the model presented. Partelfisally deals with the state of fragmentation
of clinical psychology through the analysis ofdefinition, mission and scope, as they are spetifie

by the American and Italian psychological communRgrt 5 present an empirical research whose
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aim is to explore the way a sample of Italian psyobists emotionally represents the discipline,
considered as a science and as a profession. totirdusive part, the outcomes of the research will
be compared with the reflections emerged in thesmof the work, outlining the need for a new

way to connect theory and practice in psychology.



Part 1
1. Unity of method

Scientific methodology is a branch between sciesiog philosophy dealing with the criteria the
scientific community uses to evaluate the reliéypibf methods used in science. In very general
terms, method is a whole of interconnected and &imed procedures oriented to obtain results. As
the psychology methodologist Alan E. Kazdin cleatgtes, “methodology encompasses the many
ways in which these (empirical) observations aréenghe arrangements of situations to obtain the
observations, and the means of evaluating therfgedand drawing inferences” (2003, p. 5). Thus,
method deals with the justification process, whegihenomena are observed and hypotheses are
evaluated. The concept of scientific method has)begortant in philosophy of science on two
sides: not only it allows to demarcate scientifieni unscientific knowledge, but, consequently, it
allows to explain the historical success of themsific enterprise, comparing to the fate of many
non-scientific disciplines (e.g., creationism, aktgy, haruspicy) (Bird, 1998).

Regarding the issue of the unity of method, it @t noting that the debate between the supporters
of the existence of a single and reliable scientifiethod and the supporters of the plurality of
methods has its roots in the history of knowled§ecusing on the Twentieth century’s
development, | will briefly outline the debate,itrg to give an idea of the more prominent positions
within it.

In general terms, the former position is calledhmdblogical monism, and is a core feature of the
Positivistic and Neo-positivistic movements. It mtains that every discipline, in order to obtaia th
privilege to be called scientific, has to adopt mhethodological standards of natural science,ithat
the use of empirical procedures and of the hypmhletleductive method (Hempel, 1942). Science
is intrinsically nomothetic, that is concerned twsfulate general and universal laws. In this sense,
every science is based on positive (empirical) dai explains phenomena through general laws
and the specification of the particular circumsenm which they take place. On the other side,
supporters of pluralism asserted that the diversitythe objects of inquiry imposes to adopt
different methods: human beings are motivated @apars and motives and are defined by the
historical dimension, that differentiates them frometaphysical entities as well as from physical

events. The core of the debate can be easily tiactte well known dichotomies that supply the



background of Twentieth century and current disputeomothetic vs. idiographic approach,

explanation vs. comprehension, natural vs. humimee$ (Castiglioni & Corradini, 2003).

The issue of the unity of method doesn’t involvetyiof the content of science, but unity of its

boundaries, that are the ways we reason and hoshaad accordingly operate. In this sense, two

different meanings can be attributed to the conoégte unity of method:

1. A narrow meaning: method is a general standardeatan (Hacking, 1996, p. 51) that
involves the use of logical tools and formal rigoinferential procedures (Brunswik, 1952,
p. 1). This meaning deals with the theoretical siti¢he process of evaluating hypotheses
and imposes to reason according to certain reliatdadards. There is one best way to
reason, logic.

2. A broader meaning: method constitutes a summaihetest ways to find out about the
world (Hacking, 1996) and involves the use of sfie@onceptual devices and procedural
protocols. This meaning (also) deals with the peattside of the process of evaluating
hypotheses. There is one best way to investigatevthld, the scientific method.

Although the first, narrow meaning is quite triviathe second is not. In the narrow meaning,
however, science can be comfortably defined unigéed, not only natural science, but also those
disciplines called ‘humanities’, such as philosapjyisprudence, literature studies, arts, etc. We
expect every human intellectual activity has tdoi@l some basic logical and inferential criteria in
order to be accepted as reliable: in this casey usmia normative precept. These requirements are
content-free, that is they are independent fromdifferent objects of the scientific inquiry, and
constitute the general basic foundations of thergific enterprise. In this perspective, theretare

scientific requirements to be considered:

a. Rigor. There must be reasons to accept (or reject) popition and the connection between

propositions (Agazzi, 2000). For example, a projpmsican be accepted on the basis of its

2 These dichotomies are the modern roots of two miffedirections of development in psychology: thend route’,
which traced psychology mainly through the refeset@ mental entities or processes, and the ‘bodyerowhich
traced psychology mainly through the reference aenial (i.e., biological) structures (Leahey, 190@ndin, 1996).

% It is worth noting that the ‘descriptive’ turn pbst-Popperian philosophy tends to underestimatesyistematic and
reason-driven aspects of science (i.e., logic) (Kul962; Feyerabend, 1975): it gives priority toe th
incommensurability of different traditions or paigmis of research, their alleged equality in valued ahe
predominance, in the scientific enterprise, of dristl, psychological and sociological factors agital and
methodological ones. Following this perspective,so@ntific unity or progress can be postulatedouigh, we think
these aspects cannot be ignored in the debateeounnity of science, where the conceptual framevadrinquiry is
above all normative (what science/s should or ggmrdther than descriptive (how science/s present/s



analytic status — its truth is based on logicaldaamd on the meaning of the terms (Alai,
1998, p. 21) — or on the basis of a comparison emipirical facts. The connection between
propositions can be evaluated on the basis of éar@ of this connection (causal relation,
correlation, mutual exclusion relation, etc.). Rigteals with the use of explicitly stated
logical criteria.

b. Objectivivity Objectivity deals with the intersubjective agresnabout knowledge and the
ways to obtain it. A fact is objective if differemtdividuals can reach an agreement on the
features of the phenomenon they are dealing wispatified circumstances (McBurney &
White, 2008, p. 19). Although the concept of ohjett is strictly linked to the
observational procedures (e.g., the repeatability observations made by different
observers), it also deals with the agreement of itlggiirers on the formal criteria of
significance used in science: what is consideretheca correct deduction, a successful

prediction, a counterexample, etc. (Agazzi, 2000,3).

The second, broader meaning refers to proceduréspalicies used in order to obtain reliable
knowledge and deals with methodology in its maaditronal meaning. For this reason, the broader
meaning shows all the complexity of the issue othméological unity/disunity: this is the battle
field where supporters of monism and dualism haenlfought for many years, and still fight.
Thus, considering the broader meaning, we will ndustrate some of the most respectable
attempts to provide methodological criteria forestific inquiry in the history of contemporary
philosophy of science. We will consider monist aallvas dualist proposals, in order to give an

account of this complex methodological debate.

On the monist side, one prominent attempt to peadmethodological criterion has been put
forward by the Neo-positivistic movement. As is Welown, one of its main theses was the project
of the unification of science, so the issue of radtiwvas undoubtedly central. A discipline can be
counted as a science only if it embraces the @ithich constitute the basis of the scientific
conception of the world. Two major aspects of thethndological unity of sciences have to be
mentioned, because of their importance in the Netipistic project of unification. The first state
that, notwithstanding the technical differenceshia investigation methods, every empirical science
supports its statements in the same way: deriviag fthem empirical implications that can be
checked intersubjectively. The second states tbatefery private (that is, reachable through
introspection) fact or event there are some “plplabservable symptoms” which constitutes the
basis for the intersubjectivity of knowledge (Hed®©69/2001, p. 269). Therefore, the project of

unification solidly rests on the grounds of a sgtitaview of scientific methodology, which
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privileges an intersubjective agreement on “theiclmlgstructure and the rationale of scientific
inquiry” (Hempel, 1979/2001, p. 357). More precysedccording to such a syntactic perspective,
theories’ structures are represented in terms gicdelinguistic expressions consisting of an
abstract formalism (the language), a set of themlepostulates (T) and a set of correspondences
rules (C) which bridge from data to theory. Thusgceentific theory consists in the conjunction of T
and C (French, 2008, pp. 269-70). We will deal wiils issue again later, when considering the
philosopher Carl Hempel’s thought in detail.

There are two mainstays of Neo-positivistic methody, the basis of which is empiricism, the

view which states that reality can be known onlynisans of mediate or immediate experience:

1. Logical analysis The original formulation maintains that everyestific proposition is
logically equivalent to a proposition formulatedarperfect logical language, whose atomic
statements refer to aspects of reality (Hahn, Neu&a Carnap, 1929; Di Francesco, 1994).
This can be considered as a goal, rather than @mnuditfact. The target of logical analysis is
to bring a term or a proposition to its empiricalue, assessing its scientific (or non-
scientific) status. Only those terms or proposgioaferable to an empirical basis (that is,
their meaning) are to be considered scientific §@py 1932).

2. The Covering Law Modelt is the general explanation device that carubed in every
scientific discipline: an event can be explainecewliit is subsumed under a general law of
nature, in conjunction with information about pewtar facts (Hempel, .../2001, p. 87;
Blackburn, 2005, p. 175). The first part is callexblanansand is comprised of initial
conditions (that specifies the contingent situatwamere the explanation takes place) and
uniformities expressed in general (universal otidteal) laws. The second part is called
explanandumand represents the phenomenon that has to beiregblathanks to the
explanans(Hempel, 1962/2001, pp. 276-81). A deductive orugttve logical nexus
connects the two parts specifying the kind of retabetween them: deductive-nomological
(explananslogically impliesexplanandumor probabilistic-statisticalekplanansincreases
the probability ofexplanandurn The covering law model is the methodologicalesibne

of logical positivism.

I will now focus on the philosopher Carl Hempegdi®posal, which is as dense as exhaustive on the
issue of Neo-positivistic methodology. We will tigs consider his remarks on the Covering Law
Model. As above mentioned, the deductive-nomolddib&l) explanation specifies the cause (or

causes) of a specified event, that is to say, ¥eryestate of circumstances of the kind in question
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an event comes about (same cause, same effectheQrher side, the probabilistic-statistical (PS)
form specifies the conditions under which an ewvadurs with acertain degree of probabilityin

this case, the occurrence of the event is ‘prdtticzertain (as Hempel himself states), even if no
in a nomological sense. In the DN explanation theu$ is on non-pragmatic aspects (Hempel,
1961-62/2001, p. 82) of the scientific enterpribe, ones we mentioned above as syntactic aspects:
DN explanation is objective in the sense that gctides the logical form of scientific procedures.
Hempel maintains that also PS is a non-pragmagaeation, even if its inductive nature brings it
close to a pragmatic conception of explanation,reheractical’ aspects are important. However,
as the author points out, as non-pragmatic asp@etsabstraction from pragmatic aspects, the
pragmatic character of PS can be only considered raatter of degrees, in comparison with DN.
Thus, the two models of explanation, DN and PSrestiee feature to provide good grounds for the
explanation of the occurrence of an event in itgddthat is, non-pragmatic and syntactic) form
(Hempel, 1970/2001, p. 299): this is the best guera for the possibility of an intersubjective
knowledge (Hempel, 1983/2001, p. 376). To sum bpse are the main features of the Neo-
positivistic methodology as illustrated by Hempel:

- Normativity ‘the rules and criteria provided by logical thgocan be employed
prescriptively or normatively, i.e., as standaras & critical appraisal of particular
inferences [...]' (Hempel, 1979/2001, p. 358).

- Syntactic character'The methodology of science [...] is concerned koleith certain
logical and systematic aspects of science whicimfeine basis of its soundness and
rationality [...]’ (ibidem p. 357).

- Non-pragmatic character|...] we clearly need a concept of proof whichnist subjective
in the sense of being relative to, and variabléwitdividuals [...]. Scientific research seeks
to give an account [...] of empirical phenomena whiglobjective in the sense that its
implications and its evidential support do not depessentially on the individuals [...]’
(Hempel, 1961-62/2001, p. 82).

The syntactic and non-pragmatic characters justioreed raise a question about the explanation of
human behavior: since in everyday language thid kinexplanation is pragmatic and semantic in
character, how does Hempel face the issue? Theidughilosopher formulate an answer on two
different grounds. Firstly, as noticed above, thwhar argues that non-pragmatic aspects are
abstractionfrom pragmatic aspects, so the problem is inconsistetiiese terms; explanations of

human behavior might be correctly addressed by Hémmethod. Secondly, and consequently,
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for Hempel most of historic explanations are norgwlal in character, although other authors
consider them as pragméticThe point here is that, in Hempel's view, thenfatation of these
nomological links is often left implicit but can be in principle made explicit (1962/2001286).
Thus, historic (that is, human) explanations shiagesame normative model of natural events, even
if some terms of the explanation are often leftlioip due to the their intrinsic ‘pragmatic flavor
This flavor derives from a sort of ‘individualitypeople attribute to historical facts: they are llgua
considered as individual facts in the sense that ticcurrence is unique. Hempel objects that every
event (explanandum) is individual in this sense:fdiling of a leaf from a branch is a unique event
because it refers to a single and specific occuaedifferent from every other events of the same
kind. Historical facts, to which usually an indiva aspect is attributed, as the October Revolution
the Second World War, the Septembel® Bitacks, are called by the Author ‘concrete events
(Hempel, 1961-62/2001, p. 302), in order to digtisg them from ordinary individual events (i.e.,
the fall of a leaf). In Hempel's opinion, concreggents are constituted by individual facts, as
particular aspects of them; thus, as we saw alswe historical (that is, concrete) events cambe i
principle subsumed under general laws (becausedteeymade of’ individual events, in the sense
specified). In the end, historical events behavesatural events. Nevertheless, the deductive-
nomological reconstruction of a human event oftkes$ the form of a so called explanation sketch
(1962/2001, p. 281), that is an incomplete formerplanation. Hempel suggests two kinds of
sketches, that are descriptive examples of whaariasis often do in their practite

- Elliptical explanations they ‘omit to mention certain laws or particufacts which [...]
they tacitly take for granted, and whose explig&ton would yield a complete deductive-
nomological argumentiljidem p. 282). It is often the case of the explanatba concrete
event (say, the Second World War): many individexants, and the laws governing them,
are mentioned, many are left implicit.

- Partial explanationsthey provide an incomplete account of the expldoian, since not all

relevant laws or theoretical principles are spedifiThus, the conclusion is lodse

* See Collingwood (1946), Dray (1957), Taylor (19649n Wright (1971/1977).

® It is the case of the genetic explanation, a Bipistoric kind of explanation. It consists in sifging different stages
in a sequence of events which lead up to a giveangimenon. Hempel considers it as a nomologicalaespion
because the sequence, by which each stage is liokbd other, is ruled by some general principle288).

® Hempel maintains that also natural scientists &anauilty of these ‘sins of imprecision’.
"Hempel considers the Freudian explanation of adflifhe pen as an example of partial explanatiba:dlip made

would express Freud’s subconscious wish, but syptession and fulfilment might have been achiebgdanany other
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In conclusion, Hempel tells us that the explanatiohevents, natural or human, follow the same
rules: this constitutes the methodological unitggmsed by the Neo-positivistic movement, based
on the fact that the nature of understanding ischlg the same in all areas of scientific inquiry
(Hempel, 1962/2001, p. 295). Consequently, theliodkthe unity of science is carried out through
the accumulation of scientific knowledge by meahthe proper methodology. Method assures the
task of scientific knowledge.

The monistic approach has been strongly criticizgdhose who support a dualistic perspective of
knowledge and propose different methods in ordennigestigate human phenomena. These
opponents attribute peculiar features to the humvarld and state that those features can be
investigated only through distinctive methods. Bbgct (human facts) is considered as different in
principle from natural facts. So, different objeneans different method. Let's analyze in more
details these positions, through an overview oée¢hof their major proponents’ thoughts. Here, |

will only deal with central methodological aspectgheir proposals.

The first author I'll consider is the philosopheilNg&m Dray. In his boo.aws and explanation in
History (1957), discussing the peculiarities of historiethod, he maintains that the Covering Law
Model (CLM) has to be abandoned in order to giyer@er account of human facts. The author
highlights two main problems of CLM (Dray, 1957heoof the mainstays of Neo-positivism:

- The issue of the generality of laws in histdhe alleged general laws that are formulated for
historic explanations by CML theorists are too gahdo be interesting. Thus, their
contribution to the comprehension of the explanamda trivial and their adoption is
methodologically pointless. General laws are tonegal to provide sound explanation of
the details and, on the other hand, they turn tsibgly false when they are applied to
particular facts. Thus, they comprehensibly endosjng their heuristic poweikidem pp.
28-9, 33), failing to be reliable generalizatiomsl aiseful explanations.

- The issue of connectianSML theorists maintains that the laws concerngdhle model are
universal and their connections can be either nogichl or probabilistic (see above,
Hempel, 1962/2001). Since historians are interesteexplaining the occurrence that
individual event, Dray doubts that probabilistic links (whi€ML theorists usually attribute

to historic explanations) would guarantee the faatin this specific casee.g., A followed

kinds of slip of the pen than the one actually cotted (Hempel, 1962/2001, p. 283): not all releviamis are specified
in order to explain whyhat very slipis emitted.
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B. Rather, the same law can even explainrbe-occurrenceof that event (i.e., that A
didn’t follow B) (Dray, 1957, pp. 30-1), so CML h&sbe rejected.

For these reasons, in Dray’s opinion CML is methogically inadequate for the explanation of
human events. Moreover, there is a non-methodabgiotivation to refuse CML: it concerns the
alleged uniqueness of historic fdctsThe author maintains that natural science dedth w
abstractions, ideal constructions of the world. @@ contrary, history deals with what actually
happened in concrete details. Consequently, “itefioee followsa priori that since laws govern
classes or types of things, and historical evergsuaique, it is not possible for the historian to
explain his subject-matter by means of coveringslaflbidem p. 45). The author tries to deepen
the meaning of uniqueness asserting that this maokeals with the fact that every historical event i
different from others with which would be naturalgroup under a classification term: e.g., when a
historian sets out to explain the French Revolyttanis certainly not interested in explainingst

a revolution, but as a unique evénin Dray’s opinion, since historical events candiessified, it
doesn’'t mean that their (proper historical) exptama depends on this classification, which
represents them as instances falling under gelasval fbidem p. 49). Again, what is interesting is
the uniqueness of historical facts. Coming to ftaes construensf his proposal, Dray states that

proper historical explanations are mainly consgiuby three peculiar ingredients:

1. Internal explanatiof the historian have topenetratebehind appearances, achiensight
into the situation, identify sympathetically with the protagonistproject himself
imaginatively into his situation”iljidem p. 119). These empathic aspects have a heuristic
value, that has to be integrated by a logical aslfpoint 3).

2. Purposivenesghis feature is preliminary to point 3. It holdigat every action has a purpose,
in the sense that one can reconstruct the ratjpethl (conscious or not) which lead to the

action at stake.

8 Dray’s notion of uniqueness is close to the notafnconcreteness proposed by Hempel (see above, élemp
1962/2001, p. 302)

° In other words, the historian is more interestethe aspects which distinguish the event fronothers (belonging to
the same category), rather than in the aspectmies with other category’s members. Dray’s apgrdachistory is
evidently idiographic.

9 The philosopher Robin G. Collingwood (1946, p. 2dBYinguishes between the outside of an histarene(that is,

everything that can be described in terms of bodies movements) and the inside (that is, thouglesires, opinions,
intentions, etc.).
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3. Rational explanationthe historian has to gather all relevant elemantgder to understand
what considerations (reasons) convinced the subgeatt as she did. The goal is to grasp
the rationale of what was done. The difference betwinternal explanation and rational
explanation is that the latter has an empiricaluative side that the former doesn’t have.
The historian asks himself not only (though usgjulWhat would | have done in that
situation?’ (internal explanation), but ‘What woulshy) Napoleon have done, considering
the way he saw the situation, his opinions, hisrdeshis purposes, etc.?’. The attempt to
reconstruct the agent’s reasons constitutes thaipeaspect of rational explanation, which

is supported by the heuristic value of the intemadlanation.

The features briefly described deals with a spddral of explanation, the teleological explanation.
The philosopher Charles Taylor, in the first pdrhis famous book he Explanation of Behaviour
(1964), discusses its main characteristics. Tetpcdd explanations are based on the notion of
purpose and their object is the goal for the sdkehach the explicandum (or explanandum) occurs
(Taylor, 1964, p. 6; Rosenbleuth et al., 1943).yrarswer to the question “which is the goal the
subject wanted to reach by behaving that way?arteit is an approach devoted to the study of
human events. Contrarily to most of his behavimristontemporaries, Taylor thinks that the
adoption of a teleological approach stands on eoabirrather than on speculative grounds.
Behavioristic opponents maintain that the notiopwfpose, which would lead behavior towards an
end, is not open to empirical confirmation, becahseonly empirical evidence for the operation of
the purpose is the same behavior which the purpeseld explain. Thus, for behaviorists,
‘purpose’ (P) is not an empirical descriptive teamd is considered as an unobservable éntity
Nevertheless, Taylor refuses to look at the belmgpas a function of an unobservable entity (P).
He rather maintains that the condition for B touscis that the state of the system'tS)nd the
environment (E) be such the B is required to rahehgoal (G), by which the system’s purpose is
defined. In this sense, the states of the systairitarenvironment can perfectly undergo empirical
control, independently of the evidence providedhi®/occurrence of the behavior itseélfidem pp.

7-10). To use the effective words of the author:

™ In Taylor's opinion, this idea comes from an ingjilibehavioristic loyalty to atomistic assumptiomscording to

which all laws hold between discrete entities. ThHeninvoke a purpose means to postulate a newedésentity as a
causal antecedent. But this postulation would tobnother requirement, that all entities has toliservable. In this
sense, teleological explanations are considerad dikusal explanation (in that they provide linksween separate
events), but they would be flawed because of unrabée features: they postulate unobservable estfpurposes) and
the time order is reversed (first the effect —dgbal — then the cause — the action).

12 The system (S) refers to the whole of states afrganism.
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“the element of ‘purposiveness’ in a given systéme, inherent tendency towards a certain
end, which is conveyed by saying that the evenppéa ‘for the sake of’ the end, cannot be
identified as a special entity which directs thédogor from within, but consists rather in

the fact that in beings with a purpose an everdiadgrequired for a given end is a sufficient

condition of its occurrenceilfidem p. 10).

Taylor’s thesis is firmly based on the irreduciblistinction between action and mere movement.
Actions are behaviors defined by two requisitegytihave a goil and they are intentionally
emitted in order to reach that goal (independefriyn the success of the action itself). The
distinction between action and non-action is ndy ®ased on the presence of a goal and a purpose,
but also on the decisive role of the purpose in d¢h@assion of that behavior. This statement
expresses the strong link between the agent’stintenand the behavior emitted: the reaching of
the goal has to be intrinsically linked with thepective intentionilfidem pp. 27-9, 33-9), in order

to provide a proper action. To sum up, Taylor'sotlyeof action consists of three elements:

1. The agent has an intention to reach a goal.
2. The agent’s behavior is directed to the goal.
3. There is a link between intention (1) and beha{2)r the goal is reached by the emission of

a behavior disposed by agent’s intention.

As is evident, the notion of action seems to bdraéfor the teleological perspective just outlined
The philosopher Georg H. Von Wright (1971/1977% thst Author I'll deal with. He distinguishes
between results and consequences of an actioexéonple, if | want to open a window, and | open
it, the result is that the window is open. The ®mugence is, say, that the room is airing. The
teleological explanation deals with the resultaddiehavior, while the consequences are effects of
the results (they are causally linked). In otherdgo Von Wright wants to emphasize the intrinsic
link between the result of an action and the adteeif (bidem p. 112): going back to the window
example, if the window didn’t open, it would kegically wrongdescribing that act as ‘opening the
window'. It is not possible to call ‘action’ a behar that doesn’t aim at a goal. He coherentlyestat
that the unity of the external aspects of an adsamot constituted by the causal nexus between the
parts of the action, rather by the subsumptionhef parts under the same intention. Thus, to
teleologically explain a behavior is to identify abject of the agent’s intentiofb{dem p. 114). In

the window example, if the subject finds an obstaghile performing the movements to open it,

13 There are cases, such as dancing, running, walkingre the aim is simply the emission of the bérav
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we can still call those movements ‘action’, becanfstheir intrinsic reference to a goal (i.e., {zeo

the window).

We've been analyzing some of the fundamentals efdigbate between monists and dualists. The
proponents of those two different methodologicglrapches do certainly share a narrow meaning

of unity of science: knowledge advances by the @raige of logical tools.

Nevertheless, we can say that for the proponents @fonistic perspective theories can be
characterized by what their linguistic formulatiorefer to while for the dualists theories are
interpreted semantically. In other words, they gwierity to the nature and features of those gntit
a theory refers to, namely, human beings and facthis perspective, that we can define semantic,
the laws of a theory serve to delineate the cléssamlels they refer to (French, 2008, p. 272)
where these models are interpreted semanticalig. Mkans that there is a one-to-one isomorphism
between the data and the sub-structure of theythsortheory and data (object) are more strongly

embedded that in syntactic approaches.

Then, the incompatibility between the monistic aglistic perspectives just outlined regards the
way they approach human beings and their factsalleged peculiarity of the object of inquiry
casts doubts on the methodological uniformity supgabby many. We can say that the issue of
human explanation is the ‘cause of the scandahefdebate on methodology, for the fact that the
difference between monistic (syntactic) and duali@emantic) approaches lies, grossly speaking,
in the level of abstraction of a theory: the mdres idistant from its object, the more it can ignor

some of its (alleged peculiar) features, the mbiedlose to it, the more it has to deal with them

In particular, 1 single out some central generalthodological differences between the two
approaches, each one referring to a general perspémm which the scientist looks at her object

of inquiry:

- First vs. third person perspectiveualists see human beings as subjects with iotest
goals, desires, opinions, and consider these peitids fundamental in order to explain
human behavior. Monists consider them as everyrahgct of inquiry, that is subject to
causes and general laws.

- Internal vs. external approaclhuman behavior is analyzed in terms of intertates by
dualists, whereas monists provides an explanaticierms of observable and quantifiable

parameters.

13 A model for a set of sentences is an interpretatizster which they are all true (Balckburn, 1994286).
14



- General vs. particular aspectsonists consider science as an abstraction owtréd, so
they are interested in a general (syntactic) adcadint. On the contrary, dualists are
interested in the individuality of an event, nottie properties stating its membership to a

class of events.

It is my opinion that the irreconcilability of thegositions, in many scientific branches dealintdhwi
human beings, is still current nowadays, notwithdilag a frequent commitment to - more or less -
implicit forms of naturalisit. The progressive decreasing of interest towarsises of general
scientific methodology and its replacement by mulshical concerns to local areas of sciéhce
(Sankey, 2008, p. 255) can be read as a proofthbeathonist-dualist question is still open, even if
not always in a explicit form. In other words, gesns to me that the dialectic between these
positions substantiate the issue of scientific méttogy and are especially evident when dealing
with human facts in a scientific way. The preserdwgng interest in the technical aspects of
scientific disciplines and their progressive spkzagion will not darken this dialectic. Rather, |
think that the cogency of its terms, even if igenerally left implicit on the theoretical side,llwi
overbearingly emergigom the scientific practice, in a sort of bottom-upywAs stated before, this

will be more and more evident in the field of hunsaiences.

'3 In his bookA History of Psychology3® Edition (1992), the psychologist Thomas H. Lehgast president of the
APA Division of Theoretical and Philosophical Psgldgy, strongly states that “psychology as a s@eaacommitted

to naturalism and thus must reject dualism”, sitemence (...) is committed to naturalism as its cantiogma” (p.

31). It is still open the issue of the meaning #uthor attributes to ‘naturalism’: does the terrferg to an alleged
methodological unity or to a program of ontologicadiuction of the object?

'® This is, again, suitable with the so-called paspferian turn: the focus shifts from the priorifytiee normative side
of science to the descriptive/sociological sideptigh the special consideration granted to theogiEty context. In
other terms, historical, psychological, sociologfeators (what scientist®ally do in their practice) are more important
than prescriptive and logical factors (what sci&stshould do). Coherently, historians of science are pragvety
more interested in the details of experiments anstientific practice rather than in general theoat aspects (Dupre,
1993, p. 229).
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2. Unity of language

The issue of unity of science concerns that of uagg in many ways. Firstly, language has a
complex relationship with the objects it refersBEwvery kind of language, from natural languages to
technical ones, has its own vocabulary and its struncture, which have the purpose to compose
specific meanings: the relationship between comcaptl objects is dynamic, and this could be a
crucial issue for the unity of science. Secondinguage conveys knowledge, it is the medium that
permits to communicate what is going on in the @aahd what an individual, or a group of
individuals, thinks. Language, by this perspectigethe primary tool of every human enterprise,
including the scientific one. In fact, and thighe third point, every scientific discipline has dwn
specific language (technical terms, peculiar expoes, typical signs), nonetheless every discipline
shares huge linguistic areas with other disciplenad/or with natural languages.

While the plurality of languages is a matter oftfats local (in this case, in the field of sciehce
unity it's not. The features just above outlinedwhwhy the issue of the unity of the scientific
language is so fundamental for science and itsoatidn. If science is, somehow, one, there must
be a language that makes science different fromathgr human task. The unity of scientific
language, in other words, would reflect, and gu@@nthe alleged unity of science, beside the
apparent linguistic diversity that marks out eveiscipline. In order to critically explore this iss

| will consider the positions of two philosopheost one side, Jerry Fodor, dealing with an alleged
mental language (“mentalese”) supporting the deareknt of our natural languages; on the other
side, Rudolph Carnap, whose proposal is about &mergl structure of the scientific language.
Despite the undoubted distance of these propdsaisk that they can shed some light on the issue
of the unity of language in science. | will starittwthe illustration of some peculiar points of
Fodor’s theory on the language of thought, thenill fecus on Carnap’s proposal, specifically

concerned with the issue we are dealing with.

2.1 Jerry Fodor’s language of thought

The philosopher Jerry Fodor faced the issue of ahgmocesses, using the concept of mental
representation. In fact, contrarily to many oppdseme was persuaded that such a kind of
processes really exists and can be explored by sn&faempirical research as well as by means of
speculation. But assuming the existence of mengpresentations put many philosophical

problems; among them, the issue of an allegednatéanguage that permit us to think and to learn
our natural languages. In Fodor’s view, an indigidcannot learn a language without knowing the

meaning of its predicates, that involves learning éxtension (that is, the rules under which the
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predicates fall) of its predicates. But, and thasthe crucial point, one cannot learn that the
predicates (P) falls under specific rules (R) uslese has a language in which P and R can be
represented (Fodor, 1975, p. 64). In other wordsloF supposes the existence of an internal,
private language (internal code or representatisystem) in order to give an account of our ability
to think and to learn and use languages. This natecode would permit to carry out the
computations that underlie every human behaviomm(fmental representations to actions). Two
main features can be individuated regarding theriatl language:

1. Richnessthe width of the functions of this internal coaakes Fodor suppose that this
internal language must be rich enough to expresseittension of any natural language
predicate that can be learned. Natural languagdsnsion, in other words, is contained
within the internal language domain. What is deniedhat an individual can learn a
language that has more expressive power than ip@air(internal) one. In other words, the
extension of every natural language predicate nestin principle expressible in the
previously available internal language. This inwslvthat the process of learning is to
‘discover’ the predicates’ extensions, already am&d in the representational system.
Simple natural predicates are coded in elaborateuiae, in terms of internal code, and that
can explain why learning one part of a natural legg is a precondition of learning the
rest: the first-learned parts works as abbreviatiohcomplicated formulae that reduce the
individual’'s cognitive engagement, increasing thsught skills. This gives an account of
the increase of complexity of thought usually assted with the increase in language
mastery.

2. Compositionality complex expressions are derivable from simplere&sgons properly
combined. Compositionality accounts for creativitshile what just outlined above risks to
convey the idea that all is already written withgy encoded in the representational system.
Instead, propositions and their components canrtanged in different ways, creating a
virtually infinite number of possible structuresedrning concepts, in this view, can be
reconstructed as a process in which novel comptacepts are composed out of their

previously given elements (Fodor, 1975, p. 96).

Clearly, the machine analogy and the referral tovisan are central points in Fodor’s theory. As a
machine, individuals are provided with an interdrahguage (software) which permits the
computation of information in order to fulfill ondiary tasks of everyday life. Moreover, people are

naturally wired with this inner language from birth
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To sum up, individuals have an internal languagat thermits to compute information and

constitutes a representational system, in the s#mseit elaborates, composes and connects
concepts that lead the individuals’ behavior. Thépats of the system are propositional attitudes,
language, complex behaviors. But how is the streocdd this internal language? How does it work?

To answer this question, we have to take a brigi to the folk psychology issue.

In Fodor’s view, folk psychology involves the exste of mental causation, that is the belief that
mental states, such as thoughts, desires, etce, davausal role on behavior. If one asks a man
waiting in line at the grocery why he is acting tthneay, he would probably answer something
similar to this: ‘Il am here because | know thatehkercan find what | need and the quality of the
products is quite high.” He would answer referriogmental states that he considers (causally)
relevant in order to explain his behavior. In othards, people usually explain their behaviors in
terms of propositional attitudes, which are reladio states connecting an individual and a
proposition (Fodor, 1985, p. 84). Folk psychologeeplanations strongly involves the existence of
propositional attitudes and their causal role in mental functioning: we behave as we do because
we have certain thoughts, beliefs, desires, etcotlrer words, we are minded and engage in
behavior that is influenced by our mental statesr{C2002, p. 2). In this way, Fodor welcomes and
promotes the relevance of mental life (in a repreenal form), which characterizes the common

sense psychological explanations of everyday life.

Within a folk psychological frame, the author sugipa functionalistic point of view; from this
perspective, every mental state can be identifialile its own causal role, within a virtual network
whose knots are mental states themselves. Thetiedsdemture of each state is the causal and
relational position it holds with others stateghe network. In other words, every mental state (or
predicate) can be localized in the netwemiclusively specifying its potential or effectiausal
relations with other mental statésr predicates). Therefore, we have a causal n&twdnere the
semantic content of each state doesn’t matterptig aspect that matters is its potential causal
effect on the other knots. Beside this, Fodor naamst that there is another network, that he calls
inferential (Fodor, 1985, pp. 85-86), generatedhH®ysemantic aspects of the states: every knot of
this network contains the semantic content of esate. Thus, we have two independent network: a
causal network, that qualifies each state with its patnor effective causal relations, and an
inferential network, that qualifies each state with its semcactintent. What is immediately clear is
that the semantic content of a statement is mdn#ied explicit: the man waiting in line at the
grocery straightforwardly understands the meanihthe explanation he provides when someone

asks why he is there. On the other side, the canegalork (that is, the causal relations between
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mental states) is not directly self-evident to asléast, it requires introspection, but this igeay
controversial issue). Fodor’s crucial point is ttiegre is a form of partial isomorphism between the
two networks: the causal role of a propositional attitude mirrotee semantic role of the
proposition that is its objet{Fodor, 1985, p. 86, author’s Italic). This isorpbism guarantees that
the assignment of semantic contents to a propasisoconnected to and constrained by the
belonging of the proposition to the casual netwarkhose propositions that exhibit proper patterns
of causal relation. In other words, it is possiti€‘deduce the causal consequences of being in a
mental state from the semantic relations of itsppitional object (Fodor, 1985, p. 87, author’'s
Italic). To sum up, Fodor distinguishes betweensehand semantic properties, maintaining that

their connection is guaranteed by the alleged isphism between the two networks.

Let’'s now go back to our original question. Thausture of the internal code, which is our mental
language, is made by a sort causal network pair@adsemantic one, as noticed above. The semantic
network is explicit, as earlier specified, but wlatout the causal one? Fodor considers causal
properties and syntactic properties in the same ey syntactic structure embodies and conveys
the shape of a symbol (e.g., in geometrical or sitoal terms), and thus the potential or actual
relations with other symbols. If this is true, themantic relations among symbols can be entirely
captured by the symbols' syntactic properties &edrélations among them (Murat, 2010). Since
syntax conveys the functional role of symbols,sitclear why the causal role equalizes to the
syntactic role. On this basis, Fodor, following thachine analogy, supports the priority of syntax
on semantic and gives a naturalistic account okihg: we handle symbols in a syntactic (formal)
way, as a computer device, but we are able to mesbe semantic relations, in virtue of the
mirroring just above outlined. The author’'s positiseems to subscribe to a sort of unification of
any kind of natural language in terms of formaliétpgvhich would also provide solid ground for
the unification of the scientific language, in acance with the supporters of the Neo-positivistic

movement (see previous Chapter).

2.2 Rudolph Carnap’s outlook

The philosopher Rudolph Carnap believed that hukmemwledge begins with the inquiry of what
we experience with our senses. In other wordsp#ses of knowledge has its roots in subjective
data, which each individual can detect and exploree of the major problem is that these data are
private, that is, are only accessible by me ang om: every experience is my experience and no

one, but me, can test it. This would lead to a sbparadox:
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a. If the source of the meaning of knowledge comesftioe experience,
b. And, if this experience is mine and only mine (@ accessible by others),
c. Then, the source of every knowledge is private artdrsubjective (scientific)

knowledge is impossible.

In other words, the problem of private experiensdhge basis of every knowledge deals with the
issue of intersubjectivity, that is, the eventyatiat the opinion on a fact, event, or property of
different subjects (whose experiences, as notidealeg are private) can coincide (Blackburn,
2008). In Carnap’s view, the possibility of an nsigbjective agreement lays on the fact that
individuals, in similar circumstances, behave irsimilar way (Severino, 1966, p. 6). In this
perspective, the possibility of an intersubjectkiowledge deals with the fact that, in similar
circumstances, individualase their languagen similar way. This is the reason why Carnap
believed that the issue of the structure of sdientatnguage was a fundamental problem to be

faced.

As | said above, Carnap held that direct experienstrictly individual, diverse in many way from
that of everyone else. In this sense, the conteekperience is evidently not expressible and its
meaning is available only for the individual whodsectly experiencing it. The use of a proper
language is the only feasible way to translate é¢hesbjective data into objective (that is,
communicable) data. In order to fulfill this taskarnap relies on the study of language: the reason
is that language is made of symbols and only symbah permit an intersubjective communication.
In fact, language is able to condense those aspécéexperience that, as seen above, are by
definition not expressible. In this perspectiveygaage is a sort of common area that links and
intersects the plurality of subjective experien(@sverino, 1966, p. 14). By means of language, the
philosopher’s goal is to eliminate possible amMigsiin the communication between different
individuals and, thus, to open up the possibilitgo intersubjective science.

Carnap maintains that science only deals with thecwire of objects, not with their properties.
What does this mean? Let analyze what the authrer means for property. The properties of an
object refer to its appearance, to the peculiatufea of it (Carnap, 1961, p. 93). More precisely,
properties refer to the subjective experience ef dbject, to what the individual directly knows
about it. Since properties are not intersubjecyiexpressible, the scientific description of aneabj
cannot be a description of properties. It has toabaescription of formal properties, that is a
description of relations. This kind of descriptidlustrates features that can be specified without

mentioning the content and the peculiarities ofdbgect, but, indeed, its relation within a fieltl o
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objects (bidem p. 95). An example oflescription of propertiess approximately like this: the
objectsa, b, ¢ belong to the same field. Each one is a nmdais twenty years old and is tab,is
twenty one, is short and thin, c is corpulent. @& ather side, an example of description of retatio
is approximately like this: the objecsb, ¢ belong to the same field is the father ob, b is the
mother ofc, c is the son ob, a has sixty years more than(Carnap, 1961, p.93). As noticed, the
properties specified in the second description sside superficial, contingent features of the
objects, while considers the formal relations witthat field of object. The totality of the formal
(relational) features is included in the so cal&dicture The study of the structure regards the
highest level of formalization because it providee exploration of the totality of an object’s

relational properties within the considered field.

The structural description unequivocally permitssiogle an object out from other objects in the
same field. In fact, the combination of formal telas that marks an object within a field refers
only to that object. In other terms, two objects witle tsame structure adbjectivelythe same
object, thouglsubjectivelythey can be different. As an example, let's comseédanda’. They are
objectively (in terms of structure) the same, ictfiney both are fathers. Even so, they are diftere
persons, so they are subjectively (in term of progs) different, e.g.a is thirty, tall and thina’ is
sixty, short and fat. In principle, every objechdze described in terms of structural features snd,
Carnap’s view, only this kind of description is etlifically valid (bidem p. 350): scientific
propositions exclusively deal with logic relatiom@thout specifying objects’ peculiarities. This is
true also for language’s structure.The Logical Structure of Langua@&934), Carnap maintains
that language is a form of calculus, because itsde&h symbols assumed to be distributed in
different classes (Carnap, 1934, p. 27). In paddigisyntax has to do with that part of language th
displays the form of a calculus: indeed, the obpécyntax is the formal aspect of words (symbols)
combination. Syntax deals with the structure ofgleage, while it ignores the exterior form of
symbols. In other words, what is important fromyatactic point of view is the relations between
symbols, not their exterior features; in Carnapsnis, syntax provides a structural description of

language, leaving aside other properties of symbols

To sum up, it seems that, in the author’'s view, gbal of science is to use language as a tool, a
form of calculus whose aim is to discover and dbscthe relations between objects, that is to
discover their structure (which is detectable ofbyety), while ignoring objects’ superficial feaes
(which can be experienced subjectively) (Carna11®. 103). Carnap’s proposal has a clear
methodological impact: in order to reach an intbjsctive form of science, his method prescribes

to trace phenomena’s experience back to expresgibjgositions, in terms of formal logic. This
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does not mean that the exterior propertiesthe structure, but only that they can be, pregjsel
traced backto the structure, in order to minimize possiblencaunicative ambiguity and permit
intersubjective communication. Using the author'srag, “every scientific statement can be in
principle converted into nothing else but a struatstatement” ibidem p. 103, my translation).
This is the basis for the unification of science @arnap: the aim to find out structural statements
permits to unitarily organize the scientific entésp, no matter the differences between the variety
of scientific branches (and their objects). Thasnfal logic is the language of science and turns to

be its methodological backbone.

Starting from the perspectives just briefly outtineve will try to highlight some important aspects
dealing with the unity of science regarding thaugssf language. Firstly, both Fodor and Carnap
seem to consider the importance of a sort of prianguage that would provide the possibility of
an intersubjective knowledge. Without that basiol,tdhe fact that two subjects can reach an
agreement on what they are dealing with would bgossible. An intersubjective science has to
plunge its roots into the observation statemehtt, dre statements referring to how things appear t
people, beyond the differences connected to theotishfferent natural languages. The private
knowledge, in this way, can be translated into jpukhowledge, as pointed out by Fodor (i.e., the
syntactic level provides a general and common freonke by which to organize knowledge) and by
Carnap (i.e., the structural level permits to gydmel an account of the object in terms of
properties). Scientific language, in general terexgeeds the barriers of natural languages, inrorde
to avoid multivolcalness (Neurath, 1944, p. 6), tisi& to indicate the same object by means of

different expressions.

Consequently, translatability can be consideretdedhe process at the basis of a methodological
united science, as Neurath explicitly maintains4@,9pp. 6-10). This point can be explained in
terms of different levels of inquiry: at a supeididevel, we find what Carnap calls propertieseyh
are the object’s features, its appearance as thiedive experience portraits it. In Fodor’s terms,
the superficial level refers to the semantic contdrexperience. This level is a very rich mess of
information, which is not really useful for sciditi purposes: on the one hand, because it is
abounding in information, on the other hand, beeaitss analysis strongly depends upon each
observer’s subjective perspective. The issue ofstedability deals with the need to translate this
level to another one, more suitable for scientifaals. This is the syntactic (or structural) level,
where only the reciprocal relations between item¢ This level of inquiry permits and provides

intersubjective reliability, a smaller quantityioformation to manage and applies to virtually gver

22



object, no matter its particular features: thesenseto be good reasons to prefer a syntactic

approach to science.

In summary, it can be useful to highlight some desg that a descriptive language has to fulfill in
order to be scientifically reliable. This langudgses to be: public, that is not private, expressible
others, intersubjective: it has to provide the pmkty of an agreement when observing the same
object. Moreover, it has to be syntactic in chaadt focuses on structural and relational aspetts
the object. At last, as a consequences of the fa#dures, it turns out that this language is $&mp
in the sense that it permits to manage a relatigemall quantity of information, leaving apart

information that are considered peripheral for itiie purposes.

23



3. Unity of Laws: the Issue of the Reduction betweeTheories

Reflection on the possibility of a unification afisnce is closely connected to the relation between
different theories, belonging to the same or t@pthsciplines. To take a certain number of theorie
back to a more comprehensive one, or to trace thecktudy of a specific bunch of objects to the
conceptual and theoretical devices of a more libsiory are fundamental epistemic aims for those
who support the program of the unity of sciencee ©hthe main reasons seems to be that unity is
considered as an indication of rigor, reliabilitydatruth. Thus, to look for unity means to increase
the authority of science, in terms of explanatiod aredictive power. In other words, reduction is
viewed by its supporters as an epistemologicaueirto be pursued, intrinsically linked to the

progress of science.

In this chapter, | will try to highlight some primyafeatures of the issue of reduction. Its

epistemological version will be treated, while thological issues connected to this debate will be
the object of Chapter 4. | will deal with this topieferring to some of the most influential authors
which faced the subject, such as Ernest Nagel antiH&mpel. In the second part of the chapter,
some remarks on the issue will be useful in ordeteal with the problem of the non formal aspects
of reduction.

3.1 Formal Aspects of Reduction

In his most influential workThe Structure of Scienc&rnest Nagel (1961) tries to give a deep
account of the problem of reduction. In very gehtgams, reduction is defined as the explanation
of a theory or a set of laws established in oneiipearea of inquiry (the so called “secondary
science”) by means of a theory, or a set of lawsnt@ilated in some other domain (the “primary
science”) (Nagel, 1961, p. 338). The author indmaiés two kinds of reduction. The first one,
which is unproblematic and called homogeneous,sdegih the broadening of the scope of a
theory: once formulated for a type of phenomendrmiteted by a restricted class of objects, now the
theory is extended to cover that phenomenon whamfested by a broader class of objects. This
kind of reduction turns out to be unproblematicaaese there are strong similarities between the
objects it refers to and the descriptive termshef primary and secondary sciences are the same.
Such form of reduction, in Nagel's view, is commporhccepted as display of scientific
development.

The second case of reduction, that the author nahs#srogeneous, shows the opposite
characteristics: the objects explained by the s#amgnscience are qualitatively different from those

explained by the primary science, initially formigld with the aim of dealing with another class of
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objects. The class of objects of the secondaryeseies somewhat assimilated to the class of objects
of the primary one. Consequently, the primary smedoesn’t contain characteristic secondary
science’s descriptive terms, which are not inclugheds theoretical arsenaib{dem pp. 339-40).
This kind of reduction is quite problematic becausdeast prima facie, a certain class of objexcts
treated as if it were similar (or identical) to #mer qualitatively dissimilar class of objects, for
which the primary science was originally devisedisTis the type of reduction for which Nagel
formulates the formal conditions for reduction ,iethare conditions that have to be satisfied in
order to make a reduction possible. Three categafeformal conditions can be individuated,

following Nagel's proposal (1961, pp. 345-358):

1. The first condition asserts that the theories,cogrges, involved in the process of reduction
have to fulfill the requirement to be explicitlyrfoulated in all their parts, considering
axioms, special hypotheses, laws and other compenas the author clearly points out,
this is an ideal demand, rather than a descriptibthe actual state of the theory under
consideration. Despite that, this condition of @ipless requires that the content of
scientific formulations be carefully classified ontefinite categories, in order to allow a
formal, i.e. logical, analysis of it. Although Ndge not explicit on the rationale at the basis
of this condition, the classification of the theargnstituents into theoretical postulates,
experimental laws, observation statements and 6lgad laws” would evidently make the
formal analysis of that theories possible and ele@fiempel, 1969, p. 190).

2. The second condition regards the consideration gqfadicular group of terms, called
primitives. Since the aim of a formal examinatidnr@duction requires the analysis of the
linguistic structure of a theory, it is fundament@lindividuate the elementary expressions
which give meaning to the whole constituents of theory. The meaning of these
expressions are fixed by their practical use orekplicit norms and can be locutions of
formal logic (or mathematical formulae), expressiaaken from specialized technical
jargon or even taken from the ordinary languagess€hprimitives expressions have the
specific goal to cover, with the help of purely il locutions, the meaning of all other
descriptive expressions in that scientific discipliin other words, they serve as a linguistic
frame whose aim is to shed light on the whole mguiistic expressions within a theory, i.e.,
to explain all the meanings of its locutions. Thegpressions constitute the logical core of a
theory and can be, in short, divided into obseoretiprimitives and theoretical primitives,
on the basis of their relying on empirical datatwroretical formulation (Nagel, 1961, pp.

349-51).
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3. The third condition relies on the fact that theatieins between two theories (or sciences) is
characterized by the existence of a number of espyas whose meaning they share (e.g.,
statements of formal logic, mathematical formuka®] also other expressions, even if only
used as experimental laws or borrowed laws) arusaally large, number of expressions
which they don’t share (i.e., that are formulatedhie secondary theory but are not in the
primary). Hence, in order to reduce one theoryrotleer, whose relation is similar to that
presented, it must be to established a linkage detvthe theories. In fact, if the secondary
theory doesn’t contain terms that do appear iragsimptions made by the primary one, it
is prima facie impossible to reduce the formerhto latter. At the basis of the possibility to
reduce a theory that contains some term that doeppear in the reducing theory, two
conditions are necessaryie condition of connectabilitgnd thecondition of derivability
(Nagel, 1961, pp. 353-54). The former prescribemtimduce assumptions which permit to
establish relations between the two theories ire@iw reduction. This involves a definition
of the concepts of the secondary theory in termsthef primary theory vocabulary,
specifying the necessary and sufficient conditiontheir use within the reducing theory
(Hempel, 1969, p. 198). Examples of this princigne bridge laws, which peculiar feature is
that they contain predicates both of the reducetitha reducing theory (Fodor, 1974, p.
98). This involves a sort of translation of thengiples of the secondary theory into
principles of the primary theory (Hempel, 1969, J©7). The latter condition, the
derivability condition, points out that, with thelp of the condition outlined above, the laws
of the secondary theory must be logically derivdlden the theoretical assumptions of the

primary theory.

The formal aspects just outlined apply to virtuaiyery theory and/or scientific discipline, because
no empirical content has been considered in th@mimdlation. Depending on the perspective
assumed, this can be seen both as a virtue otiest.aWhether this is accountable as a virtue or
not will be treated after discussing the relevaoicthe non formal issues of reduction, namely the

conditions which have empirical or factual characte

3.2 Non Formal Aspects of Reduction

The fact that all, or some, of the conditions josttlined have been met doesn’t assure the
noteworthiness of the reduction under inquiry. Matlyer considerations must be deemed in order
to evaluate its appropriateness. These considagatieal with pragmatic issues of reduction; in

other words, they deal with the assessment of ¢aé instances in which reduction takes place.
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Now, | will try to give an account of the most irgsting aspects that has to be considered when

evaluating a reduction from a non formal point

1.

2.

3.

4.

Firstly, the primary theory, the reducing one, hasprove its probative force. In other
words, its theoretical assumptions have to be glyononfirmed by empirical evidence
(Nagel, 1961, p. 358). This issue deals with thegreke of justification of the reducing theory
within its original field of formulation.

The reduction must prove to be fertile. In otherdsy the reduction has to facilitate the aim
to develop the secondary theory, suggesting irtiagesvay to explore or correct the
knowledge so far accepted. Another mark of feytitian be assessed: that the evidence of
the secondary theory’'s laws serve as indirect exieeable to support the theoretical
postulates of the primary theoripidem pp. 360-1). Thus, the convergence of evidence
belonging to different parts of the secondary smerreciprocally providing probatory
material for each other (i.e., toward the justifica of the primary science as a whole), can
be considered as an empirical important index efftlcundity of the reduction.

The appropriateness of the reduction is contingeat,is depends on the particular stage of
development of the disciplines involved. On oneesithe reducing theory must contain
specific parts (theoretical postulates or desapterms) that have a primary role in the
reduction process. A certain (primary) theory mhtam to possess these characteristics at a
specific stage of its development; not all its ssfave been marked out in that Wapn

the other side, the reduced theory may be in sesth@ctive development, whose primary
goal is to explore and classify the objects ofdibsnain. In a situation like this, attempts to
reduce this theory, even if formally successful) tarn out to be self-defeating, because
precious energies are diverted from what are draggiastions or problems, at that stage of
development. In cases like these, the reducti@apgomary theory is ineffective and doesn’t
provide useful guidance in order to improve knowkedegarding the secondary theory’s
object of inquiry. Therefore, the issue of redudpi(or irreducibility) of a theory has to be
temporally qualified.

The suitability of a reductive explanation dependghe explanatory power of the theory to

be (possibly) reduced. When a theory is able toagxpa (macro) regularity with few

7 Ernest Nagel is particularly clear about this paind provides a lucid example: ‘In particular,ugh contemporary
thermodynamics is undoubtedly reducible to a dtedéis mechanics postdating 1866 (the year in wiBditzmann

succeeded in giving a statistical interpretationtf® second law of thermodynamics with the helgertain statistical
hypotheses), that secondary science is not re@utibthe mechanics of 1700. Similarly, certain parft nineteenth-
century chemistry (and perhaps the whole of thismee) is reducible to post-1925 physics, but nahe physics of a
hundred years ago’ (1961, p. 362).
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6.

exceptions, redescribing that phenomenon in termsioro regularities provides no (or
negligible) further explanation. The situation ifetent when the explanation at the macro
level shows exceptions or irregularities. Theseiatevphenomena push the scientists to
look for micro explanations of such irregularit@®¥imsatt, 1976, p. 679).

Even in cases of formally successful reduction,(itee classical example of the reduction of
the laws of thermodynamics to the kinetic theorynamédtter), the disappearance of the
secondary theory is not granted. The secondaryrghean survive as an independent
discipline/theory for practical reasons, that igcduse its use is particularly useful or
heuristically reliable in contexts where the thedsy applied®. This leads to the
consideration that a theory can persist becaugis atlequateness within the context of use.
In fact, its reduction to a reducing theory canulesn “irrelevant complexities of
descriptions” (Sarkar, 2008, p. 431).

The reflection on the non formal aspects of reducttalls for the consideration of two
different meanings of “rational” (Wimsatt, 1976,6.2). On the one hand, rationality can be
seen as the propensity to accomplish the optimgltavachieve the aim of science (i.e., in
very general terms, explaining phenomena); on therdand, rationality can be seen as the
propensity to improve the formal rigor in scierttifiormulations. Within a formal frame,
these two meanings have been often consideredeslapping: it is rational to improve the
degree of formal rigor of a theory in order to iioye its explanatory power. But, on the
basis of empirical and practical considerations,rélation between these two functions has

to be examined in depth

Supporters of the unification of sciences have gbwattributed more importance to the formal
aspects of reduction (Hempel, 1969, p. 190), thahegir awareness of the importance of the non
formal ones cannot be forgotteibilem p. 206). The issue of formal/non formal aspedts o
reduction deals, on one side, with the necessihotd an epistemological outlook on the topic and,
on the other side, with the opportunity to suppmrtological claims about the subject matter of

inquiry.

18 «[...] The molecular characterization of cell compoits neither prevents nor is always fully integiatéth the
continued traditional functional characterizatidritise components. (...) The older reduced theaneklaws persist
because they are adequate in their context” (Sa2k@8, p. 431).

19 This issue will be treated in the next section.
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3.3 Reasons for the Linguistic Turn and its Relevanfor the Issue of the Unity of Science

As Carl Hempel clearly points out (1969, p. 188§ tebate on the problem of reduction have been
taking for many years a linguistic turn, not onbyt especially, between those who supported the
concept of the unity of science in the Nineteenghtary. In general terms, the linguistic turn
consists in the priority examination of the relasdetween the terms and the laws of the theories
(or sciences) involved in the reduction processtofdgical issues are left apart, in order to
highlight the epistemic side of the scientific eptese. But what are the reasons why a linguistic
(that is, epistemic) approach is preferable? | llto bring to light to some of the major aspects

that justify a linguistic turn.

An ontological account of reductionism would statest some properties of one subject or event is
derivable from (or is identical to) the propert@fsanother subject or event (Nagel, 1961, p. 264,
Fodor, 1974, p. 102), usually physical. But how tfam scientist conceptually distinguish between
physical and, say, chemical, biological, or psyolalal events or occurrences? For Hempel
(1969), “objects, states, and events cannot unarobgly divided into mutually exclusive classes
of ‘physical entities’, ‘chemical entities’, ‘biotpcal entities” (p. 190), because any individual
event can become an object of inquiry for manyedéht discipline, depending on the point of view
that the observer decides to assume (Agazzi, 2000,). In other words, every theory (or scientific
discipline) deals with particular aspects of thgeoly characterizing them as the focus of its
investigation. In this sense, no specific physiacdemical or whatsoever objects exist: these
adjectives express different point of view adoptethe scientific inquiry of different aspect ofofn
seldom) the same object. In other words, the digstn between different kinds of objects is theory-
laden: in Hempel's words, ‘the distinction will amern states-under-a-theoretical-characterization’
(1969, p. 195). Thus, a conception based on tlegedly intrinsic diversity between different kinds
of object would suggest that the possibility to uesl one theory to another depends on the
inspection of the properties of the objects orrlieature”, instead of investigating the relations
between the theories, that is of points of viewe Thucial point, here, is that such properties or
“natures” are not considered as pre-theoreticaitiest, but as components of the theory (or

scientific discipline) under scrutiny, as Nagelmgeiout (1961):

“[...] whether a given set of ‘properties’ or ‘behaxal traits’ of macroscopic objects can be

explained by, or reduce to, the ‘properties’ orfeioral traits’ of atoms and molecules is a

® That is, entities whose existence doesn’t depgath @ theoretical point of view.
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function of whatever theory is adopted for specifythe ‘natures’ of these elements” (pp.
364-65).

In other words, for these authors the possibilityreduction is a matter of relations between
theories and their components, that is a matteyofactic analysis, oriented to the purely formal
aspects of theoretical terms’ combination. Refusimg approach would mean to espouse a theory-
laden approach before and/or notwithstanding th#rontation with the empirical data, that is

improperly holding unjustified metaphysical assuimm.

In conclusion, in which way does this epistemienfal, syntactic approach to reduction matter for
the issue of the unification of science? At a fgkstnce, if unification is understood as the eretcti

of an intricate building (i.e., science) made offatent bricks (i.e., the different scientific
disciplines or theories) that turn out to be mutuabmpatible, it is clear that this approach is
functional to the construction of the building, hase it deals with the possibility of the linkages
between bricks. In this sense, a strong ontologioaimitment about the objects which constitute
the topic of the diverse sciences or theories woodén to get into two critical problems. On the
one hand, as seen above, the threat to fall idowb, unjustified metaphysical assumptions about
the world. On the other hand, the focus on the asgg ontological diversity of things would not
provide a fertile and strong ground for the unifica of sciences: on the contrary, it would be a
crucial obstacle on this path. A formal approachthese briefly outlined above, permits to clearly
analyze the relations between theories and to answeuestions like this: how does science
develop? Do theories (or scientific disciplines)ntilate or turn out to be included in broader
theories? And how about the meaning of theoreterahs? Can they be compared? Do the reduced
theory’s terms change their meaning after the ol How and in which cases? A linguistic
analysis permits to shed some light on these importopics. For Hempel (1969, pp. 199-206)
theories are seldom (if not ever) linked by dedigctielations, rather the reduced ones can be
conceived as special applications of the reducimgspthat include the former. Thus, theories (or
scientific disciplines) are considered as commatdarentities. In fact, they can be compared on
the basis of the common subject matter that theyotrexplain, even if they don’t share a single
theoretical term or principle. On the ground of coemsurability, theories can be linked to each
other: as seen above, some of them (the reducex) wiilebecome applicable in limited domains as
particular applications of a more general theong (teducing one), thanks to the conditions above
mentioned. In this perspective, the path to sdientinification is not cumulative: a new theory
doesn’t simply add to an old one, in the sensae@dgrving the content of the old theory and adding

on to it. Rather, the new reducing theory incluttes old one, constituting a comprehensive and
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coherent tool by means of which the scientists remd the world from a structural (i.e., formal,
syntactic) point of view. According to this apprbacon formal aspects are seen as factors to be
considered when evaluating the possibility to cauya reduction of a theory by means of another

one. In other words, they deals with the pracfittat is, local) application of reduction.

4. Unity of Object

So far, | have been dealing with those issues ath@utinity of science that consider some major
aspects pertaining the features of theories, |lgaaside the topic regarding how the world is
conceived by scientists and philosophers. Sincetbgct of unification of science is an endeavor
directed toward the progressive discovery of théaitde of nature, a major issue regards the
conception of it and its structure. What here ibeda‘unity of object” refers to the controversial
thesis that the object of science is, ultimatelye @and only one, or, at least, displays a sort of
internal coherence that has to be discovered. feiftetheoretical conceptions of the structure of
reality suggest different way to pursue the progddhe unification of science or, on the contrary,

make it unavailable.

In this chapter I will first focus on the proposdlRudolf Carnap, one of the traditional supporters
of the project of the unity of science. His sugges will shed some light on the conception of
reality that gives ground to the original propasfformal unification. Afterwards, | will sketch ¢h
proposal of Brian Ellis about scientific essensiali a position that seems to be in line with a
unification project based on metaphysical assumptidn conclusion, | will briefly present some
aspects of John Dupré’s promiscuous realism, aginali and interesting position suggesting a
fundamental disunity of human knowledge on thesdakbntological assumptions.

4.1 Rudolf Carnap’s Nominalism

Within the empiricist tradition, abstract entitildse properties, classes, etc. have been considered
with suspicion. The concept of reality itself fallsmder the same suspicious attitude. Many
empiricists, on the basis of their mistrust towaods$ological commitment (Kosso, 1992, p. 102),
tend to avoid the use of terms such as realitiypalyh often is hardly impossible not to use thesn, a
Carnap maintains (1950, p. 20). An empirical actaifirscience implies the possibility of a unified
science; as we saw in the previous Chapter, thication of science is based upon a formal
account of it, but still the various scientific diglines are in the uncomfortable position to use
terms referring to reality, including words refagito abstract entities. Thus, the problem is: iow

possible to talk about nature without running imtetaphysical (i.e., not empirical justified)
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obscurities? Rudolf Carnap tries to show that passible to use a language referring to abstract
entities without embracing a strong ontological agtment (Carnap, 1950, p. 20), in line with the

empiricist tradition.

For Carnap, if someone wants to speak about a maivdf entity, he has to introduce a linguistic
framework (bidem p. 21) for the entity in question. This framewgr&rmits to understand the
meaning of the linguistic expressions referringht® entity, within a context (the framework itself)
that talks about the world (Maxwell, 1962, p. 2@).other words, this framework is a device that
provides meaning for the new entity within a systnthings that already have a meaning. On the
basis of the introduction of the linguistic framawotwo kinds of question about the existence of
something can be stated, internal questions aretreattquestions. The first kind pertains to the
admissibility of the entity within the frameworkye second one concerns the real existence of the
entity (Carnap, 1950, p. 21). Internal questions ba answered by means of formal logic or
empirical investigation, so they apparently dordincern metaphysical assumptions. From this

internal perspective, in Carnap’s term,

“to recognize something as a real thing or everdmado succeed in incorporating it into the
system of things at a particular space-time pasifio that it fits together with the other
things as real, according to the rules of the fraork” (1950, p. 21).

Therefore, the linguistic framework is the guarantéthe (temporary) existence of the entity under
scrutiny. Since we assume a linguistic framewodt @xample, the “thing language”, as Carnap
calls it, the one that talks about everyday ob)egqiestions about the (internal) existence of dinid
that can be raised and answered. But the acceptdracénguistic framework for a certain kind of
entity only means to accept the admissibility af #ntity as a possible designatum. Moreover, the
admissibility of the entity is not fixed independgrfrom the categories of space and time, rather i
contingent, in a sort of agnostic-like ontologipakition, leaving open and unanswered the question
about its real existence. Thus, according to atijposihat gives priority to the formal and syntacti
aspects of the scientific inquiry, accepting theirfg world”, that is the world as described by the
terms and statements of the linguistic frameworleans no more than accepting a form of
language, i.e., the rules for forming statementsfan testing, accepting or rejecting thelmdem

p. 22).

On the basis of these considerations, internaltopressare not problematic, while external ones are,

in Carnap’s opinion. In fact, the thesis of thelitgaf the world, to which external questions mefe
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cannot be formulated in the “thing language”, oy ather language. The “thing language” is used
for practical reasons, that is it is useful andcedfit in order to achieve everyday purposes, aed t
decision to adopt it is based on our everyday eepee. The acceptance and the consistency of the
“thing language”, in other words, doesn’t give ende in favor of the reality of things. Rather, its
reliability “makes it advisable to accept this laage” (bidem p. 22). Thus, the problematic nature
of external questions lays in the fact that theynca receive proper answers on the basis of the
appropriateness of the internal language: in otfeeds, the existence or reality of a thing canret b

inferred on the basis of the expedience and usedslof the linguistic term that refers to it.

In Carnap’s view, the acceptance of a linguistianfework is a practical (that is, based on
considerations of usefulness and appropriatenedbgr than a theoretical questidbidem p. 27).
Nevertheless, embracing a linguistic framework Imge de facto the adoption of theoretical
assumptions: such and such rules, procedures,ro@tion rules, lawlike sentences, etc. In other
words, the author seems to underestimate the tiedrsignificance of the adoption of a linguistic
framework, that is a (theoretical) device assumethb speaker/inquirer in order to achieve certain

goals (e.g., to speak about abstract entities).

Clearly, the practical nature that leads to thepéida of a linguistic framework entails the taking

of a certain point of view, and that necessariltags some theoretical considerations. According to
Grover Maxwell (1962, p. 11), what is observabled @onsequently what it is possible to speak
about, is determined by science itself, therefbre determined by specific theoretical assumptions
From this follows that there are no a priori orlpbsophical criteria for separating the observable
from the unobservablabjdem p.11): what is observable, or what is possiblesgeak about, is
established by precise theoretical choices, that lba espoused on the basis of practical
considerations (as Carnap highlighted) or constaers of other kinds. The main point, here, is that
Maxwell explicitly maintains that everything we @bge or speak about is a function of some
theoretical assumptions, linked to our physiologataucture, our current state of knowledge and
the instruments (logical as well as practical) tvat happen to have availablibidem p. 14-5).
Therefore, this leads to a position of ontologalagtentionism, because the line that divides what i
observational and what is theoretical is not slyagshwn (depending on the factors just above

outlined) and has ‘no ontological significancdidem p. 15).

The proposals put forward by Carnap and Maxwell @mesistent with a formal account of the
scientific enterprise (see previous Chapters) negesets those rules that permit to speak about the
world without an ontological commitment. In this ywacience can pronounce on the features of

nature, but tells nothing about their reality.
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4.2 Brian Ellis’ Essentialism

Since science deals with the progressive knowledgeality, some thinkers retain that is a central
issue to discover the nature of its essential dbanatics. Here, | will focus mainly on the propbs
of Brian Ellis, which can be considered a fine eglaof essentialism. Contrarily to a nominalistic
position, essentialists believe that there areabvge, mind-independent kinds of things in nature
(Ellis, 2001, p. 17; 2008, p. 139) and, therefthat one can distinguish those properties of agthin
that are essential to it and those that are ac@t¢Blackburn, 1994). The things that share the
same essential properties form kinds, whole ofghiwhose existence would be impossible without
those essential properties that characterize thetural kind essentialism claims that natural kinds
have essential properties: to say that the posses$property P is part of the essence of the kind
implies that, necessarily, every member or samplaekind K possesses P (Bird, 2009, p. 497).
Thus, these essential properties characterizetecydar kind and distinguish it from others: they
constitute its essence, or identity, or natureefsal properties are fixed in nature, that is they
not bound by spatio-temporal constraints. In fads supposed that substances that forms natural
kinds, e.g. chemical substances, have always shiosunstructure as we can observe them now. In
other words, they are immutable: for example, “[thére is no species of chlorine existing now or
at any other time that could possibly be a speaiey other element than chlorine” (Ellis, 2008,
p. 140). This is clearly not the case for, as aamgde, biological species, for which evolutionary
considerations would clearly violate the criterminimmutability, whose violation is considered as
a symptom that the existence of the entity at stak®ot rooted in the structure of nature, but is

mind-dependent.

From this perspective, the world turns out to bedenaf things included in natural kinds, whose
components share essential properties that cowestheir peculiarity and differentiate them from
other kinds of thinge. These essential differences are not conventimmgragmatically chosen in
order to disentangle the intrinsic disorder of matuather, as we saw above, their existence is
independent by the inquirer/observer: all he hadaas to discover this predetermined order. In
other words, nature is not a continuous spectrusub$tances that has to be categorized, ratheer it i
constituted by discrete entities, precisely calatural kindsipidem p. 140).

More in details, according to Ellis’ theory, the nebis constituted by things belonging to three

natural kinds, whose relations are strictly hienaral (2008, p. 142):

2 Most authors, as Ellis (2008, p. 140) maintainsula accept essentialism regarding physics or csteynibut would
be skeptical of essentialistic claims about thestexice of natural kinds at higher (for example,ldg@al or
psychological) levels of complexity, mainly, buttromly, for the violation of the criterion of imnalility.
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1. Substantivenatural kinds include all of the natural kindssabstances.
2. Dynamicnatural kinds include all of the natural kindseetnts and processes.

3. Tropic natural kinds include all of the natural propestand relations.

The hierarchical relations between those kindseebtbped by Ellis’ basic structural hypothesis
(ibidem). It assumes that at the summit of each catednanetis a global kind, which includes all of
other natural kinds in its category. It is ontolmdly more fundamental than any other of its specie
and involves, indeed, the existence of sub-speEmsexample, the global substantive kind would
be the class of all physical systems, which evigetwntains sub-species, such as electrons, for
example. At the base of each hierarchy are theniofspecies of the global kinds, whose main
feature is that they don’t have natural sub-spedmesther words, they are primary constituents of
their including global kind. In the middle, thereeall of the generic kinds of greater or lesser
generality (for example, chemical substances). Ating to this hypothesis, physical nature turns
out to be highly structured and characterized Isyirtitive real essences for every natural kinds, at
every level of generality. This means that everyura kind is provided with “[...] intrinsic

properties or structures in virtue of which thirage of the kinds they areib{dem p. 142-3).

To sum up, these are the main features Ellis erategrconcerning the natural kinds in an
essentialist frame (2001, pp. 19-21):

1. Their existence does not depend on human interpsyghologies, perceptual apparatus,
languages, practices or choices. The distinctiomvdxen natural kinds is based on facts
about their essential nature.

2. They must be categorically distinct. They form dée entities whose borders are sharp.

3. Distinction between them are based on intrinsiéed#inces. In other words, natural kinds’
members cannot differ only extrinsically, that ispénding on how things in the world
happen to be arranged or happen to be relatecetamwther.

4. If two members of a given natural kind differ imgically from each other, and these
intrinsic differences are not ones that can beseittquired or lost by members of the kind,
then they must be members of different speciekekind.

5. Natural kinds are characterized by essential ptmseand real essences.
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In particular, the substantive kinds are essemtidifined by causal powers, rather than by
structural aspects, since at the most elementag) there is no structure (understood as relations
between parts) at all. However, causal powers a&fenetl in terms of dispositions, the full
description of which will tell us what we shouldpect things having this property be disposed to
do in various circumstances. For this reason, aengmlistic metaphysic like Ellis’ one seems to
postulate two fundamental properties in naturepaigional properties (causal powers, capacities,
propensities, which tell us what things of thatdgrare supposed to do) and categorical properties
(spatio-temporal and numerical relations, whichvpgte for a proper descriptions of the diverse

circumstances in which dispositional powers mayrtgxe

The centrality of dispositional properties in Elliproposal is supported by his thesis of
dispositionalismwhich involves that the laws of natures desctiteessences of natural kinds. At
every level of the hierarchy, laws of differentdaiehical position describe the behaviors of things
which corresponds to their essences. This clainkllis’ opinion, has two important theoretical
consequencesbidem p. 143): on one side, it is claimed that the dnighy of laws of nature are
intrinsically correlated with the hierarchy of tinatural kinds. Laws are solidly grounded in the
world’s natural kind structure (Bird, 2011). On théher side, the laws of nature turn out to express
metaphysical necessities: for example, electrores reecessarily negatively charged, physical

processes are necessarily intrinsically consergathenergy, and so on.

In conclusion, scientific essentialism, as Ellifschis own proposal, entails a well structured ior
whose properties and laws intrinsically define itgall herefore, its proper description involves the
discovery of properties and laws of nature thatlyeaxist in the present and always will exist.
Theoretical assumptions such as the reduction efctmplexity and multiplicity of reality to a
simpler conception of it, the real existence ofurat components, their stability in time, the
hierarchical structure of nature, seem to provigead ground for a project of scientific unificatio
from a metaphysical point of view. As Ellis cleadtates, “ontologies typically try to explain the
overall structure of the world [...] The test of amaogy is how well it achieves its aim of global
unification” (Ellis, 2001, p. 62).

4.3 John Dupré’s Promiscuous Realism

Contrarily to the two proposals just briefly oudtsh Dupré’s perspective is based on what he calls
ontology of common sense, that is strongly plutigti€ommon sense tends to classify things not by
unifying them under a simple and unitary structofeconcepts, but by the individuation of

fragmentary and diverse categories (Dupré, 19939p. In the author’s opinion, one should not
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ignore this spontaneous pluralistic view when deplvith metaphysical issues about the scientific
enterprise. Such an outlook may turn out to be wenyortant when considering the ontological
status of reality. Reflecting on the biologicalsddication, Dupré notes how scientific and common
sense terms referring to natural kiffdsre intrinsically different and maintains that ¢su
divergence [...] often occurs for good reasons thetlpde any reasonable expectation of eventual
convergence between the twabiflem p. 27). In other words, the ordinary way of cifyssg
things can be very different, and incompatiblepfrthe scientific categorization. Examples come

from the vegetable as well as from the animal kamggdas this quotation shows:

“A particularly interesting example is provided hlge moths. The order Lepidoptera
includes the suborders Jugatae and Frenatae. éaepthat all the Jugatae are moths. The
Frenatae, on the other hand, are further subdividenl the Macrolepidoptera and the
Microlepidoptera. The latter seem again to be aths. But the former include not only
some moths but (all) skippers and butterflies. Trbable here is not that we cannot give a
reasonably plausible account of the extension @fEhglish term moth, but rather that the
grouping so derived is, from a biological pointvadéw, quite meaninglessibidem pp. 28-

9).

Is there any possibility for the convergence oftile languages? The case for cladism seems to be
a fine example of the intrinsically improbabilityat this will happen. Cladism is a biological theor
affirming that the taxonomic distinctions shouldleet evolutionary events of lineage bifurcation,
ignoring any other available criterion (for exampi®rphological or reproductive criteria). If there
may be the case for such a revision in the pradess$ibiological context, for which cladism can
represent a sound theoretical assumption, it ig uelikely that the ordinary language would ever
espouse such a quirk of evolutionary theory, aagpthis way of classifying living things. But
what is at the basis of such big differences betvtbe ordinary and the scientific way to organize
the world? Dupré is convinced that the key poinnishe different functions they serve. Ordinary
language has many aims in distinguishing kindsrghoism. Organisms may acquire recognition
for a variety of reason: they are economically ocislogically important, are intellectually
intriguing, are furry and appealing, etc. Thisrisetalso for scientific language, where organisms
may acquire recognition, and consequently claskifen the basis of morphological similarities,
reproductive similarities, evolutionary considepas, etc. Moreover, such reflections show the

22 Here the term is used in a very broad and libemy, referring to classes of objects defined by ¢benmon
possession of some important theoretical properties
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likelihood that there may be other plausible sgemgd ways of classifying things, neither
coincident with scientific nor ordinary languagéetvocabularies of the timber merchant, the
furrier, the herbalist, just to borrow some Duprél@mples. From this argument follows that there
are many grounds for classification, in ordinarggaage as well as in science. This pluralistic
attitude refers to the promiscuity supported by &ehor, who maintains that nothing in his
proposal suggests that the kinds so recognizethamy sense illusory or unreal: this is the reason
why he considers himself a realist. In other worifferent ways of classifying things can be
conceived and each one really exists, on the graafnthe adoption of specific, and diverse,

theoretical positionsifidem p.43).

Dupré affirms that there is not a general critéoiaindividuating kinds (within the animal world as
well as within the inanimate world), but questi@mut the breadth and borders of kinds should be
considered locally, taking into account the speciiatures of the object and the particular
problems or questions that the classifier has indmConsequently, classifications made on the
basis of the first kind of considerations can sediffer from classifications made on the basis of
the latter kind and this reflects, for the authtbistinct ontological statusedbidem pp. 50-1). Dupré
insists that this does not reflect a methodologicaht of view, but rather an ontological one: oaly
pluralistic vision of reality can take into accout# incredible complexity and it is likely to prev
adequate for its investigation. The existence ofynaverlapping and intersecting kinds is not an
evidence for their unreality (Dupré, 1996, p. 108)biology as well as in any other district of

reality:

“There is no God-given, unique way to classify theumerable and diverse products of
evolutionary process. There are many plausible defdnsible ways of doing so, and the
best way of doing so will depend on both the puegosf the classification and the
peculiarities of the organism in question, whethieose purposes belong to what is
traditionally considered part of science or ordynkifie [...] Realism about biological kinds

has nothing to do with insisting that there shohb&l some unitary cause of biological
distinctions” (Dupré, 1993, p. 57)

In other words, there cannot be natural kinds fesnessentialist point of view. As we just noticed
above, essentialism states that natural kindshameutable, have always existed, that their members
don’t change in time, that they are timeless. Om ¢bntrary, promiscuous realism affirms that

natural kinds are strongly bounded to space and.tBut, from this point of view, how can we
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define a kind natural, if the existence of its @sgeis denied? The naturalness of kinds is such
because they represent differences in nature tth@igh overlapping and intersecting, really exist.
To quote a previous example, there are no reasdarny that a particular sub-class of Lepidoptera
are recognized ordinarily as moths and that thésscimight exist even independently from our
recognition. Discovering kinds doesn’t involve disering essences; rather, it is to identify
interesting (from different points of view) realsdontinuities in the worldilfidem p. 64-67,
Cartwright, 1994).

Dupré’s argument against essentialism is basedwpirigist grounds, for which the evaluation of
the explanatory potential and the existence of iipekinds have to be achieved by means of
empirical research. In other words, the existemcewsefulness of kinds is assessed a posterieri: th
commitment to real essences (in an essentialisiiod) either is vacuous or violate this demand
(ibidem p. 80). In his view, what makes a kind explanataseful is that its instances share some
properties or dispositions and are susceptibléosame forces. The discovery of these properties
or dispositions, however, does not provide a jiggtiion for attributing the status of essentiatity
some of them. For Dupré, the naturalness of kindf/ @onsists in the singling out of
discontinuities in nature, which instances shamarmoon properties and dispositions, and that are
susceptible to same forces. Naturalness doesrdil ¢hé attribution of essentiality to some of the
kind’s properties, since it would be an highly &ndoly and non-empirical assumption. This view is

called by its authocategorical empiricisnfibidem p. 80-3).

Presuming the availability of different ways to egdrize objects and the legitimacy of diverse
classifications of natural kinds, Dupré support ttiea that there is room for various properly
grounded scientific projects, each one describinty @ne of the many ways things are. In
particular, there is no reason to expect a convemef these projects onto one grand theoretical
system (Dupré, 1996, pp. 105-6). There are as nagpyopriate scientific projects as many
empirical grounded ways to categorize the worlceréfore the flourishing of new (or not
“traditional”) scientific disciplines is welcomedRather, the main question about the scientific
enterprise is: on which ground we justify the persifia particular project of inquiry rather tharyan
of the many possible alternatives? Dupré mainttias we should select those projects that best
serves the goals that motivate our inquibydem) by means of a proper account of the features of
the inquired object (Dupré, 1993, pp. 34-57). Adiog to such an approach, the birth and
development of the special sciences are not omgr#tically justified, but also hoped in order to

best achieve the goal to give proper and soundenssw the questions they legitimately raise.
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In conclusion, the way to conceptualize the var@tyhe entities in the world strongly influences
the practicability of a unification project. If thveorld is, at some level, composed by the sameskind
of properties, dispositions and forces, the comeecg of the branches of science dealing with
apparently different objects would be possible dedirable. On the contrary, if the existence of
real essence is denied, a unification of scienaeumetaphysical claims would be unjustified.
Further candidates, other than metaphysics, shouite forward in order to make this enterprise

feasible.

40



Part 2

5. Evidences of Fragmentation in Psychology

The assumption that psychology as a science is lmmmdragmented is well-known among
professionals and researchers since the early pédahe discipline. Karl Blhler'®ie Krise der
Psychologieappeared in 1927, the same year Lev Vygotsklysorical Meaning of the Crisis in
Psychologywas published. Therefore, the desire to explosehdogy’s boundaries, limits and
structure has been long cultivated by some psygisik sensitive to these kinds of philosophical
problems. Slightly from the beginning of the susces psychology as a science and as a socially
useful discipline, a (often considered as) siniateareness of psychology’s disunity took the hearts
and minds of a large part of those who devoted thvas to it. But what doegisunitymean, in this
case? Does it refer to the plurality of methodslusepsychologists? Does it refer to the plethdra o
diverse theories that fall under the big umbreflagychology? Or does it refer to the enormous gap
that differentiates, for example, the practicehd experimentalist from that of the psychoanalyst?
Does the fragmentation deal with the huge amourspetialized areas within psychology, whose
manifestation is the existence of 53 APA’s (Amemiésychological Association) divisions? These
and other questions are still object of debate betwpsychologists and philosophers. A large
literature about fragmentation has been producethénlast thirty years, but it seems that its
vastness somehow tends to ironically mirror theywveature of the issue under investigation,
showing fragmentation and disunity in contents amethodological approaches. In other words,
many authors have been writing about fragmentati@unity and the crisis of psychology, but the
problem is faced from different perspectives, raggrom a political viewpoint (Sternberg, 2005)
to a rhetorical one (Katzko, 2002), passing by tegcal-methodological (Henriques, 2004; Staats,
1996), historical (Richards, 2002), educational @dcvern & Brewer, 2005), meta-theoretical
(Fenici, 2009; Richlak, 1993) levels of inquiry.KEm as whole, the literature on fragmentation in
psychology is a Babel that strives to describediseipline’s disunity, leaving the reader with the
strange impression that there is not a prior levt@hquiry and that commensurability, if possibke,

a hard task even to be imagined. In accordance @etlGroot (1990) and Goertzen (2008), a
necessary precondition for properly facing the esstifragmentation is to make some order putting
the different levels of discourse in a taxonomyt timividuates the basic causes as well as the
effects of the assumptive fragmentation of psyaplon other words, we need to ascertain which
levels of inquiry are prior in the analysis of tlhagmentation of our discipline. In the following
analysis, | will try to focus on the main topicsfaigmentation from institutional and philosophical

standpoints: in fact, the two often intertwine.
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5.1 The Development of Psychology and the GrountiBragmentation

In order to explore the issue of fragmentations tundamental to look at psychology as a human
enterprise, hence as a socio-cultural phenomemopaiticular, | will deal with the process that
brought to life the professional role of the psyogast in Western society, trying to discover the
assumptions that constituted the basis for histexé® as a social actor. The profession of
psychologist has been a sort of crossroad whesrsi\professional roles converged and condensed
in this new kind of profession. Since from the origf the discipline (end of Nineteenth, beginning
of Twentieth Century), psychologists have beentlfirddentified with the role of the scientist
(Richards, 2002, p. 11), whose main aim is to eeppassive, ‘third person’ objects with objective
(that is, reproducible and intersubjectively assbky methods. The identification with the scidntis
is well understandable, since psychology was a disaipline just born out from philosophy and
most efforts of those who practiced it were dirdcte provide scientific credentials to their
discipline (Reisman, 1991/1999, p. 27); in otherdgo the role of the scientist embodied the hopes
for a real scientific status for psychology. A sed¢source in the development of the role of the
psychologist was the medical profession. Many pslady practitioners originally were physicians
with philosophical interesil{idem p. 21) about behavior and mind. Interrogatingpbea@about their
mental conditions might be readily managed withiggician roles, where the expert and the client
are bound by a power relationship (Carli et al88,9p. 67-8; Richards, 2002, p. 12) based on the
gap between the mastery of specific (medical) kedgé and the lack of it. Related to these are the
roles of the philosopher and the teacher, whiclarimate the concern for issues relating to mind,
relationships, therapy, rehabilitation, educatidiese roles, and maybe others, fulfilled two

different and complementary functions:

1.They served as role models for ‘giving psychologyshape’. At the beginning,

psychologists didn't have a specific role, with ggse boundaries and a definite field of
action, at least from a social point of view. Thegeded ‘anchorages’ to well-known
professions and social roles in order to get agmagpcial legitimacy and try to establish a
professional identity.

2. They provided people with a social represenatibwhat psychologists are and do. The
interests, field of action, objects of inquiry amiethodologies of those who practiced

psychology were understood by analogy with othdl-kreown professions.

In a sense that will be soon made explicit, these models are still active and somehow helpful in

the present time of psychological practice. Thisrality of references, though useful, inevitably
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poses some problems relating to the identity aadte of psychologists: who are psychologists?
What they usually do? What are their goals? Whattheir methods? The analogy with other
professions might well provides some clues, butdbee of the questions still remains open. An
interesting interpretation of this peculiarity dfet psychological profession is suggested by the
Italian psychologist Renzo Carli and his colleag(e388). The authors maintain that those who
benefit from a psychological service (for examplsunseling, psychotherapy, education,
assessment and others) are not competent regahdingature and the modes of that psychological
intervention. In other words, they don’t know hdwe tpsychologist will operate in the intervention
that constitutes her professional offer; this iglemtly not the case of other kinds of professi@us.
example may clarify this issue. The potential dlieha lawyer has a relatively clear idea of what
will happen in the professional relation with heven though it is the first time she needs a lawyer
The aim of the intervention is to support the dligvat has been involved in a lawsuit. In ordebb¢o
effective, the lawyer needs to know all the infotima the client is able to provide about the issue
of the inquiry. Moreover, the lawyer is requireduse all her knowledge and technical devices in
order to fulfill the client's expectations, that t® get the targets on which they have agreeds Thi

kind of professional relation is based on thre@sggions:

1. The professional intervention is constitutedthy requirement of a specific pattern of
actions that both the client and the practitionesw and agree on.
2. The relation is motivated by the achievemerdroéxplicit goal.
3. The practitioner is required to accept the gwaposed by the client. If not, the relation

has no longer reason to exist.

This clearness about the goal and the actions nextjuioesn’t characterize the intervention of a
psychologist (Gaj, 2009, pp. 84-5). As in the casen above, the client asks for a psychological
intervention with specific expectations, but thegpectations are based on the various professional
functions that are socially attributed to the p®jogist (for example, counselor, psychotherapist,
trainer, diagnostician). Between those functiorssparceived by the client, and the professional
offer there is a gap that the psychologist is dallipon to fill. In other words, what people think
about psychological practice is often strongly efi#éint from what psychologists really do: the
diverse cultural models that describe the psychcédgoractice represent opportunities through
which the methodology of intervention gets expligaining visibility to the psychological work
within the social context (Carli et al., 1988, 9; Salvatore & Pamplomatas, 1993, p. 95-6). In the

relation with the psychologist, the client adoppedfic representations, choosing by those at
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disposal (as we saw above) and consistent witlptblelem she is presenting to the psychological
practitioner. Bypassing those distorted represemtsitof the psychological intervention (based, by
analogy, on other professions), the psychologiss tisem as informative material on which she sets
her intervention up, using proper psychologicalldgodn this sense, the plurality of the social
representations concerning the psychological psadaspermits the deployment of its technical
tools, through the analysis of the representatminthe problem by which the client asked for a
psychological intervention. However, the questitiwt which theory, technique or methodology
constitutes the core of the intervention remainsnggince “the unclear professional boundaries are
not only apparent between professional psycholauy @her health care disciplines but also are
seen within the field itself” (Henriques & Sternge004, p. 1053).

In order to describe the frame in which psychologyeloped and still expands, expressions like
social representation, social role, cultural moaedl similar have been used. The importance of
such terms, referring to abstract concepts, in dbénition of the psychological practice is
connected to the fact that those who practice pdggly deliver a particular kind of service. In this
sense, what psychologists do is delivering psyalio# services. Now, what a service is? It can be
firstly defined as an immaterial process that iki@ged within a relational and communicative
process between a producer and a consumer (OlMattoukian, 1998, p. 52). Delivering a service
means dealing with and managing peculiar featirasaharacterize many aspects of the process of
the delivery itself (Normann, 1984/1985, pp. 35i6)the case of a service, the product (the service
itself) cannot be previously displayed and it ddesrist before its delivery. In other words, the
service is a sort of “tip of an iceberg”: the clienay appreciate the whole nature of the servi¢g on
after its delivery, while before it what she hag amly some partial clues about it (this is
particularly true of psychological services, asnsabove). Thus, the difference between production
and sale is vague and tends to disappear, ingltedf services: producing a service is to sehrig
selling it means to produce it. Moreover, the dliakes active part in the process of delivery of a
service. In other words, she is more than a consbeause every kind of service (from education
to a haircut or a psychotherapy) cannot take forithout a certain degree of participation,
depending on the kind of service. In fact, those wleliver a service not only interact with the
consumers: they also must be able to manage thean esportant part of the productive process,
because, as argued, the service consumption ongbletely separable from the production and it
involves a direct connection and cooperation betvike deliverer and the consumer. Another point
to take into account is that the delivery of a smrvs strongly influenced by the social and cwtur
features of the context where it takes place athitdes heavily depend upon the local features of

the place where the service is delivered. In othands, the provision of a service is an expression
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of the socio-cultural referents in which it takekge: for example, we cannot imagine a
professional haircut that is independent from filxghion of the time and society where it is
performed. Moreover, beyond the socio-cultural nefies, the specific circumstances where the
service takes place are particularly salient: tiveo@’t be a haircut without proper tools, specific
places devoted to it and competent knowledge ofhtisdresser. All these features are time and

place dependent and are responsible for differenlskof haircuts across places and times.

The interplay between the socio-cultural dimensiand the modes of the provision of a specific
kind of service is a basilar topic in the underdtag of psychology’s fragmentation. As Valsiner
(2006, pp. 601-8) claims, the main accepted thearas discourses within society have been
strongly influencing, and defined, some importagdtéires of our discipline. Historical and social
factors temporarily opened or closed different kirmhd modes of psychological inquiry: for
example, the focus on private vs. public life a¥ thcus on pragmatism and social utility selectivel
directs and guides psychologists toward differeatles of interpreting their discipline, creating, de
facto, different kinds of disciplines. This strodgpendence on social, cultural and time factors
somehow limited the scope of psychology, fragmentinn many different expressions, bound to
specific aspects of their social frames of refeeer&s a results, ‘science becomes swallowed by
society’, in Jaan Valsiner's words (2006, p. 60B)e psychologist Graham Richards shares the
same basic ideas on the issue of the fragmentatigsychology. He maintains that psychology
serves as an arena within which different grouppmker negotiate different ways of “doing”
psychology, each one including specific concerngutabthe nature and the resolution of
psychological problems (Richards, 2002, p. 28).eHbe focus is on the weakness of psychology as
a science: rather than a science, in fact, it &£leed as a sort of coercion tool in service aiety

, Without any coherence or common concern aboutatdjof inquiry and methodologies. Even
though this position is clearly questionable in etstirety, it is as much evident that within the
discipline “the diversity directly relates to justich issues as what psychologists consider its [of
psychology] aims to be, the methods appropriateptwsuing them, and even how they
conceptualize its subject matter [...]” (2002, p..28) accordance with these authors, Cahan and
White (1992) claim that the fragmentation of psyogg has been a consequence of its application.
When societies, American as well as European, teglgabrought psychologists into consultation
on questions of social interest, a heterogenedusf smterprises tried to give an answer. Thiso$et
psychological interventions was the cradle of agplpsychology, whose aim was to answer to
social relevant questions. But the work of thosgcpslogists was scattered, fragmented, often
speculative. As the questions were understanddibigrmed — this often happens when dealing

with questions coming from psychology’s consumas geen above) — the answers were sketchy
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and superficial. This scenario lead to an enlarging fragmented body of research and practice
that did not comfortably fit with experimental metitology and, in one way or another, constantly
challenged it (Cahan & White, 1992, p. 231). Thpsychologists were working in different
contexts and trying to answer social questions vdifierent models and approaches, often
extemporary. The psychologist Sergio Salvatore §2@0 123) provides an interesting outlook by
which to analyze psychologists’ attempts to hoadirtknowledge to the real problems they were,
and are, asked to solve in different social costekhe Italian author maintains that the discipline
tends to get its objects of interest directly frommlity or, complementarily, tends to reify
psychological constructs (see also Katzko, 2002,264-5). In other words, on one side, many
branches of psychology are defined on the basithefreal object on which they ground their
inquiry: Northern American social psychology, jistpick an example from Salvatore, deals with
social objects as they are defined in everydaydagg. However, the psychological models used to
describe and explain these objects refer to genesgithological theories, as, for example,
cognitivism. In this case, the object is “takeeddlly”, it is not a psychological construct, thg&@an
abstract and theoretically informed concept usethdicate aspects of the real object (as, on the
contrary, in the case of Moscovici’'s social repréaBon construct, just to remain in the field of
social psychology). Another example can be proviadeth reference to the subdivision of
psychology in different branches, which deals wiith general tendency of the discipline to ground
itself on specific real contexts of interventiordanith its consequent progressive sectorialization.
Here the term sectorialization does not refer wpaventional agreement about the features of a
group of professionals that share a specific fafldntervention. Rather, the sectorialization | am
writing about, still following Salvatoreil{iden), understands the different psychological fields
(school psychology, organization psychology, spestchology, etc.) as autonomous area of
psychology based on the adoption of peculiar objantd methods of inquiry (see also Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 2003). Again, psychological branchesusderstood are based on real objects as
intended by the common sense, not on psychologioastructs, that are aspects of the object
defined in theoretical terms. In other words, orgations, schools or sports fields are not areas
constituted by phenomena characterized by psyclualbogpecificity (Salvatore, 2006, p. 124); the
author says that what happens in those contexdbv®usly of psychological interest, but it does
not get psychological meaning for the fact thabappens in one specific context. To make an
example pertaining school psychology, learning @sses observed in schools are not different
from the same kind of processes observed elsewthenggh some peculiarities can be detected. Or,
the organization of a school does not follow pexulules for the fact that it pertains to schoalt b

can be understood as a special case of a widegargtef phenomena, e.g., organization processes.
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These are example of reification based on the bbjeaquiry, where an allegedly different area of
psychology is merely justified by the referenceatoeal context; the psychological interest of this
context, however, is not grounded in the conteselif but in certain psychological processes
relevant to that context, whose study often crosisesooundaries of real contexts (is not context-

specific).

Salvatore denotes another case, the tendencyfygmgichological construct. This tendency can be
noticed in the case of developmental psychologythm International literature, the concept of
developmental psychology refers to the branch gtipslogy that deals with the construction of
models that describe and explain psychological dsioms as processes. In Italy, for example, it is
not used in the same way and its object is commoahgsidered to be a real phenomenon: the
following of the different phases of life. In thease, development is a not considered as a construc
that specifies a point of view through which analygzome aspects of the real object, but is

considered as a real object, as intended by cons®se.

From the point of view of the fragmentation, thdimiédon of psychology on the grounds of real
objects as they are commonly understood, and ntitemiretical constructs, is problematic for two
reasons. One is theoretical: psychology and itscepis tend to be very similar to everyday
language and this can be an hindrance to the cmtisin of an autonomous and fertile discipline.
Psychology may turn out to appear theoretically tyygrounding its knowledge on common sense.
The second is pragmatic: the dependence to thexisnivhere psychology operates constrains the
psychological interventions to the ways the comrsemse conceptualizes, or would conceptualize,
those aspects of reality. No divergent thinkingcompetent behavior is possible if the conceptual
tools that are used by psychologists are isomomhwith common sense concepts. As a
consequence, the fruitfulness and appropriatenks$isecinterventions turn to be poor and with

small value.

In conclusion, the direct encounter of psychologthwgocial, real problems had a crucial role in
initiating the fragmentation process of the disai@] and still has, moving psychology away from
the safe place of experimental methods. At thertvegg of applied psychology, new and unknown
phenomena called for psychological intervention.e Ttrust in the psychological science
progressively grew, producing social expectatidrag heeded to be satisfied, in order to create and
strengthen the credibility of psychology as a swéenThough, the demands for psychological
consultations were often vague and ill-formed amdded to be reformulated. The need for
reformulation left room for a growing set of difét theoretical and methodological ways of facing

the problems to be solved. One of the most imporamdency within psychology has been to
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conceptualize its objects as commonly understogdctd) as real objects, in absence of strong
theoretical perspectives. This approach progrelysiagoverished the social and scientific status
of the discipline and hindered the development todng cross-contexts theoretical outlooks .
Another tendency, as seen above (Richards, 2088)bé&en to export, directly or indirectly, to the
new fields of intervention techniques based on psligists’ identifications borrowed from other
stronger professions. However, the blind transfeteohniques or theories sharpened in different
settings or based on different competencies tovén@us social contexts revealed, once again, the

theoretical and methodological poorness of psyahglwhen facing social relevant problems.

In other words, two different routes were followeal answer to the growing demand for a
pragmatic and socially relevant psychology: faawegv problems with old theories or facing new

problems with no theories. Anyway, the outcomelisen the same: fragmentation.

5.2 Psychology’s Two Cultures

The scenario briefly sketched was just one of tlestnevident expression of the long-standing
schism between an objective approach and an ietetpre, humanistic approach to psychology.
Driver-Linn maintains (2003, p. 270) that the tways to study human beings have been developed
for the reason that humans, on one side, are intigisocial beings, and thus need to be considered
in their subjectivity and, on the other side, humare still part of nature, and consequently their
study may profitably gain from an objective appiman other words, the situation highlighted by
Driver-Linn is but a reflection of the old disputetween those supporting a monistic methodology,
claiming the legitimacy of an objective outlook banman beings, and those supporting a dualistic
methodology, claiming the peculiarity of humans amothe other natural objects. Thus,
psychology has been going through these two difteteaditions, each one carrying different
assumptions on what constitutes advance and pdhes can be identified as the first macro-level
where fragmentation takes place. From this pergmedhis internal disjunction, understood as the
first step to fragmentation, constituted the craml@sychological science. Such an original schism
perpetuated when psychological demand progressarelyse (see previous paragraph). Gradually,
two clusters of activity hardened: experimentalgheyogy, usually developed and performed in
academic settings, on one side, and problem-cehtesgchology, usually developed for social
interventions, on the other (Bagnara et al., 19{b,52-3; Cahan & White, 1992, p. 229). These
two kinds of psychology seem to be divided at Ibgstiwo large issues about the relevant data to be
considered in psychological inquiries and the wayréat them: subjectivism versus objectivism
and quantification versus qualification (Lundin, 989 pp. 10-12). The objective and

guantificational approach, strongly favored by ekpentalists and academics, prioritizes data that
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can be seen or measured directly, precisely aedsubjectively, that is in a way that can be shared
by different subjects. The subjective and qualifaaal approach, favored by those working in
problem-centered settings, prioritizes the innelvgbe experience of people, which can be only
detected and studied through verbal reports. Tlebamks of the psychological river are so far] stil
today, that the psychologist Gregory Kimble reféossthem as “psychology’s two cultures”,
expression that gave the title to his famous 1984l@ on American Psychologist. The author
assumes that these conflicting cultures, understasddifferent ways to conceptualize the
disciplines, its values and its methods, even exisdng scholars of a single field, not only between
those that deal with distinct areas of the disogliThe relevance of Kimble’s contribution is the
empirical attitude of his position: after havingassed what previous writers have suggested to be
the dimensions at the core of the conflicting ideascerning psychology, the author identified 12
clusters of bipolar dimensions, each one expressimgopposing ends of continua. In general
terms, the dimensions considered dealt with theatdebetween a monistic versus a pluralistic

account of psychological events. Going into detéile scales were aboubiflem p. 834):

1. Most important values (scientific vs. human).laRsl opposing ideas: increasing
knowledge vs. improving human condition; methodaal strength vs. relevance;
obligation to apply vs. no such obligation.

2. Degree of lawfulness of behavior (determinism imsleterminism). Related opposing
ideas: lawful vs. no lawful; understandable vs. omprehensible; predictable vs.
unpredictable; controllable vs. uncontrollable.

3. Source of basic knowledge (objectivism vs. tiaism). Related opposing ideas: sense
data vs. empathy; observation vs. self-report; ajpmral definition vs. linguistic analysis;
investigation vs. common sense.

4. Methodological strategy (data vs. theory). Rmlabpposing ideas: investigation vs.
interpretation; induction vs. deduction; evidenseargument.

5. Setting for discovery (laboratory vs. field).|&ed opposing ideas: experimentation vs.
survey/case study; manipulation vs. naturalisticsepbation; hypothesis testing vs.
correlation; control vs. realism; precision vs.legical validity.

6. Temporal aspects of lawfulness (historical Msistarical). Relating opposing ideas:
developmental vs. descriptive approach; longitudmsacross-sectional study.

7. Position on nature/nurture issue (heredity vsirenment). Relating opposing ideas:

physiology vs. situation; biological vs. socialesute.
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8. Generality of laws (nomothetic vs. idiographiRelating opposing ideas: species general
vS. species specificity; ‘standard man’ vs. indinatl uniqueness; universalism vs.
contextualism.

9. Concreteness of concepts (hypothetical construst intervening variables). Relating
opposing ideas: biological reality vs. abstractaagtion.

10. Level of analysis (elementism vs. holism). Retaopposing ideas: molecular vs. molar;
part vs. whole.

11. Factor leading to action (cognition vs. affed®elating opposing ideas: reason Vvs.
emotion; thinking vs. motivation; intellect vs. impe; rational vs. irrational.

12. Conception of organisms (reactivity vs. cragtlyv Relating opposing g ideas:

automaticity vs. voluntary control; associationigencostructivism.

For each dimension, Kimble made a ten points diffeéal scale. Each item consists of two parts: a
pair of opposed statements followed by a summaryhef conflicting ideas contained in the
statements (see the 12 dimensions above). Sulojecis their response on a ten points Likert scale
indicating their personal degrees of endorsemett@iposition at stake. Three groups of subjects
were considered by the author: undergraduate stsidgr100) without previous training in
psychology (no clues of psychology’'s two culturesrev found), officers of APA (American
Psychological Association) divisions (n=81), whiate psychologists with important roles in the
American psychological community, and general masmbéAPA (n=164) who belonged to one of
the considered divisions (3, Experimental; 9, Siycier Psychological Study of Social Issues; 29,
Psychotherapy; 32, Humanistic). The purpose ofatlihor was to obtain data that would give a
description of the two ways of understanding thecigiine from the perspective of those who
practice different kinds of psychology. The resuits Kimble’'s study are very interesting:
psychologists have significantly dissimilar opirsoabout the considered dimensions, differently
from psychologically naive people. In particulas, was expected, people with different opinions
about central issue in psychology find their wayoirorganizations where those values are
dominant: experimentalists prioritize the objectside of the continuum, while psychotherapists
the subjective side, for example. Though, if on dimension of determinism/indeterminism all
psychologists agree on determinism (the differeacesn terms of extremeness of the position), on
other issues the opinions greatly differs amonguhgous scales. Psychology seems to be even
more fragmented than expected:
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“In the case of objectivism versus intuitionism, mzers of Division 9 [Social Issues, my
note], who usually side with the humanists, aretlma scientist end of the scale. In still
another, data versus theory, the psychotherapBigsion 29) join the psychologists
interested in social issues (Division 9) and talstaad opposed to that of experimentalists
(Division 3), who are now in the same camp of thenhnistic psychologists (Division 32)”
(Kimble, 1984, p. 838).

The picture outlined displays an image of conterapompsychology as composed by different
communities which work under different, often castfhg, conceptions of science (Yanchar &
Slife, 1997, p. 236; Yanchar, 1997, pp. 151-2). Hmensions proposed, even though can be
considered simplification of important issues imgel philosophy of science, can effectively catch
the opinions about the foundations and the featiresychology as it is envisaged by practitioners.
As seen above, it is clear that those dimensionsbeaconsidered as expressions of long-standing,
but central and still unsolved, issues at the bakithe conception of psychology as a science.
Therefore, these are topics that have existed ¢gmamut the development of psychological
theorizing and are still current today (Lundin, 899. 9). But the origin of the schism don’t deal
only with the beginning and development of psycgglaas was hinted in Chapter 1, it has deep
roots in the controversial debate about the margspluralist view of social sciences. The crucial
point, also for the case of psychology, is represikby those fundamental conceptual concerns that
generated the schism and still feeds the fragmentat psychology (Goertzen, 2008, p. 833-842).

5.3 Different Kinds of Fragmentation

The existence of psychology’s two cultures candresitlered as a disciplinary maneuver as well as
an epistemological act (Stam, 2004, pp. 1259-6Mil&\the latter option is quite clear, for the
former option, the schism is an expression of d#ffé groups of power (see also Richards, 2002)
and the strive for unification is basically orieshtt the preservation of the institutional health o
psychology. In fact, many authors are worried tihat fragmentation detectable in the discipline
would cause the loss of its status as an indepérdistipline (Yanchar & Slife, 1997, p. 237,
Sternberg, 2005, p. 3) and the consequent institakidissolution (Yanchar, 1997, pp. 152-3). This
concern is effectively illustrated by the psychasd@tephen C. Yanchab{dem p. 153):

“Psychology is in a unique position [...] becaus@dt only consists of many competing
theoretical perspectives and research programsalbatbecause it possesses ho common

definition or purpose that all psychologists maljyraround. Rather, research programs and
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discourse communities have become increasinglylansund parochial; they have become
to drift away from psychology proper to affiliateone closely to sciences or scholarly
enterprises that seem more similar to themselvem tdo other communities of

psychologists.”

Such a perspective, which can be called institafiohighlights some interesting aspects of the
fragmentation of psychology, that can also turrbéouseful when considering the phenomenon
from a proper epistemological standpoint. Here Ill viry to draw attention to those

disciplinary/institutional aspects that | believeeve some epistemological significance.

| will now mainly consider the proposal of the pegtogist Robert J. Sternberg, whose role as past-
president of the American Psychological AssociafidRA) pushed him to face the problem of
fragmentation from a professional and institutiomagjle. For Sternberg and Grigorenko (2003, pp.
23-4) there are four bad habits among psycholqgvgtsch are responsible for the institutional
fragmentation of psychology. The first one is tielasive or almost exclusive reliance on a single
methodology: psychologists are trained largelyh@ tise of one or two methods. The training in a
specific method involves a lot of time and researsior professionals may seek to maximize the
return of their investmenilidem p. 29), even when they come to see the flaw$aif preferred
methodology, or inadequacy in respect to the obpéehquiry. This attitude may discourage the
learning and the use of other methodologies andelextion of the objects of interest may be based
on the method that is known, rather than on theciBpgy of the object itself. Consequently,
psychologists can come to consider a single metbggias the best way to study a certain set of
problems or phenomena. Though, this obviously ve®Imethodological problems: every method
have its disadvantages and permits to grasp saagrés of the objects from a specific, but limited,
perspective. In fact, every method provides a sdrtbiased knowledge, whose biases are
determined by the use of the method itself. Fromnatitutional point of view, this habit creates
and feeds fragmentation and incommunicability ampsgchologists using different methods: in
other words, the use of a method becomes a norims#eans perfectly reasonable and beyond
guestion to those who share it, but the norm magdresidered otherwise by other psychologists

working in other areas.

The second bad habit concerns the way the diseiglid its scholars are identified: more in terms
of psychological sub-disciplines (e.g., socialnicial, experimental psychology) rather than in t&rm
of psychological phenomena studied. The point, ,hsrthat dividing the discipline into traditional

fields does not permit to unify it under the commimerest on specific objects of inquiry.
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Sternberg, in other words, thinks that psychologyult be better organized around interesting
phenomena to study (with different methodologicalides), rather than on arbitrary fields of
psychology (see also Robinson, 2007, p. 196).iffmicit aim of such a situation, in Sternberg
and Grigorenko’s opinionil{idem p. 32), is to preserve the academic or professitaditional
organization, a sort of status quo bounded to evimand didactic matters. The preservation of a
disciplinary organization based on methods (expesmental psychology) or broad and vague
fields (e.g., clinical, development, evolutionargyphology) leads to the fragmentation of
psychology and to a progressive isolation of itenmal communities (Yanchar & Slife, 1997, p.
238), with the risk of leaving aside the study mpbortant subject matters, around which Sternberg

hopes a new psychology will arise.

The third and last psychologists’ bad habit propobg the authors is the adherence to a single
paradigm, or frame theory, when investigating psya@fical phenomena (e.g., behaviorism,
cognitivism, psychoanalysis)ib{dem p. 24). These theories are considered as baaimefr
assumptions that impose the feasible objects afiipgthe legitimate methods that must be used
and a general account of the parts of the worltddhainteresting for the discipline of psychology,
as is understood through the lens of that spedifieory. Again, the existence of those
incommensurable frame theories produces fragmentatiithin the psychologists’ community.
Sternberg evokes another source of disciplinargnientation: the science-practice split (2005, p.
5) or bifurcation (Yanchar & Slife, 1997, pp. 230}4As we saw above, the scopes and the aims of
the two components have often been conflictingsesiinom the origin of psychology, when those
who were interested in experimental questions almoental functioning and those who were
interested in clinical questions concerning psyettloplogy and therapeutic interventions (ibidem,
p. 240) or social issues found themselves on diffesides of the same river. Thus, as science
(understood as academic psychology) and practindefstood as applied psychology) should
naturally be linked, they also exhibit ideologicahd methodological differences that risk to
undermine the unity of the discipline with resptecits scientific status and social utility. As Ber

et al. (1992) and Grasso, Conese, and Fucilli (L98@hlighted in two interesting researches
carried out on the cultural representations oficiihpsychologists in Italy, the practitioners pgsin

of view significantly differs from their academiolteagues in three main areas. First, practitioners
usually define their practice around and from tbatext where they operate or from their typical
users (see also Salvatore’s proposal above foitieatremark). The reference to the theories or
methods they use is subordinate, unlike those whmte themselves to science, for which the
specification of the theoretical references andniie¢hodological procedures have priority. Second,

the practitioners see themselves as professionadsavaim is to operate in accordance with the
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more or less explicit targets provided by the ceistavhere they work. Doing so, they seem to
attribute priority on the dimension of ‘action’,teh released from a specific theory that leads and
guides a competent behavior. Hence, their work mmajertake a general and nonspecific flavor,
unlike academic settings, where every scientifitegmise should make its theoretical and
methodological framework as clear as possible, wikle aim of intersubjectivity and
reproducibility. Third, practitioners do not havetaong attitude to the testing of their profesaion
interventions: there is little agreement on thetusss and relevance of the verification of
psychological interventions’ outcomes (use of strred tests? Client satisfaction? Symptoms
remission?) , unlike scientific settings, where thst of the hypotheses is a crucial moment.
Roughly, the split between science and practickectsf those two cultures identified by Gregory
Kimble (1984): on the scientific side, the mainitatte involves the emphasis on objectivity,
guantitative methods and on the priority attributiedthe research activity over its possible
application; on the practice side, the main atatid/olves the emphasis on subjectivity, qualitativ
methods and on the priority attributed on applaratver research (i.e., research is justified by it
possible or potential applications). In order tansup Sternberg’s proposal, there are four main
disciplinary sources of fragmentation, which haw¢ only institutional, but also epistemological

relevance for the issue of the unity in psychology:

- The exclusive or almost exclusive reliance on glsimethodology.

- The identification of the discipline and its schslanore in terms of psychological sub-
disciplines rather than in terms of psychologidaipomena of interest.

- The adherence to a single paradigm, or frame theshgn investigating psychological
phenomena.

- The science-practice split.

Such an investigation picks the broader aspectsagfentation in psychology, those that account
for the disciplinary disunity of psychologists’ pessional community. But this has of course

epistemological consequences: psychology’s twainestis also an epistemological act.

Going deeper in an attempt to analyze and to makeesof the diverse forms of psychology, the
psychologist Joseph Rychlak evokes a principleashmlementarity, in analogy with the famous
Niels Bohr’'s double explanation of light's phenoraerRychlak maintains that in physics the
principle of complementarity provides for two ca&tiig explanations of findings that are valid, i.e.

predictably reproducible in experimental setting8993, p. 934). In other words, the principle is
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conjured up and operates after the experimentdeecies have been found and is useful in order to
provide a complementary account of those paradbfacss (bidem). The case for psychology is
not the same, though similar in some respectsutrdscipline we do not have valid experimental
findings (or data) that are so inexplicable as @¢quire a complementary account, that is the
presence of more coexisting and non reducible eqpilans of the same phenomenon. Rather, if
psychology is to have a principle of complemenyaiit operates before the proven fact occurs, as
an aspect of the theorizing to be put to test nftlst place. In other words, in Rychlak’s view
(1993, p. 935), the complementarity in psychologguld refer to the existence of different
theoretical frames that are not (apparently) rdaladio each other but do indeed complement each
other. These frames are sort of theoretical assangbr backgrounds that lead and set the modes
of empirical testing: in fact, “[...] when psycholegs conduct an experiment, they are necessarily
making a preliminary selection as to which grougdihey will be using to conceptualize their
findings” (ibidem). Anyhow, the theoretical grounds that are regetee nor invalid or illegitimate,
but, indeed, somehow complementary, even if irrddded¢o each other in principle. Grounding his
proposal on a historical analysis, the author adestfiour kinds of broad theoretical assumptions on
which to base psychological explanations. They rmoé to be rank ordered, as they are not

reconcilable and capable of solitary application:

1. Physikos The explanation grounds on material processeslaasgn’t recognize a difference
between animate or inanimate objects.

2. Bios The explanation grounds on processes like genatid organic systems. As the author
himself maintains, it is difficult to distinguishis level from the previous.

3. Socius The explanation grounds on the analysis of sitbjecterms of group relations and
cultural influences.

4. Logos The explanation grounds on concepts like memtal @ cognitive organization.

However, the distinction between those differerdgotietical assumptions doesn’t seem to have
definite boundaries and the content of each is @adgtonsequently, it is not clear if each
assumption deals with one or more specific theesyif it has a specific methodological outlook or
a definite anthropological view of the human beiagsl their functioning. More conceptual work
has to be done in order to adequately define taesemptions, even though this approach seems to
be useful because it prioritizes a theoretical wat@n in any kind of psychological research
context. In fact, at an intuitive level, the anadysf the fragmentation suggested by Richlak can be
useful in order to grasp the different souls aningathe multi-sided body of psychology, beyond

the two cultures considered above. The relevandpisfproposal consists in the emphasis put on
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the need for a mutual consistency between theatyr@search: it suggests to critically evaluate the
coherence of the theoretical ground at stake \ighhtypotheses to test and the ways the constructs
proposed are operationalizatlidem p. 938). Every aspects must be coherent withthberetical
frame assumption that has been adopted. This woadpel scholars and professionals to stay
within one theoretical assumption and to make ipliek, making their discoveries more

intersubjectively available.

Another interesting analysis of a source of psyobgk disunity comes from the Dutch
psychologist Michael W. Katzko, who attributes aitcal role to the way most psychological
researches are conducted and interpreted (200263). More specifically, the analysis of how
scientific discoveries are illustrated by psychadtg) papers may show something interesting for
the issue at stake, as it is creating a criticalifgration of theoretical terms, which is, in the
author’s opinion, one of the main causes of fragatesn in psychology. In particular, he considers
the rhetoric way to communicate results in scientiecords as a reflection of “a social order
embodying a [...] set of valuesib{dem p. 263). In other words, finding regularitiestire way
researches are expounded entails patterns of itripdiliefs, goals and values that may contribute to
the superficial fragmentation of psychology. Thias Katzko the problem has to be carefully faced,
but it does not constitute a serious and substarnigs for the discipline, as it deals with a non
rigorous way to illustrate the process of hypotkewssting. Nevertheless, we will see that this
problem seems to hide a more substantial topicast epistemic relevance. Such a problem, in
Katzko’s terminology, is called the uniqueness ag#ion (p. 263). Such an implicit assumption
can be detected in many psychological researclsekatzko illustrates with many examples, and
involves an interpretation of the values of theateent variables as they “are caused by one and
only one psychological factor” (p. 263). In otheonds, the uniqueness assumption establishes a
terminological equivalence between the experimeshaign language and the theoretical language
(p. 264). Thus, the theory turns out not to be eored as a possible interpretation of the gathered
data, but as the evidence of the correctness ofhbery itself. “the actual data — the relations
between dependent and independent variables —tvagisformed into a terminology specific to the
variables in question and then rhetorically preseras a theory that explained the data” (p. 264).
The empirical regularity, ascertained through obeton, is thus reified into an independent
theoretical language (see also Robinson, 2007,9f): lthe distinction between observational
language and theoretical language rhetoricallypgisar and they turn out to be considered as
equivalent. The problem, as Salvatore already edticleals with the distinction between data,
which can be considered as measures of specifecespf the reality, and theoretical constructs,

which are non observable abstract concepts indgatrganized psychological units (Pedon &
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Gnisci, 2004, p. 139) in theoretical terms. In othrds, for Katzko researchers tend to reify
observations into theoretical entities or relatifiRatzko, 1993, p. 265; Robinson, 2007, p. 191): in
other words, for every observation a new theonyeisded. But, it is worth noting to remember that
the distinction between data and theory has toiperausly respected, otherwise every data
gathering, by means of experimental proceduresedisas by means of other research devices, may
push the scientist to incorrectly introduce a ndéaoty, which is clearly not always the case
(Goertzen, 2008, p. 836): “another experimentenmimadating a different set of variables and using
the uniqueness assumption to explain the databyitlefinition create a theory different from the
first. The seed is now sown for a proliferation miitually exclusive theoretical terminologies”
(Katzko, 1993, p. 265; see also Henriques & Stem#004, p. 1052). The problematic nature of
the uniqueness assumption stems from the facthlag¢mpirical data are considered as part of the
theory to be tested, i.e., data are not considaseéddependent evidence, but, precisely, partef th
theory itself. As the philosopher Peter Kosso ()98&serts, the relationship between data and
theory need not to be circular (as those who intplicse the uniqueness assumption suggest) as
the data should not be examined by the same tlilearyas to be tested:

“this circle-blocking independence is a measurelgectivity of the evidence and of the
process of justification. Independence evidencauiside of the influence of the particular
theory it serves, though it is still within the dretical system of science. It is internal, as it

must be, in the latter sense, though externalefpdrticular claims it testsibjdem p. 158).

In other words, the circularity between the datatt{gred with the aim to test the theory at stake)
and the theory to be tested is only apparent. dty tae solution is that the theory to be tested be

different from the theory used to examine and asgethe empirical data:

“The benefits of independence can be further ajgest by considering our own human
perceptual system. We consider our senses to lepaendent to some degree when we use
one of them to check another. If | am uncertain tivdewhat | see is a hallucination or real
fire, it is a less convincing test simply to loogaan than it is to hold out my hand and feel
the heat. The independent account is the morebtelibecause it is less likely that a

systematic error will infect both systems than thra¢ system will be flawed” (p. 156).

Therefore, the uniqueness assumption seems to ssxaresubstantial epistemic flaw to which

psychologists are often subject to, not only a atietflaw. The fact that the data and the
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corresponding theory are considered as equivalestobviously consequences: first, whenever a
theory is rejected for some reason, the data amissed along with the associated theory or
method. But if the data are dismissed, so are itapbtinks between variables which may need
alternative theoretical interpretations. Second, @nsequently, in this way psychological research
risks to progressively loose segments of realityicvhmight be properly explained. Third,
incommensurable theoretical claims proliferate amynas different research designs one may
imagine, and this phenomenon does nothing buttfeegrocess of fragmentation.

Strong dependence on Socio-Institutional
Unclear role identity cultural aspects Issues

(Richards, 2002) (Richards, 2002; Valsiner,
2006)

Psychology’s Science-practice split Diverse basic frame

two cultures assumptions

(Yanchar & Slife, 1997;

Kimble 1984; Driver-Linn, Sternberg & Grigoremko,
( 2003) 2003) (Rychlak, 1993)

Data relations as
theoretical relations

Reification of objects

(Salvatore, 2006) (Katzko, 2002) Methodological
Issues

Fig. 5.1

In conclusion, there seem to be several aspectdisninity in psychology, depending on the
perspective one looks at the discipline. The mauetented in fig. 1 summarizes the topics that
showed up in the previous analysis, setting thewlifegrent levels of psychology as a discipline.
We can find a certain amount of fragmentation argvevel, from socio-institutional issues —
related to the shape and the functions of psyclyologhe society — to methodological issues —
related to the way the discipline develops its kiealge in a scientifically sound way. All these
aspects contribute to a fragmented view of psyahgldoth on a social-institutional level —

psychology as a discipline with social aims — andacientific level — psychology as a science.
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Part 3

6. Five Proposals of Unification for Psychology

In front of a situation as the one that has beagriged in Chapter 5, the need for a unified frame
psychology has been felt among some philosophicaignted psychologists. Besides the issues
already considered, the reasons given for the seggde give psychology a more coherent shape
are many and of different nature. Some of the astmhose proposals will be considered here
maintains that fragmentation involves the impodisjhio communicate between scientists (Kimble,
1996; Staats, 1996), creating confusion and dieageat about fundamental issues (Enrigues,
2011). Moreover, the current content of psycholalgscience is considered to be not organized in a
way that turns out to be functional to the develeptrof new knowledge (Staats, 1996), creating
problems among those practicing the professionakels as the scientific side of the discipline
(Sternberg, 2005). These and others reasons, tilabevanalyzed later in more detail, brought
some psychologists to measure themselves with dabk ©f proposing a unified approach to
psychology. In this section, | will take into acobdive attempts to develop a unified outlook for
psychology, whose roots and approaches are veigreatit, as will be evident. Gregory Kimble’s
Functional Behaviorisn{1996) and Arthur Staat$sychological Behaviorisr{L996) both ground
their proposals on the behavioristic tradition. idan Anderson’snformation Integration Theory
(IIT) (2008) is derived from the cognitive psychgjotradition and the information processing
theory. Gregg Henriqguedree of Knowledg€ToK) System (2011) is a sort of meta-theory that
eclectically frames concepts from different thesriend research programs. Finally, Robert
Sternberg and colleagues’ proposaUaified Psychology2003), starting from methodological and
theoretical issue, deals with practical and ingsttal problems of organization in psychology,

considered both as a science and as a profession.

Each proposal will be first discussed in its dgdore characters, then some critical remarks vall b

added at the end of each.

7. Gregory Kimble’s Functional Behaviorism

In his 1996 bookPsychology: The Hope of a ScienGregory Kimble intends to reach the goal of
the unification of psychology from a radical belwistic perspective. On the trail of Newton’s
laws of motion (Kimble, 1996, p. ix), the authades to portrait psychology’s contour on the basis
of relatively few theoretical principles. Thesenaiples have the aim to hold the field together
(ibidem p. 39) and to face the fragmentation that plaga®shology and divides it in different

areas. These very general principles, which haeevitiue to be able to be applied across the
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boundaries of psychology’s traditional narrow sphigs, share some crucial assumptiahglém

p. X). First of all, the behavior of organism ig goroduct of evolution. This hypothesis involveatth
psychology’s laws must apply across a range of ahspecies, considering psychology a scientific
discipline whose aim is to explain different aniraad human phenomena which share very general
features. Second, the evolution of behavior is icemed part of the organic evolution;
consequently, the laws of psychology must be coilegatvith those of biology. Third, behavior
evolves in a consistent manner with biological dacto it has to aim at adaptation to the
surrounding environment, as biological evolution @be approach holding these assumptions is
called functional behaviorismibjdem p. 39). The term behaviorism is necessary becduse
recognizes the criteria that psychology must meetriler to be considered an empirical sciéhce
the functionalist perspective acknowledges thatabiehn is the product of evolution through the
interaction with the environment. As those gendéeatures suggest, the object of psychology is
animal and human behavior and its goal is to mazentte orderliness of the knowledge concerning
the object. Scientific laws are primary means tbthges order, describing the connection between
the independent and the dependents variaidede(n p. 10, 11). The first kind of psychological

law Kimble takes into account is Type-1 law, whiws the following general form:

Independent variable » L1 Dependent variable

v

L1 refers to Type-1 laws, which take two differéatms. The first kind of laws, Type?Slaws,
relates responses (dependent variables) to theulssnor stimuli (independent variable) that
triggered them:

Stimulusi —— >  Type-Slaw (L1) —— Response

The second kind of Type-1 laws are Typg8-Rws, which relate behavior (response, dependent

variable) with properties, characteristics or htites of organisms:

Property of an organism —— Type-P law (L1)——— Respons

% More about this issue will be said in the nextagaaph.
4 3 stands for “stimulus”.
% p stands for “properties”.
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If Type-S laws are described as stimulus-respoass,| Type-P laws can be qualified as response-
response laws, because they describe the conneotiveen two measures of behavior. For
example, looking at the diagram above, we can densis an independent variable the performance
to an intelligence test (say, the WAIS-IV), whicha form of behavidf. On the dependent variable
side, we can consider the performance of the suljeschool, which is also a behavior. In this

sense, this kind of laws connects behaviors tordibbaviors.

These two Type-1 laws displays different outlookstbe subject’'s behavior. Type-S laws deals
with the experimental manipulation of variablesonder to explore the relationships of behavior to
conditions which can be changed by the experimentaill. This approach seeks for

commonalities in behavior, searching for those etspthat are universally shared. On the other
side, by connecting behaviors with other kinds efidvior and establishing a correlation between

them, Type-P laws concentrates on individual déifees ibidem p. 12).

The other two kinds of laws postulated by the autre Type-2 and Type-3 laws, which concern
intervening variables, that are variables positibime between the independent and the dependent
variable. In particular, Type-2 laws (L2) conneutgervening variables to independent variables,
while Type-3 laws (L3) connects intervening varesblto dependent variables, according to the

diagram below:
Independent variable—>  L2—> Intervening variable®» L3 — Dependent variable

As stated before, the independent variable in tagrdm can be an environmental stimulus (as in
Type-S laws) or a measure of the subject’s behdamim Type-P laws). Through a William James’
guotation, Kimble seems to identify interveningightes with mental life and mentalistic concepts
(ibidem p. 21). Intervening variables, in his view, arentalistic concept as intelligence, style of
parenting, stress, or imagery, just to quote sohtleeoauthor’'s examplesbfdem p. 20). In fact, he
maintains that these kinds of concepts can be derexi acceptable only if they are somehow
linked to observable events. In other terms, ineportb be considered worthy of scientific
consideration, these concepts need operationalitiefis which give them a meaning that is based
on public observationl{fidem p. 23). This is clear from the following diagrawhich is a variation

of the former:

% |n a broad sense, behavior can be defined asgamism’s activities in response to external orrimaéstimuli (APA,
2007).
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Environmental conditions/
Property of an organism — L2—> Concept— 3— Behavior

In this perspective, concepts assumes scientifiefability according to a “bottom-line criterion”
(ibidem p. 25), which means that they acquire their gifienrmeaning in virtue of their traceability

to “thing-level operations”ihiden).

Within the frame provided by the Type-1, 2 and %dathe core of Kimble's proposal is
represented by the five hypotheses that he pressritgsychology’s equivalent of Newton’s laws
of motion” (ibidem p. 42). In the author’s view, these hypotheses‘@eommon and time-honored
Western ways of thinking — the salient landmarksthe intellectual environment in which the

sciences have been evolving for millennidgidem p. 43).

Now, let's consider the main features of Kimblefsgosal. Hypothesis 1 states that behavior is the
joint product of potentials and instigations. Paigds are characteristics of individuals that may o
may not gain expression, depending on the situaki@tigations are internal or external factord tha
trigger or suppress potentials. In other wordsrethare potentials that can be activated or
suppressed on the basis of environmental contingentmstances. This is a very general principle
that can be applied “from action potential of tiegke neuron to pathological reactions brought on

by stress” ipidem p. 54).

Hypothesis 2 describes the two ways of dealing wiliffierent kinds of environmental events.
Behavior is a blend of adaptation and coping. Aadié@b happens when the organism faces events
that cannot be controlled or modified. In this sarsituations, individuals try to change themsslve
to meet the demands of the environment. Converseign environmental control is possible,
individuals try to change the world in order toisigttheir own needs; this form of adjustment is
called coping. As in the case of hypothesis 1, gtasof these two adjustment strategies can be

picked out from a variety of topics in psychol8ggibidem p. 70).

Hypothesis 3 asserts that behavior happens whégatien raise a potential (see hypothesis 1) to a
specific threshold. The concept of threshold exggesthe non linear character of biological
organisms’ behavior: lesser instigations may hdfexts in order to produce the behavior, but they
stay latent until the “fatal” instigation bringsetim to a threshold. This would explain why most of

7 |s it interesting to note that Kimble maintainsittexperiments on classical and operant conditgpaire laboratory
realizations of this principle. In fact, in classicconditioning, the organism learn to adapt (aaléqh). In operant
conditioning, conversely, the organism acquiretsti@s that favor the positive and lessen the nagdtoping)
(Kimble, 1996, p. 57).
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the times a potential is apparently triggered bgeatain instigation in an on/off mode. This
hypothesis accounts for those behaviors that happena result of the gradual accumulation of
smaller factorsibidem p. 104), which are very common in the psycholalgiterature.

Hypothesis 4 maintains that behavior is under trerol of two opposing processes, excitation and
inhibition. These processes are bound in a muglationship, because excitation elicits inhibition,
while inhibition involves excitation. Moreover, thenteraction is adjusted by a subtractive way:
inhibition lessens excitation, and vice versa.hi@ author’s view, excitation and inhibition occar i
contexts that cover the entire spectrum of psydicéd adjustment, from attentional processes,
reflexes, sensory processes and perception to tcamdg, affects and the functioning of civilized
societiesipidem pp. 43, 74, 75).

In conclusion, hypothesis 5 assumes that behasiopérated through a hierarchical organization.
This means that the majority of psychological esefitom neural processes to verbal or social
phenomena, are organized in elementary chunks wche#ily included in an arranged structure.

As mentioned before, Kimble’s hypotheses have &grscope of application through the variety
of psychological fields, covering the domains ofition, affects and reaction tendencigsdem

p. X), from which he provided many examples thraugtthe book. As Newton’s laws of motion,
the author hypotheses, in the outline of Type an@ 3 laws, should provide a general frame for
psychology considered as a scientific endeavor.

7.1 Which Kind of Psychology for Gregory Kimble’suRctional Behaviorism?

Gregory Kimble’s hope, as expressed in the titlaisfbook, is that the principles he proposes may
offer the basis on which psychology may finally lngfied and considered a science. From his
perspective, psychology is a natural science, as@yvery natural science, it “must obey to rules of
science: it must be deterministic, empirical, amlgic’ (ibidem p. ix). It must also be a
behavioral psychology, because sciences “are ailmmgrvable reality”ibidem). From this point of
view, psychology has to espouse the hallmarks efsthientific inquiry: first, it must be empirical,
in the sense that it advances through observatather than through intuition or authority. This
leads Kimble to exclude from the psychological inguhe analysis of subjective data, which are
considered to be misleading as they “mistakes twitrath for public truth”ipidem p. 2). In other
words, in order to consider psychological knowledgescientific — and Kimble admits that there
are other available methods, with different craeof truth, to understand behavior — it must be
traced back to public observable facts. This apgroa evidently rooted in the monistic tradition,

which states that every discipline must supporstédements in the same way: deriving from them
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empirical implications that can be checked intejsctively, and tracing back private facts to public
observable facts (see Chapter 1; Hempel, 1969/2p0269). This methodological option is
explicitly aimed at earning scientific credentidts psychology, as the author thinks that the
consideration of private, or subjective, phenomeeaessarily brings psychology to drift due to the
confusion of psychology with common sendgrdem p. 3). Considering what Hempel said, this is a
quite puzzling position, because the methodologomak of monism asserts that the nature of
understanding is basically the same in all areascince (Hempel, 1962/2011, p. 295), therefore
private phenomena can be in principle objects gtipslogical inquiry, providing that knowledge
be intersubjective and traceable to empirical faesre, Kimble seems to connect the use of the
empirical method to the solely analysis of pubhctf, excluding the possibility to study private
facts by means of operationalism, which is thevialdiation of empirically reliable (observable and
measurable) data that can be intersubjectivelykadteand that empirically define the private fact at
staké®, This can be seen as a limit of the author's amgtp which involves the exclusion of
interesting psychological issues, which are nopiimciple out of the methodological realm in
which functional behaviorism develogéd

Another requirement that permits to consider pshagyoas a science is elementism, the principle
by which phenomena are to be reduced to componiestead of accepting them at face value as
wholes. This position is coherent with the previ@assertion that psychology is different from
common sense and supports an analytical approadhetavorld. This is consistent with the
syntactic perspective adopted by the Neo-posittviitadition and Hempel (1962/2001), who
maintains that in principle the contents of expsees which he called “pragmatic aspects”, are non-
pragmatic in character, because they are consideré@ solely concerned with the logical and
systematic aspects of experience (see Chapter8), jm other words, reality can be resolved into
its elements, whose analytic consideration is aldnmental aspect of the scientific method. The
level of psychological explanation is highly abstrdor Kimble, psychology is distant from the

content of experience (i.e., the content of behdviahich it ignores, and is interested in the

% private facts can’t be ignored, at least becalusg are observable (verbal) reports. The problenindicated by the
Italian philosopher Umberto Curi (1973) in his coemhon Bridgman’s operationalism, is the choicéhef method by
which to reliably analyze those facts

2 |t must be said that often the behavioristic tiadi just because is rightly considered to be \éetifrom the

Positivistic tradition, supported the idea thatgisogy must exclude subjective facts because déheyot observable
and measurable. Psychology, as an empirical scienast deal with observable behaviors. Thoughh@light of a

deeper look into the Neo-positivistic position (déempel in Chapter 1), this assumption is not cextety justified:

human and natural events can be treated as thelyaaieally the same. The study of the former is leblematic

because the inquirer can directly observe the phena; the study of the latter imposes to deteatrwhble data which
provide information about private (i.e., non difgcbbservable) phenomena. Thus, the method doésipbse a

specific kind of objects, it prescribe to solelynswer the empirical and operational aspects obhject at stake.
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general, systematic aspects of human conduct.i§ kesnsistent with the position of Rudolf Carnap
(1961, p. 95), who maintains that science must wéhlthe description of the structure of an event,
which is the whole of formal relations that congst the event itself. Accordingly, the language
Kimble uses is focused on the relation betweencthrestituents of the considered psychological
field, while ignoring those properties of the fidltat can be considered superficial or contingent

(see Chapter 3).

But how those elements, considered in their syictatdrmal features, turn out to be mutually
linked? The answer is in the principle of detersmisupported by Kimble, which “requires a
treatment of behavior and experience as events néthral causes, instead of manifestations of
God's purposes or individual free will” (Kimble, 26, p. 1). Also this principle is consistent with a
monistic view of science, which depicts a world gawed by general laws, to which both humans
and material objects obey. Accordingly to the gaheutlook of functional behaviorism, there is no
room for purposiveness or concepts such as intetgoals, desires or opinions. Despite his rather
formal adherence to a monistic, i.e., determinigi@rspective, Kimble’'s proposal explicitly tries t
bridge the rift between the so called nhomothetid @iographic traditions. As already considered,
he maintains that individuals’ behavior obey a setcommon general laws, whose existence
permits to treat human behavior in a scientific wa@y the other side, the author attributes great
importance to the role of the environment (as maclfrom his five hypotheses) in modeling
individual behaviors, in line with the behaviorgstiradition. In particular, he affirms that the
inevitable uniqueness of behaviors is due to theetyaof contexts in which the general laws
operate: this variety is responsible of the obdaevdiversity of individual behaviors, in spitetbie

limitedness of the set of laws which govern tfiém

The picture that emerges from Kimble’s proposatisfan image of psychology as a way to study
human and animal behavior — between which thecensinuity — via the methodological devices of
traditional sciences, in particular physitsAs we saw above, the reason of this is to obtain
scientific credentials for psychology, throughntethodological identification with more “mature”

and solid sciences. This leads to the focus on odelbgical issues, while neglecting issues about

% This position seems to be not so articulated aspéd#’s one, who sustains that, despite appearaavesy event can
be in principle reconstructed on the basis of ganaws and that uniqueness is only apparent (P982/, p. 281; see
Chapter 1, p. 8-9).

3L This seems to be quite evident at the very begiwoif the author's work, where he declares thambeleled his
scientific psychology on Newton’s laws of motiorurther, he noticed that “one of the ambitions of Htience of
psychology is to express its (...) laws numerica(lgimble, 1996, p. 22), without providing any exjliargument that
justifies this kind of ambition.
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the problem of the object of psychology. In fantthe author’s view, psychology generically deals
with behavior, both human and animal. But ther@ansther scientific discipline that deals with
human and animal behavior, namely biology, whefewsychology must be compatible, in
Kimble’s opinion. The author says that this woult lead to reductionism, the claim that the laws
of psychology must be translatable into those oldgy. Yet, the two kinds of laws must not
mutually conflict (bidem p. 40). In the light of these claims, howeversihot clear why “the most
comfortable concepts for psychology are groundeldiatbogy” (ibidem p. 31), referring to colors
vision processes, chromosomal processes and laaglisgrders caused by brain injuries. Doesn’t
this sort of assertions prelude to the possibiityreducing psychological concepts into “most
comfortable” biological concepts and mechanisms? Bearch for scientific methodological
credentials seems to obscure the problem of thetemde of a proper and autonomous
psychological level of explanation. Moreover, Kimbilk not explicit in affirming whether the
relation between psychology and biology is und@dton linguistic grounds (a matter of relations
between components of different theoretical perspes; connected by syntactic and formal
aspects) or on ontological grounds (a matter adterice of qualitatively different or identical kad
of entities). However, it can be inferred that tke&tion between the two scientific disciplines is
understood to be grounded on linguistic, rathen tba ontological, elements, accordingly to the
theoretical and methodological background of fuorai behaviorism (see Chapter 4 for more
details).

In conclusion, it is worth noting that the authiar)ine with other interpretations of it, sees #tate

of fragmentation of psychology as a consequendes abugh and sketchy application in different
and narrow contexts (see Chapter 5; Cahan & Wh62). This kind of application historically
hindered serious theoretical remarks about theioekhips between theory and practice, i.e., the
ways psychological knowledge can be applied totmalc real problems. Even though he denotes
this to be the primary cause of psychological fragtation, Kimble excludes from his proposal the
professional, applied side of the discipline. Imstivay, a picture of psychology as a scientific,
academic discipline emerges, whose only aim igépgrly describe human and animal behavior in
its general features. The modes of application sycpological knowledge are left to the
professional, as a direct and unproblematic deamaof this knowledge itself. In other terms,
Kimble recognizes the importance of the connectiogtween theoretical knowledge and
professional practice for the issue of the fragmaon in psychology, but his proposal seems to
forget the problematic character of the issue, ioorg it to the common sense of professional

psychologists.
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8. Arthur Staats’ Psychological Behaviorism

The aim of psychological behaviorism is to behag®rpsychology, on one side, and to
psychologize behaviorism (Staats, 1996, p. 13}therother, in order to unify psychology under the
methodological approach of a modified behaviorigmother terms, the methodological landmark
of this proposal consists in making behavior asedyof phenomena whose main features are
already been studied by traditional psychof3gfsychological behaviorism (PB), whose features
are systematically illustrated Staats’ boBkhavior and Personality. Psychological Behaviorism
(1996), attributes great importance to the proadsiearning in human behavior explanation. In
order to do that, PB prescribes to analyze behawioa detailed manner and to focus not only on
the principles of learning, but also on the cowdisi under which learning takes place. PB considers
the principles of learning as basic in the acqgaisiof complex human behaviorbilem p. 37);
though, for a comprehensive understanding of it,n@ed to move from the study of elementary
principles in artificial simple situations, to tistudy of more elaborate behaviors carried out in
naturalistic situationsifidem p. 75). The core of PB is the three-function méay theory, which is
centered on the nature of the different functiorstimulus can have; the basic conception is that
stimuli can have multiple functions. In this franRB mainly defines what are traditionally called
“reinforcer stimuli” as those stimuli that are alite elicit an emotional response, contrarily to
traditional behaviorisiii. Emotional responses are elicited, through classionditioning, by
stimuli that are biologically important to the ongem, namely functional for its survival: this is
“the essential behavioral reason why emotionsrapoitant” (bidem p. 41). As we will soon see,
the reason why we feel emotions is that they permé to learn adaptive behaviors in different
circumstances. In fact, if a stimulus is able foiean emotional response, positive or negatikaf t
will also strengthen or weaken the following beloayviserving as a reinforcer: the stronger the
emotional response elicited by a stimulus, thengfo the reinforcing function of that very
stimulus. Thus, the emotional value of a stimukusogically different from its reinforcing value,
though the two are deeply related. The third furcof a stimulus, beside the emotional function
and the reinforcing function, is the incentive ftioo of a stimulus. This function entails that when
a positive emotional stimulus is presented, theawiggn will approach the stimulus; when a

negative emotional stimulus is presented, it withid the stimulus. The incentive function indicates

32 More on this issue will be discussed in the nexagraph.

% In operant conditioning, the reinforcement is filtecess in which the frequency or the probabilityaaesponse is
increased by a dependent relationship, or contimgesith a stimulus or circumstance (the reinfoy¢&PA, 2007).
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which kind of basic behavior, approach or avoiddhcwill be elicited by the nature of the

stimulus. Using the author’s wordbiflem p. 42):

“It is important that incentive (...) power be digjinshed from reinforcing power. In
reinforcement, the stimulus is presented followiagy motor behavior, and has a
strengthening effect on the behavior for futureasoen. The incentive function, in contrast,
occurs when the stimulus is presented first and #glieits or brings on a particular behavior
in that situation.”

To sum up, every stimulus which has an emotiona¢etshave three functions:

1. It elicit an emotional response, positive or negagemotional functioh

2. Can act as a reinforcer for future behavior, wheesgnted contingent on a behavior
(reinforcing function.

3. ltis able to direct the organism’s conduct, pradg@pproach (positive emotional stimulus)

or avoidance behaviors (negative emotional stimyinsentive functioh

Therefore, the emotional dimension of the stimukidasic in Staats’ proposal: the connection
between this function and the reinforcing functisrdetermined by biological needs. But the third
function — stimuli elicit approach or avoidance &ebr — is learned. To illustrate this point
(ibidem p. 48),

“suppose that the sight of an apple on a tablatelec positive emotional response in a
hungry child. It is also the case that approachgrgsping, and biting the apple will yield
reinforcement to the child. [...] When the child @nforced for approaching the apple, the
child has also been reinforced for approachingirautis that elicit a positive emotional
response. Through this experience the child walinean association between the stimulus of

the positive emotional response and an approacivimet...].”

Once generalized, this mechanism will be appliedrny stimulus that elicit a positive, or negative,
emotional response. But what may happen if theudtismdoesn’t possess biological relevance, that
is it doesn’t originally elicit an emotional resp&? Indeed, just few stimuli have biological

relevance (for example, those relating to food,ggansex). Biologically (and hence emotionally)

34 These two basic behaviors are considered to bedie modes of human behavior.
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neutral stimuli acquire an emotional relevance ugto high-order classical conditioning. High-
order classical conditioning is when a conditiorstichulus — which is a stimulus that previously
acquired an emotional value — is used as the umoommed stimulus in order to produce
conditioning to a new stimult (ibidem pp. 76-7). This can be defined as a kind of vicar
learning, not dependent upon the occurrence ofogichlly significant stimuli. This is the
procedure through which any environmental stimutas acquire an emotional relevance and
consequently can be considered through the lentheofthree-function learning theory. In this
perspective, the theory can be considered as araleframe where classical and operant
conditioning are linked together and account foffedent aspects of learning processes. In
particular, classical conditioning accounts for émeotional function (a stimulus elicit a response),
while operant conditioning for the reinforcing fulom (a stimulus presented after a specific
behavior will strengthen or weaken that behavidggether they account for the generalization of
the emotional value to neutral stimuli and the neay of the incentive values of the stimuli.
Moreover, the three-function learning theory opesatonsistently with a set of secondary
principles — as extinction, generalization, diseénation, intermitting conditioning, motivation —
that are consistent with the traditional reseanctb@havioral and learning processes (see ibidem, p.
54-7). Thus, this frame is presented as being @béxplain all basic learning processes that occur

in human behavior.

In the author’'s view, the three-function learnihgdry is also the basis to understand the primary
level of cognitive processes, through the notiomwdge (bidem p. 65). In a nutshell, sensations —

what individuals experience — are considered goreses that produce other sensory processes in
the organism. Considering sensations as responsagssnthat they can be learned and that an
organism can be conditioned to have a sensory mespeven in the absence of a sensory stimulus.
This sort of sensory responses, which are elictteough conditioning, in the absence of a sensory
stimulus, can be called images. Images are the sl of human cognition and can be explained

through classical and operant conditioning, witthi@ frame of the three-function learning theory.

Through the processes of classical and operantitammdg, human beings learn complex
combinations of stimuli and response, and not yamedtimulus is able to elicit multiple responses.
If they are mutually compatible, they all can ogdumt if they don't, it will occur the one that is
more strongly learned in that specific situatiorhisT consideration leads to the principle of

cumulative hierarchical learning, the notion acamgdto which the available responses to

% High-order conditioning is essentially human asa icentral differentiation of the species fromdownimal (Staats,
1996, p. 77).
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environmental situations are hierarchically orgadizhrough continuous learnifig The author
maintains that humans acquire multiple basic resporepertoires, which are the bricks that
constitute human cognition. In other words, thepprodevelopment of each repertoire permit to
acquire other repertoires, whose learning can lopesly achieved only on the basis of the
development of the former. This general architectafrhuman cognition is based on the notion of
basic behavioral repertoire (BBR); it was conceitl@dugh the detailed study of three BBRs, those
regarding language, emotion and sensory-motorssifidem pp. 81-94), which are considered to
be central in the adequate development of indivedua BBR is a complex system of stimuli that
are able to elicit emotional responses, and widbaterve as reinforcing and directive stimuli
(consistently with the three-function learning thgoNot every behavioral repertoire is basic; & b
a BBR, a repertoire must have some features, ag lle¢ foundation for learning other repertoires,
widely affecting the individual’'s experience or piding her with elements that are useful in a
variety of life situatio’ (ibidem p. 156). At first, child’s BBRs are simple andngmosed of
relatively few elements; then development consistéearning additional elements in previous
acquired BBRs, in order to develop higher order BBIR this perspective, BBRs can be considered
as the universe of potential behaviors an indiMichas learned and they provide continuity and
consistency in the individual’'s experience. In faloe behavior displayed in a specific situatioa is
function of those potential behaviors at disposal ¢éhe characteristics of the present situation.
More precisely, the distal environment accounts tfe learning, occurred in the past, of the
potential behaviors at disposal (BBRs), while thiexpnal environment, the one that causes a
specific behavior, constitutes the present eligitiactor for the behavior that is displayebidem

p. 187-8). From this point of view, individual déflences — under the form of BBRs — are preserved,
as well as is preserved the importance of the enment in eliciting behaviors, accordingly to the

behavioristic tradition.

As we have already seen, one central point in Stimegory is that individual’'s behavior has its
determinants in emotional reactions that has beamnéd. In this sense, people represent an
important class of stimuli in everyday social iatglion; their physical and behavioral
characteristics have emotional value for us and lwarproperly understood through the three-
function learning theoryilfidem p. 119). This leads to the unification of socpienomena

explanation under the aegis of the same methodmbgimbrella. According to the author, the

% |n the author’s view, this process account foiviittlal differences between subjedisidem pp. 78, 158).

37 The child’s world changes as a function of agel, @hether the child will be adjusted or not willpgad on whether
the child has the relevant BBRs (Staats, 19965p).1
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general principle is that individuals ordinarilyata repertoires of responses with respect to the
classes of social stimuli. This is important to ersland both social interaction and children
development, which occurs within a specific sosiillation where parents and child interact, and
thus can be considered a special form of sociataction. In this context, children usually learn a
strong positive emotional response to their parewthey become strong sources of reinforcement
in the training of their children and in the acgin® of BBRs. The repetition of positive
conditioning trials produces a very strong positeraotional response to each other, attracting
approaching behavior and developing what we ordjneall love bond ibidem p. 163). This is an
example of how human beings can be considered asaral stimuli within social interactions and
thus have reinforcing and incentive values. Thisthe landmark of the author’s unification
approach to children development and social phename

In its task to behaviorize psychology, PB doesefuse to analyze the notion of personality — as
behaviorism did —, for it is one of the most impmitt construct in traditional psychology. In the PB
frame, personality features are constituted byiridevidual BBRs, that is by the learned individual
ways to address different kinds of environmebidém p. 176). In other words, the subject’s
environment up to the present results in the legrof individual BBRs and present behavior turns
out to be a function of the specific circumstarde 6ituation) and the individual BBRs. Therefore,
there are two sources of individual variability:rg@nality (acquired BBRs) and environment. In
this perspective, personality is evidently composédspecifiable BBRs. Thus, personality is
formed by stimulus-responses constellationtlsidém p. 193) that cannot be conceived as
intervening variables. Rather, they can be conedlas dependent as well as independent variables:
they are the result of learning, so they are depeinglariables, but they also are independent
variables, as they act as causes of human behdmid®taats’ perspective, this double soul of
personality (as a system of BBRS) is able to resalva unified manner, the schism between those
refusing the concept of personality — considertngnly as behavior, thus as a dependent variable —
and those supporting a view of personality as aeafl behavior, hence as an independent variable.
Within this frame, which is the role of biology? F$taats, the mechanisms responsible for sensing,
learning and performing behavior are biologicallgtetmined, but they doesn’t play a role in
explaining particular behaviors or traits of belvasi (bidem p. 181). Rather, biological factor
mediates in many ways the learning and the prooluatf present behavior. More in details, the
biological state of the individual can affect BBREvelopment, fostering or hindering it. Then, the
biological state of the individual can also affafter the BBRs are acquired, fostering or hindering
their use in the specific situation. Finally, thelbgical system may affect the way the individual

interacts with the specific situation under revieaffecting the present behavior. In few words,
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organic conditions affect behavior only through #imve mentioned ways, not being responsible
for the mechanisms that account for behavioral ypctidn: thus, biology is an instrument by which
behavior are learned or produced, not a “creatbbbebdavior (bidem p. 184).

The issue of personality involves also the consitien of what we subjectively feel, what we
experience from our first person perspective. Abthis issue, Staats believes that what we
experience as our self, or our being, are the tipesaof our BBRsibidem p. 197). Our thinking,
planning, wanting and the way we purposively behawbe subjective side of the BBRs operating.
This is the reason why we believe we have poweswractions and will. And we are right, in the
author’s opinion, even if “it is not necessary to gutside scientific causality to provide an
explanatory account”ifidem p. 198). The cumulative processes of hierarcHeaining are too
complex to be recognized as the causes of behaMsw.the BBRs share the same properties, and
this is the reason why the individuals will not ognizes the causes of their behavior. To this
classical behavioristic account of free will, Staa@dds that, in addition to the action of the

environment on the individual, also the individaats on the environment. More in detail,

“[...] The individual learns BBRs which determine hawe individual will act in the
situation met. But that behavior will affect othemmportantly acting upon the world.
Moreover, those effects on the world will, in retuact back upon the person. In this way
the individual determines the environment she mestd she determines her own behavior,

because that environment will affect hebiidem.

Again, the author tries to unify two traditionallgparated outlooks — the behavioristic perspective
and the folk psychological perspective — on fredl, wiithin the frame of the PB’s personality

theory.

As it should be now clear, the appropriate develpnof BBRs leads to the structuring of a
normal, that is functional, personality. Howevesmgthing can go wrong in the process and this
can entail the emergence of abnormal, that is noational, behaviors. The simplest version of the
PB model of abnormal behavior and its causes isfahewing. Individual’'s past environment,
which is responsible for the development of the BBRay be either deficit or inappropriate. This
leads to the development of deficit or inapprogri@BRs, which means that the repertoires
contains potential necessary behaviors that arecaotpletely functional or behaviors whose
occurrence is inappropriate. Both of which are atwab. In addition, the PB model indicates the

individual’'s current environment as a possible seuof abnormal behavior: if it is deficit or
72



inappropriate, other things being equal, the prebehavior can be abnormal, not functional. To
sum up, there are three possible causal sites sftinigtional behavior: past environment, BBRs,
current environment. Also abnormal biological cdimtis can contribute to produce abnormal
behavior, accordingly to the principles consideaddve for personality development. Abnormal
biological conditions can occur during the learnipgpcess of BBRs (resulting in deficit or
inappropriate BBRs; e.g., a case of microcephallpawn’s syndrome), after proper BBRs have
been learned (causing a deficit or inappropriatpression of the BBRs; e.g., a brain injury
occurred in adulthood), or during the process obb®y and responding to the present environment
(e.g., an episode of alcohol abusdidem pp. 258-9). From this perspective, each abnormal
behavior or pathological disorder can be profitabhalyzed in a unified and related manner,
through the lens of PB. Therefore, PB providesreega frame for the explanation of dysfunctional
behaviors, which is strongly based on the concapdsprinciples of the theory of personality above

mentioned.

In conclusion, by means of PB, the processes givisg to basic learning, cognition, human
development, social interaction, personality andoaimal behavior turn out to be unified under the
same theoretical frame, based on the essentiansotif stimulus’ functions and of basic behavioral

repertoires (BBRS).

8.1 Which Kind of Psychology for Arthur Staats’ Pdlyological Behaviorism?

Staats’ psychological behaviorism is grounded goh#osophical approach called by the author
unified positivism(Staats, 1996, p. 2). This philosophical stancenaistic in character, as it
asserts that traditional scientific methods haviea@pplied to psychology’s phenomeitadem p.
373). In particular, unified positivism is based observation (i.e., experimentation, naturalistic,
clinical observation) and systematic constructioh tbeory, which involve concern with
consistency, empirical definition, generality, parsny. Though, observation is recognized as a
procedure where objective and subjective aspettssect: it is objective because it permits an
intersubjective agreement; on the other side,stigective because every scientific endeavordas t
be considered as a social construction, that ielative (i.e., not absolute) undertakingidem p.

2). So, unified positivism seems to acknowledgeviality of a traditional conception of science,
while admitting the contingent nature of it. Théerence to positivism seems to justify the use of
behavioristic procedures in order to study thosenpmena that belongs to different fields of
psychology: “Behavior principles are part of a wdf set. Whatever is analyzed in terms of those
principles is placed into a unified frameworkbilem p. 14). Thus, behavioral analysis provides a

strong methodological reference for psychologyttenground of a basically traditional conception
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of science. Moreover, unified positivism, in itssestially monistic aspects, also justifies Staats’
interest in unification. The project of unificatiofor those who supported the Neo-positivistic
movement, was based mainly on two features (se@t@ha, p. 6-7): the common way by which
each scientific discipline justifies its statemefasriving from them empirical implications thainca
be intersubjectively acknowledged), and the indaiton of public facts which can be considered
as “observable symptoms” of private facts (Hemp86§9/2001, p. 269). On this basis, which Staats
seems to share, the author asserts that unifietiyimsa has the aim to produce reliable
psychological knowledge and to make “the searchdt@tionships a primary endeavoiBiflem p.
373), making psychological unification as its maoal. In fact, “It has not been generally
recognized that a central task of the science mdganize, relate, unify, and simplify its diveysit
and that unrelatedness of its many phenomena @ewdd inexhaustible set of problemi&idem

p. 5). Unified positivism is no doubt directed tadiainification, even though it is not cleahy
unification is so important, and whether the prablef unification is an absolute desideratum or
something that is contingently desirable, on theugd of the present features of science, in general
and of psychology, in particular; this would belime with the constructionist aspects of Staats
proposal. Assertions like “[...] the prolific natucé the modern disunified science itself becomes
an handicap” or “[...] the content of psychology isatganized in a way that is not scientific”

(ibidem p. 4) don’t help to solve the doubt.

With such a position, in my opinion, the authoryomnsiders basic aspects of the monistic
approach in order to integrate them with a surfamestructionist view of science. This integration
doesn’t seem to be proper justified, since methmglohl monism and social costructionism are
incompatible in many respects. In fact, monismra@igded on a syntactic, logical view of scientific
methodology (see Chapter 1), while consideringme®eas a social construction means to prioritize
those semantic aspects which contingently direéense toward its ever changing goals. Moreover,
the monistic approach supports the concept of 8fieprogress through the progressive validation
of reliable theories, on the ground of their methlodical credentials. The constructionist view sees
all scientific endeavors as contingent and immedsar scientific progress is not possible in
principle, since science is mostly moved by extiartific (i.e., social) aspects. Lastly, as nafice
above, the issue of unification is understandahbé @desirable from the viewpoint of the monistic
stance; it is hardly justifiable from a construaigtic outlook, but as a contingent requirement of
the present state of psychology. In this case,ghpthe extent of Staats’ proposal would be smaller
and less revolutionary than promised in his intardi Moreover, while the monistic aspects of PB
permeates most features of the author’s propadsalconstructionist aspects doesn’'t seem to be

clearly noticeable or justifiable in the generainfrework.
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PB’s refusal of mentalistic concepts is a featurat tstrongly connects Staats’ philosophical
background to the Neo-positivistic tradition. Thiseans that psychological (i.e., mentalistic)
concepts have to be “translated” into empirical tifizble concepts, which permits an
intersubjective, therefore scientific, knowledgetbém. In other words, concepts like thinking,
purpose, reasoning and so on are conceptualizedelravioral terms (Staats, 1996, p. 71),
acknowledging behavior analysis as the common ndelbgical stance through which psychology
can get its scientific credentials, as we alreaaly above. PB recognizes that there are internal
behavioral processes which cannot be directly olabde, but nevertheless cause behavior. Their
analysis can be accomplished by making observalvlat wriginally is not, finding out those
“publicly observable symptoms” (Hempel, 1969/29p1, 269) that make mentalistic concepts
acceptable, on the basis of their empirical trdimgia This means to identify those aspects of
mentalistic concepts that can be behaviorally erpththrough the application of the three-function

learning theory, as in the case of what is commoalled “intention”:

“Most people discard behavioristic explanationshoimnan behavior because they make
people into automatons. Present the stimulus amgdnson responds. That seems to belie
our common experience, which is that we do thingsabse of our intentions, which are
experienced before we do something. That experienggest our feelings determine our
behavior. The PB analysis provides an explanatfomtentions’. That is, if the individual
has a strong positive emotional response to thelsvi@uper Bowl ticket’, then she has the
experience of ‘wanting’ the ticket. And that emotib response will mediate the behaviors
to get the ticket. In a sense the subject detesrinee behavior by how she feels, but that
feeling itself depends upon past learning. Thisoant behaviorizes the mentalistic concept

of intention and also makes the approach cognitiNedem p. 95).

In other words, traditional psychological concepibjch are mentalistic, are taken into account for
their heuristic value; though, for a proper scigntconsideration, they are traced back to their
empirical (i.e., behavioral) counterparts. In tlase above illustrated, intentions are considered as
feelings (“the experience of wanting”) due to arheml positive emotional response to a bunch of
words (Super Bowl ticket). Those feelings are nohsidered as intervening variables nor as

epiphenomertd, but as internal behavioral processes that canthes behaviors. In this case, an

% They are neither intervening variables becausg tiren’t hypothetical entities influenced by thelépendent
variable and that in turn influence the dependeniable, nor epiphenomena because they aren’tentadl products of
some higher-level process.
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internal, not directly observable behavior (theegignce of wanting) is the stimulus that elicits th

emission of directly observable behaviors (theomstineeded to buy the ticket). As a matter of fact,
internal behavioral events — as well as all kinfldbbehavior — has stimulus properties that can
contribute determining the individual's behaviabidgem p. 367). Human behavior is thus

considered a train of internal and external evemkéch hold stimulus as well as response
properties. The connections between those everdgm 9@ be causal, that is, regulated by
deterministic links; the processes underlying thosenections can be properly explained by the

behavioristic principles, as they are describeithéPB approach.

Accordingly to a monistic position, PB holds a sgtic view of the psychological knowledge. All
statements about human behavior can be tracedtbable basic principles of Staats’ theory. The
core processes through which behavior learning recate those described in the three-function
learning theory: PB provides for a language whergetof theoretical postulates (the laws of
learning) meets a set of correspondences rulegedbas observation), through which data (the
observed behaviors) are bridged to the theory @kepter 1). From this perspective, the
explanation of human behaviors is traced back tsdhprinciples regarding learning processes,
which provide a sort of syntax through which thevelepment of scientific psychological
knowledge occurs. Staats asserts that traditiaahing principles — those that are applied and
studied in animal learning settings — are the bakisuman learning procestiflem p. 103), but
human learning processes cannot be completely drdeek to those working in the animal

kingdom. Accordingly, PB claims as follows:

“Humans learn via the basic principles, as do gsemwer in the phylogenetic scale. But
human learning involves much more than the badgiciples. Human learning involves

principles and concepts that do not apply to loaremals.” {(bidem p. 34)

Hence, PB’s syntactic approach does not direcdy upon the principles of general (i.e., animal)
learning, rather it rests upon those principles tmnstitute thgyroprium of human learning. In

turn, these principles, illustrated in PB, rest mpanimal learning principles, even if they are
qualitatively different compared to them. Hencejlevhecognizing the autonomy of the explanation
of human behavior, PB main core is the centralitihe learning principles, which are acknowledge

as common aspects both of the animal kingdom akasebf the human worfd The connection

% 1n line with the behavioristic tradition, Staatems to acknowledge the existence of an essentitihaity between
the animal and the human world, although the caimeés quite problematic.
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between animal and human learning is controversiaiming that animal behavior is the basis of
human learning and at the same time claiming thatdn learning is qualitatively different from
animal learning leaves open many questions abaitndiure of this connection, which Staats

doesn’t answer.

However, PB provides a sort of primitive languagetigh which the large mess of information
coming from the world can be properly analyzed dorentific purposes (see Chapter 2). The
language proposed by PB allows to translate thaxgge Imess of information into statements that
are able to specify those features of the dataiwhie relevant for scientific purposes. These
features can be callestructural as Carnap did (1961, p. 95): they account foragss (in this
case, learning) only by referring to the relatidoetween the parts involved in the process (the
behaviors of the learner and the contingencieimehvironment), without mentioning its semantic

contents (for example, cycling).

The issue about the connection between animal anthh learning principles above discussed is
connected to the issue relating to reduction arttiécexistence of different levels of psychological
inquiry. In this regards, PB claims that all traatial psychological fields represent different leve

of study, arranged on a dimension that is definedimmplicity-complexity or basic-advanced:

“[...] there is a generally advancing progressiomnfrthe more basic fields to the more
advanced; the basic principles and concepts atlere serve as the starting point for

analyses at the next level of advancing complexityitiem p. 18-9).

At the basis there is the biological level, whigems to provide for the general architecture of
human beings (i.e., their propensity to interacthwihe environment and to learn from the
experience). Then, basic animal learning, humamileg, social interaction, child development,
personality, psychological measurement, abnormalhmdogy and behavior therapy come one after
the otheripidem p. 19). Each level has its own methods, problebgcts of investigation and has
the task to relate these materials to the levalvb@ and to the level above ib{dem p. 20). Such a
position suggests an interdependence between\hks Jeone of which is dominant on the others.
Though, each level seems to keep its own autona@hyeast on the basis of their methods,
problems and objects of investigation. It is ndye say if the existence of those levels reflacts
ontological commitment or an epistemic (i.e., lirggic, see Chapter 3) necessity: the alleged
peculiarity of each level seems to withess an ogiokll diversity, while the assumption that each

level provides principles and concepts to be usethé following level — starting from the basic
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animal learning level — seems to witness an epistdmerarchy, whose aim is to better explain
phenomena of the same ontological kind which twnto be different only on the surface. As we
saw above, the controversy regarding the centralityhe animal learning or the autonomy of
human learning still remains: the question is whetRB is a reductionistic model based on the
animal level — and this would mean the attributddran epistemic value to the levels — or whether
PB claims a real autonomy of the human levels ftbe animal level. Though, the following
guotations seem to suggest an epistemic interpoetat the existence of the levels:

“A level theory begins with the principles and cepts of the overarching theory and
elaborates them by applying them to the phenomama;epts and principles of the field.”
(ibidem p. 372)

“Psychological behaviorism takes the position @ir@imal behavior principles are basic and

that these principles must be elaborated in additievels of study [...]"ibidem p. 103)

Here, what seems to be the core are the princgidsconcepts of the overarching theory, which
can be applied contingently on different objectd aontexts. In this case, the levels are only $eld
of application of a general set of laws which wsablished in one specific area of inquiry (Nagel,
1961, p. 338), i.e. animal or human behavior leayniesearch. From this perspective, PB is
reductionistic in character, even if the above nogetd problem remains open: it is not clear what
the “principles and concepts of the overarchingtiteare. Do they refer to animal learning, as the
second quotation above suggests, or do they reféiuman learning, as the previous quotation
seems to suggest? Is there an autonomy of the fedta the former, or human learning is just a
version of animal learning? If PB is a reductiomsbdel, does this reduction rest upon animal
learning principles or upon human learning prineg® In other words, while Staats’ proposal
appears to be reductionistic — in the sense thifitaton is accomplished via common principles
underlying different areas of inquiry — it doestake a definite ontological commitment about the

object, or objects, psychology deals with.

Lastly, with regards to the relationship betweegotly and practice, Staats claims that PB permits
to strongly connect those two often split aspetissychology (see Chapter 5 for more details). In
fact, the account of human behaviors within the fRBnework, mainly through the use of the
concept of BBRs and the three-function learningotie provides an explanatory continuity
between the processes involved in basic psychologyd development, social life, personality

development, abnormal personality development aydhwlogical treatment. In other words, the
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consideration of human life as the result of complearning processes also suggests those
intervention methods which can be used in case @wnge gets wrong in the normal human
development. Those intervention methods are basediagnosis in terms of BBRs, that involve
guestions such as: which BBR(s) is/are damagedZMki— or has been — the role of the distal
and/or proximal environment, regarding those BBRcdg? Is it possible to correct those deficits?
In which way? More precisely, a diagnosis in tewh$B will suggest or specify the etiology and
treatment of the disordeib{dem p. 346), identifying what is — or has been —gheblem regarding
the observable dysfunctional behavior at stake.eQhe behavior has been analyzed in this way,
the PB treatment so devised aims at create, arregghe conditions when learning of proper (i.e.,
adaptive) behavior may be accomplished. Therefoithjn the PB framework, the psychologist is
able to identify the behavioral problem and to iméme on it, with the use of the same theoretical

tools.

Finally, PB strongly connects the theoretical atpé&xthe practical aspects; the common element is
that the two share the same conceptual framew@ged on the essential principle that human
behavior is learned and consequently can be mdgdifigt turns out not to be functional to the
achievement of desired goals.

9. Gregg Henriques’ Unified Theory of Psychology

The intent of Henriques is to propose a model dfiech psychology that is compatible with both
scientific psychology and with folk psychology. $hineans that the picture of psychology that
emerges from the lines of his recent boAkNew Unified Theory of Psycholog®011), meshes
reasonably well with common sense notions aboutiraitd behavior, though it is deeply grounded
in science, as displayed by the great amount omeles that the author draws from scientific
research. The model provided is a sort of metarétieal system that organizes in a systematic
manner the empirical findings of the different &teld branches or theories of psychology. The
main purposes of this frame are to individuate psl@gy’s subject matter, to show psychology’s
relationship with other sciences and to integratg iksights from different psychological traditions
or lines of research (Henriques, 2011, pp. 5, 8k frame provided — which, as will be evident, is
different from existing psychological paradigmsr(éxample, psychodynamic theories or cognitive
sciences) — will permit to integrate all this thetozal needs. There are four main components that
trace psychology’s boundaries and contents: theaderal Investment Theory, the Influence
Matrix, the Justification Hypothesis and the Tré&nowledge System. Now, | will try to analyze

each component more in detail.
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The Behavioral Investment Theory (BIT) considersnan and animal behavior in terms of invested
work effort, specifically in terms of relationshietween costs and benefitbidem p. 45). BIT

creates bridges between extant theoretical pefspscon behavioral functioning, outlining an
integrated and coherent approach to animal and humefavior. There are six principles that

compose BITipidem pp. 48-55):

1. Principle of energy economicthe organism must acquire, on the whole, moreggnenan
the amount of energy its behavioral investment .cbstother terms, the behavior is
organized so that the energy obtained is more tfheenergy that has been spent, given the
organism’s knowledge and capacities.

2. Evolutionary principle this principle states that the process that wdgsl behavior
investment are built across generations. In vidfievolutionary forces, the organism is
predisposed to respond to certain stimuli in aatenvay (for example, visceral responses or
reflexes).

3. Principle of geneticsthis is the ontogenetic variation of the formenpiple (which refers
to phylogenetic aspects). This principle says ftima& individual's genetic combination
influence its behavior.

4. Computational control principtethis principle regards the way the organ thatigposed to
control behavior, the nervous system, functiongamsnformation processing system. This
means that it translates “physical and chemicahgbsa in both environment and in the body
into neuronal patterns of information that reprégbe animal-environment relationship”
(ibidem p. 53), on which behavior is organized.

5. Learning principle it describes how the organism manage its behaluoing its lifetime.
Behavioral investments are allocated dependindiercontingencies to which the organism
responds. Here Henriques quotes the three-fundé@ming theory (Staats, 1996) as the
theoretical device that more usefully describesd@tails these processes (see previous
paragraphs).

6. Developmental principtethis principle supports the idea that each dewekental stage
requires different behavioral investment strategidspending on the specific needs

(genetically, hormonally or culturally determinemf)that particular stage.

This principles describe the general structure mfoaganism’s behavioral investment system,
comprising the way it works, the factors by whitksiinfluenced, the forces that drives it. The BIT

has the scope to describe very general and bgsectasof behavior and regards animal as well as
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human functioning. When considering the applicatiofh the BIT to human behavior, Henriques
provides a general frame composed of four levelghvidescribe how humans behave in their
specie-specific way. The basic level of behaviocalled sensory-motor and involves automatic,
reactive stimulus-response connections. This levdlides every elementary form of learning, from

instinctual reflexes to habitual motor patternsg hvalking.

The second level is called operant-experiential rafetrs to voluntary, dynamic, seek-and-approach
behavior. The general formulation which organizes ehavior state that the perceptiorf{®j a
motivated state (M} leads to an emotion (E), which work as an orgagizirinciple that selects the
proper behavior, which can be broadly divided iapproach behavior and avoidant behavior (see
also Staats, 1996).

The third level regards the imaginative thoughtjollconsists in the human ability to manipulate
mental representations and to treat them as sigabf behavioral investment patterns, whose
outcomes can be anticipated and evaluated. Thisésy important function because, assuming that
mental simulations have at least some predictiViglitsaand require a small amount of resources,
they are very useful in order to experiment anduata different behavioral patterns without the

costs associated to their actual production (Heresg2011, p. 77).

The fourth level regards the linguistic justificatiand the human capacity to symbolically label
perceived objectsifiden). More about this level will be said when dealingh the Justification
Hypothesis. All these level refers to aspects aoh&m behavior that can be understood through the

principles outlined by the BIT, in a broad and sysatic general frame.

Let's now turn to the Influence Matrix (IM), thecs®ed component of Henriques’ theory, which is
an extension of the BIT to the domain of humanaauiotivation and emotionkjdem p. 84). The
theoretical basis of the IM is that the social disien is primary for humans; in fact, the ability t
influence the actions of others in accordance witle’s interest, which can be called social
influence, is considered as a resource that humenmotivated to acquire as a primary need. The
IM can be understood as a representation of thdf-Geer” dialectic, where individuals
reciprocally negotiate the acquisition of socidluance; the balance between independency, which

is the capacity to self-assert and to be a difteated individuals, and dependency, as the ality

0 perception is defined as a process that integsatesory inputs that result in a meaningful repregi®n of an object
or event (Henriques, 2011, p. 74).

“1 Motivation is defined as a valued goal state thatorganism is working towaréb{dem p. 75).
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be interpersonally involved and interconnectedsisociated with higher social influence and better

psychosocial adjustmerib{dem pp. 91, 94, 104).

The interpersonal processes involved in the adeunsof social influence for IM can be grouped
into three broad categories. The first categoryceam care elicitation, which is the first way to
elicit positive social responses from the caretdlyemeans of the expression of dependency needs;
this is the basis of the ability to gain socialluehce. The second category concerns competition.
Direct competition is when two or more individuasertly opposite for the achievement of a
limited resource, and thus is a more primitive w@ybtain social influence. In direct competition
there are clear winners and losers. Instead, icidaempetition doesn’t involve clear winners and
losers, but social ranking and comparison; thus,ah evolved way to obtain social influence.
Finally, the third IM category concerns altruismertliques conceives altruism in behavioristic
terms: “by being giving and deferential an indivadlgan become a rewarding stimulus and that, in

turn, can translate into social influence for theugst” (ibidem p. 88).

In the IM framework, emotions are associated to ghecess of gaining (positive emotions) or
losing (negative emotions) social influence. Insthway, emotions give feedbacks about this

process, orienting the individual toward correctations, if needed.

The third component is the Justification Hypoth€3id). While the BIT represents the foundation
for the understanding of animal as well as humdmater on a common ground, JH provides the
framework to understand what is unique about hub®ings. The problem it addresses is that of
social justification, which is the human tendenoyeixplain the legitimacy of one’s thought or
actions to others. For their entire life, indeedjividuals try to build justification narrativesath
provide sound reasons for their behavioral andghbpatterns, specifying what is happening, why
it is happening, and why one is doing what in tt@attext (bidem p. 115). The existence of this
species-specific device supports a two domain Wwéwuman mind, which includes two kinds of
information processing systenibidem p. 122). The first system is a non-verbal, peiap
motivational-emotional, parallel information prosgg) guidance system that analyzes resource
availability and organizes action, according to 8gbral Investment Theory (BIT). This system
can be called sentience and it refers to nonvexracious experiences, such as feeling pain, seeing
colours, being hungry, remembering an event. Tlersk framed by the Justification Hypothesis
(JH), is uniquely human and is a verbal, reflegtsequential information processing system. In the
author’s opinion, this is a relatively new evoluizoily product that can be called self-consciousnes
system, which is the language-based portion ofnoiad that provide narratives of the kind above

specified. This system, contrarily to the formeattinvolves experiencing, involves self-awareness
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and verbal-making meaning about the experiencimgs,tthe role of language is central for self-
consciousness. The hypothesis is that as languaghisication advanced beyond simple
descriptions and commands, it became a usefutdomiore directly access and assess the thoughts
and intentions of other human beingsidem p. 119). The clashing interests between indivglua
made self-consciousness key in human interactipuing pressure on them to create socially

justifiable explanations in order to support tf@im interests and goéfs

The self-consciousness system split in turn into broad domains: the Private Self and the Public
Self. On the one hand, the Private Self is the ezent self-reflective awareness, where self
dialogues take form and produce a private narratiwghat is happening and why. The Public Self,
on the other hand, is the interface with the extlesocial environment and involves the explicit

articulation to others of the portion of our thingithat we want to share with th&m

The JH is important for the emergence of anothecisg-specific feature of human beings: culture.
In fact, in Henriques’ hypothesis, the result afgaage evolution, which allowed access to others’
thoughts by means of the capacity to ask questiwas,the emergence of justification systems at
the individual and small group level. Progressiydlyese systems got networked together to
coordinate populations of people, giving rise tdtwwal phenomena. In fact, culture provides the
borders to the acceptability of one’s conduct igpacific cultural context: to perform in concert
with others is to perform in a justified fashionhile the contrary is associated with an experience
of discomfort and is considered unjustifiabl@dem p. 146-8).

To sum up, the JH provides a frame to understaadetiolutionary problem faced by a unique

human feature, self-consciousness, which is a kgepbased device whose aim is to socially
justify our conducts or thoughts. The sharing aftsa capacity gave rise to complex and networked
justification systems that constitute culture.

Finally, the fourth and final piece of Henriquesiified theory is the Tree of Knowledge (ToK)

System, which provides a macro-level frame wheselpslogy is interrelated with other branches

* According to this hypothesis, individuals build raives following common rules and biases. For glampeople
tend to explain bad outcomes in terms of extetieahporal and local causes and good outcomes irstefrimternal,
stable and general causes. Consequently, indideal to think and feel about themselves positjvey to provide
thorough, consistent and accurate reasons founk@ignarratives (Henriques, 2011, pp. 135-8).

*3 Henriques puts the so call€deudian filter between the sentience (which is also called Erpédl Self) and the
Private Self. It provides protection against urifigdile or painful images and impulses - comingnirthe sentience —
which are reinterpreted to be consistent with tidividual's social justification system. Insteadtieen the Private
and the Public Self stands tRegerian filter which deals with the building of a proper imabattproves to be socially
satisfactory (Henriques, 2011, pp. 127-30).
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of science and where its subject matter is spetifidis frame entails the correspondence between
the existence of different natural domains anddtiences. There are four broad, hierarchically
arranged natural domains, whose origin is in theonoof Energy: Matter, Life, Mind, Culture.
More precisely, nature is viewed as a nested lubyarwhere wholes at one level are parts of
wholes at another, superior leviadidem p. 158). To each level corresponds an equivalaentific
discipline, namely physics (whose object is Maftbiplogy (whose object is Life), psychology
(whose object is Mind) and the social sciences gelabject is Culture)i{idem p. 154). Henriques
identifies some joint points, which are theorieatthnk the domains and specify their reciprocal
connections. Quantum gravity theory is the firsinjopoint between Energy and Matter,
representing a merger between the two pillars igsggls: quantum mechanics and Einstein’s
general theory of relativity. The modern evolutignaynthesis is the joint point between Matter
and Life, because it represents a general framewataining how complex, self-replicating
molecules evolved into organisms. Behavioral Inwesit Theory turns out to be the joint point
between Life and Mind, through the understandingbatic behavioral principles, while the
Justification Hypothesis is the joint point betwédimd and Culture, connecting human capacity to
be self-conscious to language skills and culturavetbpment ibidem p. 153). From this
perspective, the ToK System is able to descriptifidlthe gap between different natural domains
and areas of knowleddfe The ToK System is a valuable frame which perrutsonsiders human
behavior as a complex phenomenon with multiple @iffdrent aspects: the argument here is that
“human behavior is made up of processes that aperadifferent behavioral frequencies that can
be separated according to the dimensions of infoomal complexity represented by the ToK
System” (bidem p. 156). To make this principle clear, the authlustrates the case for self-
consciousness, which is a phenomenon that invalNdsur of the dimensions of complexity in the
ToK System. Indeed, every self-reflective actiortags physical, biological, psychological and
socio-cultural aspects, which can be understoodutiir the lens of the scientific disciplines
pertaining each of the four dimensions. This maaas every complex human phenomenon must
be studied from different, but integrated, perspest each one providing information that turn out
to be necessary, but not sufficient, to completelgerstand the next level, according to the notion
of nested hierarchy seen above. For example, irgtbom about Matter, provided by physics, are
key to understand Life (the following level in tHe@K System hierarchy) phenomena, but this
information is not enough to grasp the specifiotyiological systems, for whom we need biology
and its principles. In conclusion, the ToK Systgmdfies the relationship between different levels

4 More about this issue will be said in the nextisec
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of knowledge and their reciprocal connections, ndeo to give psychology its place among

sciences.

Within the discipline of psychology and its formaiganization, Henriques proposes to divide it
into three great branches, at the institutionaklle¥sychological formalism, which is the first
branch, is the basic science of psychology, whdgecb is mental behavior (Mind in the ToK
System). Here, the termentalrefers to “the distinctive manner in which animia¢have relative to
material objects like rocks or organic objects IMants or cells” ipidem p. 186). Psychological
formalism is a “purely natural science disciplifd@idem p. 192) and represents the foundation of

the other two psychological branches.

Human psychology, the second branch, focuses orahumind and behavior. While psychological
formalism — through the BIT — shows how animal h&trais continuous with human behavior,
human psychology — through the JH — deals withgteditative shift that characterizes humans and
that justifies the separation of human psychologgmf the basic science of psychology
(psychological formalism). In fact, human behavi@ms unique features as being mediated by
symbolic language, being self-reflective, and be&ngbedded in cultural contexts. These are the
landmarks that make human psychology qualitatidyinct from psychological formalism. It is
worth noting that human psychology doesn’'t deahwitie Mind dimension in the ToK System
(which pertains to psychological formalism), ratherdeals with human behavior, which is
considered the smallest unit of analysis in thdas@ciences, thus in the Culture dimension. In
other words, human psychology must be considerédeabasis of social scienéeand as a subset

of psychology in general, because humans are @&sabanimal ipidem p. 196).

The third branch is professional psychology, whiltonsidered distinct from the previous ones.
Professional psychology uses knowledge produceth®yther two branches in order to improve
human condition. Thus, it has the aim to presarghyi reach professional goals and turns out to be
more value-laden than the other branches, whose tai@jet is to describe animal as well as human

conduct with the ultimate aim to expand knowledgeom these perspective, professional

> This is justified by the assumption that the humand is deeply embedded in the cultural dimengamcording to
the JH) and thus human psychology can be considesegh hybrid between psychological formalism dred gocial
sciences.
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psychology responds to different needs and opeviditedifferent aims, comparing to psychological

formalism or human psycholo@fy

9.1 Which Kind of Psychology for Gregg Henriqueshidied Theory of Psychology?

The complexity of Gregg Henriques’ multifacetedpysal makes the detection of its philosophical
stances a hard task. First of all, it is not easgay whether this Unified Theory has its roote int
the monistic or into the dualistic vision of scien©n one side, the ToK system, which deals with
the general architecture of the world, is definsdn@onistic in the sense that everything has a
common source, that is Energpiem p. 15), which provide an ontological base foresce.
Though, each level — Matter, Life, Mind, Culturés-described as autonomous and corresponds to a
different scientific discipline which seems to requlifferent kinds of method, in order to grasp th
specificity of the objects, which are “fundamentallfferent dimensions of complexityibidem p.

15). Then, from a methodological perspective, Hpres’ Unified Theory seems to suggest a
dualistic stance, because it considers human éesctifferent in principle from natural (material or
biological) facts (see Chapter 1, p. 10 and follogyj and this would lead to the adoption of
different methods, even if this is not explicitliaiened: “an integrated pluralism is where there are
different emphasis that stem from separate neexds,gand other idiographic factorsbiem p.

26). Hence, the theory seems to be rather dualgien it claims that science is made by broad,
separable domaing{dem p. 154) and that psychology, as all the othesrsm@s, cannot be reduced
to physics ipidem p. 15) and can be “crisply definedibidem p. 155) as an autonomous
discipline.

On the other side, other features may be noticecchwlban be traced back to a monistic
background: first, objectivity and coherence aresitered as important desiderata of the scientific
enterprise ibidem p. 27); second, the model is foundationalisth® ¢ore and proclaims universal
truths about the universe and the human conditibllegm p. 4), third, the need for unity in
psychology expresses the need for an extensivaeties system that suggests an underlying
common methodologyliidem p. 5). In other words, Henriques seems to femdecto what he calls

a modernist conceptionib{dem p. 253), a basically monistic stance, which piegi a
foundationalist vision of science, where sciencedssidered as a particular kind of justification

system whose features are shared by all its brandystematic observation and measurement,

“® This view is consistent with Peterson (1991), whiwocates different kinds of training for professibpsychologists,
on one side, and psychologists who will deal withdemic research, on the other.
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theoretical explanation, prediction and testingdieg back to measuremenbiflem p. 154).
However, this monistic position seems to be rattegk and refers to a narrow meaning (Hacking,
1996, p. 51) of the unity of science (see Chaptep.15): the unity of method seems to be
guaranteed by the general standards of reasomtite the use of logical tools in order to obtain
accuracy and rigor in inferential procedures. Nec#jrity seems to be attributed to the scientific
enterprise, compared to other human methods of lkealgg. Thus, from a methodological point of
view, Henriques’ Unified Theory seems to oscillaegween a weak monism and a proper dualism,
while it seems to espouse an apparent dualistgppetive from an ontological point of view. Later,

| hope his position will be clearer.

The methodological issue gets even harder to uhmresidering that Henriques seems to aim at
the reconciliation of two traditionally conflictingutlooks {(bidem p. 253), monism and dualism,
by means of a stance that is explicitly close te tmergentism proposed by the British
Emergentisty. The Emergentist position claims that the worlchisde by different levels (as in the
ToK system) hierarchically organized from the siegblto the most complex one. Each level
emerges from the one that is hierarchically benaathit is characterized by the featurenofelty

the new level is something qualitatively differé&mam the one it emerges from. In other words, the
elements of the level beneath add together andhateysomething new that ot the simple sum

of those elements: it is more than that. This énitn-additivityprinciple (Morgan, 1923). As in the
purpose of Emergentism, Henriques aims at gainmguahentic autonomy for the explanation of
human events, without abandoning the solid growfidse monistic perspective, in order to keep a
traditional account which honors those requireméhistrated in Chapter 1.

More in details, the Unified Theory seems to suppas Morgan does (1923, p. 282), a
deterministic view of the world that also affectsntan events: every event has its causes and it is
integrated in a causal chain. However, this petsgedurns out to be not compatible with the
statement that each emergent level is more thasuhe of the elements of the level beneath. In
fact, this assumption would infringe the deducipitiequiremerff, which is logically connected to
determinism. In other words, if the level above r@@nbe determined by the one beneath,
determinism turns out to be false as the level abswnot deducible from the level beneath. Hence,
the adoption of a deterministic stance rules oatrthn deducibility principle and vice versa. This
problem, shared by the supporters of a certain &frfeimergentism, would lead to an epistemic, not

“"In fact, Henriques particularly refers to C. Llolybrgan’s Emergent Evolutionism.

“8 The assumption that one level can be naturallyaéngd by the effects of the level below.
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ontological, interpretation of the ToK system, aligh Henriques elsewhere claims the opposite,
explicitly postulating the autonomy of differenntiensions of complexity (Henriques, 2011, p. 15).
From this perspective, the philosophical positidn Henriques can be reasonably compared to
Morgan’s one, which can be defined as propertyigima(Corradini, Gaj, & Lo Dico, 2005, pp.
272-7). Such a position claims the existence oh@ue primary substance (in the ToK system
vocabulary, Energy) without refusing the attribatiof autonomous causal powers to the other
levels of the hierarchy (Matter, Life, Mind, Cul&)r whose features are the results of evolutionary
processes. Thus, the proposal outlined constittesrt of discontinuity in the monism-dualism
debate, placing Henriques’ Unified Theory in an sual position compared to other proposals of
unification.

Such a position, which takes shape from Morgan'sigentism, weaves tightly methodological
aspects with ontological aspects. Henriques’' systaiplicitly rejects reductionism and “grants
genuine ontological status to mental behaviors”nflitpies, 2011, p. 173). But what is mental
behavior? The author claims that everything canldfened as behavior, so psychology cannot be
the science of behavior; the problem is to defiriectv kind of particular behavior falls into the
psychological domain. Psychology deals with mebé&dlaviors, which are “behaviors of the animal
as-a-whole mediated by the nervous system thatupesda functional effect on the animal-
environment relationship”ifidem p. 72). The adjective “mental’” refers to the mh@tion
instantiated in and processed by the nervous systenthe term “mind” refers to something that
can be “conceptually separated from the biophysitaterial that makes up the brain in the same
way a story can be separated from a physical b@ibldem p. 186). Accordingly to this definition,
the author seems to describe the mind in a ratheatibnalistic fashion: mental events are caused
by other mental or environmental events and they cause in turn other mental or behavioral
events. In other words, mental events are descidiseevents to which belong typical causes and
which produce typical effects. These processesgiwarie generically called “information”, can be
instantiated (or realized) into different mean linain is just a candidate, as well as a compsiter
Actually, the functionalistic tradition is used tescribe mental processes as a software, while
remaining silent about the hardware, the matehial permits the software to operate (Crane, 2001;
Blackburn, 2005). Henriques supports a functiotialfgosition about mental events, but, as we saw
above, he doesn't declare himself a reductionsties cannot support an identity theory, a position
which claims that mental events are identical tgsptal events. In fact, the ToK system entails a
certain degree of autonomy for mental events. Ihtaeevents are not identical to physical events,
then mental properties are different from physmwaés (Crane, 2001, p. 57). Therefore, there are

two kinds of things or, in the case of the ToK eyst four kinds of things (Matter, Life, Mind,
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Culture), whose origin is one, Energy. In factstposition is compatible with Emergentism and
with property dualism, the claim that there is ague primary substance which turns out to have
different kinds of autonomous properties.

Emergentism and property dualism are also compatiith a position callechon reductive
physicalismwhich can shed some light on the relationshigvbeh the primary substance (Energy)
and its properties (in the Unified Theory, Matteife, Culture, and, particularly, Mind). Non
reductive physicalism is non reductive becausesfilses the identity theory and the ontological
reduction of the properties (levels). As alreadysirated, the properties are autonomous at the
ontological level, that is, each level is indeperideven if is connected to the others. Now, it is
clear why this position is non reductive, but whyis called physicalism? Non reductive
physicalism supports the idea that mental (or Igickl, etc.) properties depend on physical
properties, in the sense that every change in @, (e. physical event) entails a change also in B
(e.g., a mental event): this relationship is calagervenience. Though, beyond that, for those who
support a non reductive physicalistic stance theneotion between the levels must be further
specified by means of two requirements, which Hpres seems to espouse. First, non reductive
physicalism claims the causal efficacy of the miefitedem p. 58): the Unified Theory argues that
the ToK levels have causal powers on the levelsvbéHenriques, 2011, p. 173), and hence argues
that mental events are not epiphenomena, i.e.dental products caused by lower processes.
Second, non reductive physicalism entails a stnonglationship than the dependence relationship
between the levels. This relationship can be cattedstitution, and it is illustrated by the
relationship existing between a statue and the maateis made of (say, marble). This relationship
is not symmetrical, as the identity relationshipaad respects the requirement above illustrated:
there cannot be a change in A (e.g., the statubput a change in B (e.g., the marble it is made of
The relationship between the statue and the mashiet only a correlation between two distinct
existences, it is tighter: if you took away the biay you would take away the statue (Crane, 2001,
p. 58), and vice versa. Such a stance perfecywith the Unified Theory’s outlook about the
relationship between mind and brain, which is dledescribed as the relationship existing between

a story and the material of which is made the hetdariques, 2011, p. 186).

In this general theoretical frame, is there room ifdentionality? The relative autonomy of the
psychological domain would suggest a positive anseaxen if Henriques doesn’t explicitly deals
with this issue and his position doesn’t appedimi@ with the general frame so far illustrated. hVit
respect to purposiveness, humans are describetdasduals provided with “a decision-making

system that calculates the value of the resourbtsined and the losses avoided, relative to the
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costs of spending the actions in the first plake,risk involved, and the value of other avenues of
investment” (bidem p. 46). In other words, according to the Behalidnvestment Theory, the
consequences of human actions have progressivajyedhthe direction for future allocations of
mental resources. Besides those primary needs libatans share with animals, humans
fundamentally strive for the achievement of soailuence in order to influence others’ actions,
accordingly to the individual’s interests and aitfss is consistent with the Influence Matrix.

That being specified, human beings are considesegracessing systems whose operations are
described in a third person perspective and whosésgare established by evolutionary processes
(ibidem pp. 51, 85). From this perspective, humans aserded similarly to machines which, on
the basis of the features of their environmentdpee actions directed towards aims in line with
hard-wired, evolution-based goals. The statemeat itidividuals produce actions which aim at
goals is compatible with the assumption of thos® w&hksert that human behavior is oriented to
intentional targets and that hold the irreduciblersity of human beings (see Chapter 1, pp. 12-
13).

Though, the Unified Theory doesn’t appear to supgh@ notion of intentionality, understood as the
directedness of conscious mental states or, inrotlugds, as the existence of states of mind
directed towards bringing about some state of @&fféCrane, 2001; Blackburn, 2005). Indeed,
individuals process information in order to prodweéputs which are consistent with their goals,
but they don’t have intentions. The narratives theduce don’t refer to the reasons that moved the
individual’'s actions towards a specific goal. Aatiog to the Justification Hypothesis, these
narratives have the only aim to build socially gteble justifications that legitimize the
individual's actions and claims (Henriques, 2011,1p5). In other words, the content of those
narratives doesn't refer t@ally existentreasons, understood as mental triggers of belsgvort
can be considered as a collection of “post hoctifjoations of one’s behavior. From such a
perspective, behavior is first emitted, then justifions about which reasons produced that behavior

are created.

In my opinion, this position implicitly claims thathat is real are the evolutionary motivations and
goals illustrated by BIT and IM, while the reasgmevided by individuals in order to explain their
behaviors are just means to get, or to increaseialsinfluence and legitimation. If this
interpretation of the Unified Theory is sound, théws theory refuses the traditional notion of

intentionality, bringing back the issue to natwstdi stances connected to evolutionary processes.

To sum up, as a whole, the general philosophicatstre underlying Henriques’ theory seems to

be rather mutually coherent, beyond some incoheasot obscure aspects. Llooyd Morgan’s
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Emergent Evolutionism provides the structure far oK system and sketches the relationships
between the levels. Accordingly, the details alibatrelationship between the levels are provided
by the adoption of a non reductive physicalistemse, which seems to fit neatly with the Unified

Theory’s perspective on reality. Then, the notiofsnind and mental events are described in a
functionalistic frame, as well as the relationshgiween the mind and the material from which it

rises, the brain.

Having these premises as a background, it is waoting that the Unified Theory considers the
human world as continuous with the animal worldljine with the other proposals so far reviewed.
In fact, as above illustrated, the first piece lné fproposal is the Behavioral Investment Theory
(BIT), whose six principles can be applied to humas well to animals. Indeed, as the author
explains, those principles constitute a sort oéfbbut exhaustive summary of animal behavioral
literature (bidem p. 48). Posing BIT as the first piece of the fTheory, Henriques definitely
suggests a continuity between the two worlds, whighconnected. Though, in line with the above
mentioned philosophical positions, the two worlaxhibit a certain degree of discontinuity, as
Henriques attributes to the human world peculiatuees (illustrated by the Influence Matrix and
the Justification Hypothesis) that are not redwctblthe animal principles pointed up in the BIT:

“Whereas Behavioral Investment Theory provides amBwork that allows for the
understanding of how human behavior is continuoitk wther animals, the Justification
Hypothesis provides the framework for understandivitat makes people such unique

animals.” {bidem p. 113)

This two-faced position, oscillating between coutiy and discontinuity with the animal world, is
reflected in the institutional division of psychglothat the author proposes at the end of his book.
It is precisely the assumptions that human factscantinuous with animal facts in a way, but
discontinuous in another, that pushed Henriguegparate what he called psychological formalism
(or basic psychology), from human psychology. Peilafical formalism is defined as the basic
science of psychology and deals with phenomendnglto the Mind level. It is worth noting that
psychological formalism, even if has mental behaa® a subject matter, doesn’t focus on human
behavior only, but on those principles which ararei by humans and animals. Ironically, this
would lead to the assumption that what humans aimdads share is Mind, as mental behaviors are
“behaviors of the animal as-a-whole mediated by rbe/ous system that produces a functional
effect on the animal-environment relationshididem p. 72). Actually, in Henriques’ opinion,

what makes us human is not our Mind, which is sbingtthat can be studied by a “purely natural
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science discipline”ibidem p. 192); what makes us properly human is an imhdit dimension of
complexity that is called Cultureb{dem p. 184), in the ToK system. Indeed, human psyngl
the second part of psychology, is part of the dostaences and cannot be a purely natural
discipline, dealing with values and cultural releim (bidem p. 194). From this perspective,
human psychology, having the human individual geaibdeals with the smallest unit of analysis

in the social sciences. The details about thistioosare clearly illustrated by this quotation:

“[...] Human psychology should be thought of as ergstat the base of the social sciences
and should be thought of as a hybrid between psgglwal formalism and the social
sciences. Moreover, it is human psychology that sibset of psychology more generally.
Humans are, after all, a subset of animals, rdtteer the reverse.ifidem p. 196)

In other words, human psychology has its feet m mlatural sciences and its head at the very
beginning of the social sciences.

In Henriques’ intentions, psychological formalismdahuman psychology would constitute the
whole body of psychological knowledge, on which bhased another separate component:
professional psychology. The task of professiorgtchology is not to increase psychological
knowledge, but to generally improve the human cioli(bidem p. 198): the connection with the
needs of those who benefit from psychological weations makes professional psychology
something different from the other two parts. melwith the psychologist Donald Peterson (1991),
Henriques claims that the goals of the scientistss @mpletely different from those of the
practitioner. The latter has the task to use thalave psychological knowledge in order to better
meet the needs and the conditions of the clientlewthe former has virtually no limits to the
development of knowledge. In this perspective, ggsional practice is an applied social science,
grounded on scientific psychological knowledge.sTknowledge is a means to the end — improving
human condition — not the end itself, as in theeczdghe scientists.

Accordingly to their contents, those three part®gosing psychology are supposed to cooperate in
order to increase psychological knowledge (paridy) psychological formalism and human

psychology) and to better contribute to human dgwakent (professional practice).

In conclusion, it is arguable that Henriques’ pregdds a kind of grand theory, which has the main
aim to provide psychology (and, ambitiously, scena general) with a broad theoretical
framework. This framework constitutes a sort of ang¢rspective — encompassing animal as well
as human events — that is able to attribute univeeanings to terms like mind, brain, behavior,

cognition, and so on, specifying their recipragefinitions and the mutual relationshipisidem p.
92



13). In this sense, the Unified Theory has the #ous goal to provide a general syntax where
traditional psychological concepts may acquire acal meanings and may lay the foundations for
a unified approach that comprises both theore#indl professional aspects.

However, this syntax is evidently not theoreticalutral; as it's been illustrated above, it rests

definite philosophical grounds, whose acceptancedsired in order to espouse the whole theory.
This rather explicit reference to the philosophisi@nces that constitute its background is no doubt
praiseworthy, in particular considering that thehest proposals here accounted are not so
philosophically explicit. Though, these referen@gs not always coherently presented and this

makes the thorough reconstruction of the wholegsbiphical outlook a hard task.

10. Norman Anderson’s Information Integration Theory

In the author’s intention, the bodknified Social Cognitior{2008) condenses years of work on the
Information Integration Theory (lIT), which provisi¢a simple, effective framework for unifying

human psychology” (Anderson, 2008, p. ix). The bguoksents a collection of research works
elaborated through time across different areassgthmwlogy, particularly learning and memory,

judgment and decision, perception and psychophylsinguage. From this perspective, IIT can be
defined as an experimental-based unifying propd$aie, | will only illustrate the main aspects of
lIT, without going into the details of the rich nsesf research works presented in the book. | will

try to extrapolate the theoretical principles whighdes those experimental works there illustrated.

lIT is a cognitive theory based on the idea th&brimation, and its modes of processing, are the
unifying principles of psychology. Within a traditial cognitivistic view, stimuli are considered as
informers, which are elaborated in order to regoéciic goalé® (ibidem p. 11). This notion is

central, as for Anderson all psychological enquiay be viewed as attempts to come to grip with

the issue of intentionality and the achievemergazls, as will be clearer later.

Psychological science, from the IIT perspectiveig®n two axioms, the Axiom of Integration and
the Axiom of Purposiveness. These are axioms instrese that their existence is “biologically
based” (bidem p. 1) and that they can be found in every domalealing with cognitive

phenomena. On one side, the Axiom of Purposivedeals with affect and motivation, which are
the forces that guide behavior to goals relatéddovidual’s survival. Purposiveness refers to goal

9 This process can be integrated with prior infoioratrelevant to the issue at stake. Here, prioorimftion is
considered as a knowledge system (Anderson, 20084y Affect, as well as motivation, are considete be
information too ibidem pp. 9-10), in the broad sense that they playiainothe process of inputs elaboration.
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directed actions, in terms of approach/avoidandater. Parenthetically, every human action has
a purpose in every different circumstance: the rauion between the individual and the

environment makes her purposes continuously chahge.Axiom of Purposiveness accounts for
the organization of the great amount of availabfermation towards a simplification that permits

to produce goal-directed behavior in every circianse (bidem p. 29). On the other side, we have
the Axiom of Integration, which accounts for theefgral integrational propensity to take account
of multiple elements in a stimulus fieldib{dem p. 1). The function of integration refers to how
multiple informers (stimuli) are integrated andlugince behavior and thought. This axiom claims
that every human behavior is the product of mudtigeterminants which are integrated by the
individual (bidem p. 30). Together, the two axioms describe hunaiom@s as it is understood

within the IIT framework: the upshot of complexagtation processes of multiple inputs — coming
from the internal or external environment — is bebtia whose specific characteristic is that it is

directed toward goals. In Anderson’s view, thighis general conceptual frame of IIT.

The Integration Diagram — Anderson’s main theoattaevice — shows how the two axioms are
implemented in human information processing andesgnts a schematic description of how
information is processed in order to give rise talgdirected behavior. Looking at the diagram
below (adapted from Anderson, 2008, p. 3), at éfedide we find multiple inputs (A, B} e.g.,

physical stimuli, coming from the environment. Theye transmuted into psychological
representations (a, b) by means of the valuatiogratpr (V). Then, the integrator operator (I)
integrates those psychological representations ramlygce an internal response (r), which is
transformed by the action operator (A) into an obsele behavior (R), at the right side of the

diagram.

G G G G G

A a

= R
B ——™ b
V operator | operator A operator

Fig. 10.1

% For simplicity’s sake, only two inputs are shownt more are allowed.
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The valuation process (V) is an organizing procésg involves the interaction between the
informers, the individual’s knowledge system and toal that the individual wants to achieve.
Here, informers are transmuted into goal-relevaptasentationskidem p. 20), through a “largely
nonconscious” operationb{dem p. 276). In other words, inputs are unconscioasfporated on
the basis of the goal that the individual consdpuwsants to achieve. The second operation is
Integration (I), which involves the integration thfe functional® (that is, relative to the selected
goal) values of multiple stimuli into a unitary émbal response, which will produce an observable,
conscious goal-directed action by means of the Aratpr. The overall process is adjusted and

directed toward the achievement of a specific §Ga

Beside the axioms, that form the conceptual basiErpAnderson proposes the existence of three
psychological laws — averaging, adding and muligy(ibidem p. 4) — which represent the natural
applications of the two axioms. These laws shows tifie integration of informers exhibits simple
algebraic forms and this is applicable to almostrgvarea of human psychology and thus can
provide a solid basis for psychological unificatiGhidem p. 402). Every kind of law has two
conditions of application, one of which is shargdabl of them. This condition is response linearity
which states that the observable response (R)lireear function of the implicit response (r). For
Anderson, this condition entails that “the obseriegsponse R is a true measure of the unobservable
response r’ibidem p. 36). The other peculiar condition deals witl specific mode of integration
of the psychological representations (in the diagedove: a, b); psychological representations can
be integrated through adding, averaging or mulinglyIn other words, once the subject attributed
values to constructs of different kinds (such ashm many experiments reported in the text), the
interaction between these constructs can be desctiirough the use of those I1&wsTo take an
example with hypothetical data reported by the @uyttwo persons have to judge blame for story
children who threw a rock that harmed another clitlach subject has to attribute subjective values
to Intent (degree of intentionality) and Harm (eagness of the harm), accordingly to their personal
views. The data shows that both persons follow atidition schema, Blame = Intent + Harm
(ibidem pp. 6-8), accordingly to the addition law, evéthie values subjectively attributed by the
two persons are different. Hence, what still remmaime same is the formal character of the law,

while subjective values evidently vary.

*1 Anderson calls functional measurement the methatirheasures the values attributed in the integratperation.

*2 The specific shape of the data graph will revhallaw that better describe the data. Regardirsgpthint, Anderson
reports a lot of research works where he and Hisamues illustrate in details the methodology thegd in many areas
of psychological enquiry. | refer to the book fbose that are interested in these issues.
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Psychological laws, like the addition law illusedtin the example above, embody the structure of
the internal world ibidem p. 269) and thus can be considered as the keyeels underlying

human psychology.

From a general point of view, Anderson definesrh@lel as constructionistic and contextualistic.
The constructionistic aspect lays in the fact tredtiation involves construction. In fact, the same
stimulus may take different values, depending oeraipve goals, and thus values have to be
constructed on the basis of operative godiglém p. 8). Also integration involves construction,
because the unified response (r) is constructeti@ibasis of the integration of multiple stimuh. |
general, the conscious experience is constructeduse it is considered as an integration of
multiple unconscious determinantdbidem pp. 15, 275). Moreover, lIT is considered to be
grounded in contextualism, because “perceptionyghty and action always occur within some
particular context or situation, which may be cdesed a complex field of information, internal as
well as external” ibidem p. 9). The fact that valuation and integratiomoasses are strongly

influenced by operative goals shows the importari@nvironmental contexts in IIT.

To sum up, Anderson’s proposal of unified psychglogsts on the specification of two axioms,
which account for the general features of humamitiog, and of three laws, which describe
different ways to integrate psychological represgons within a traditional input-elaboration-

output frame of reference.

10.1 Which Kind of Psychology for Norman Andersonisformation Integration Theory?

From the methodological point of view, one of thREd main purposes is to unify two traditionally

opposing ways to scientifically address phenomeh& nomothetic approach, which seeks
universal laws that go beyond individuality, anck tldiographic approach, which conversely
emphasizes the uniqueness of each individuals.eThe@s opposing approaches turn out to be
unified by means of the three psychological laws:ooe side, the fact that all experimental data
gatherings follow the laws of information integaati accounts for a nomothetic explanation of
psychological data. On the other side, the fact dah individual attributes her own personal
values to the considered construct accounts fadiagraphic explanation of the same data. So, this
approach “[...] allows, or rather, insists on indvad differences in value while seeking general

integration laws” ipidem p. 15).

This unifying perspective, in Anderson’s opiniomntes from an inductive mode of theory

development, in the sense that absolute priorityiven to the features of the phenomena at stake
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(ibidem pp. 12, 14). It can be said that theory has thky éunction to ratify, without further
elaboration, the behavior of the data; the weighttheeorization is minimum, because the
“adherence to a theory often constricts attentionfavorable conditions, short-changing the
phenomena’ibidem p. 406) and “the neatness and pleasure of asgma@nd deductions can so
readily slight empirical substancabidem). This so tight connection to empirical phenombaa a
price, of which the author is aware of: IIT canpogdict values of stimulus informers nor when a
particular law will apply. This entails that IIT ia descriptive theory, which “seeks to reveal
psychological process directly in the datégidem p. 72). In more details, the individual values, a
well as the specific kind of law that turns out be applied to a particular psychological
phenomenon, are not predictable aspects and casdessed onlgfter the observation of the
phenomenon itself. Once the data are observeds thesretical aspects can be ascertained.

This open refusal of deductive procedures seente tibased on the failure to distinguish between
the context of discovery and the context of jusdifion. When Anderson claims that “everyday life
is [...] a primary concern; hypothesis testing isoselary” (bidem p. 406) and that deductive
philosophy sees scientific inquiry as hypothesssing, “especially tests of competing hypotheses”
(ibidem), the above mentioned distinction is missings ltvell known that the testing of competing
hypotheses is usually something that occurs duhiagrocess of discovery, when competing ways
to view a phenomenon are mutually competing, wthke deductive use of the (resulting) better
hypothesis is routine in the ordinary context dftification (what the philosopher Thomas Kuhn
would call “normal science”). Anderson doesn’t ades the different use of deductive methods in
science and this makes his refusal of the deduatmethods not solidly justified, especially
considering that the absence of predictive powarhgh price to pay for IIT. Moreover, Anderson
seems to be aware also of the fact that each iwe@uoperation is guided by our “conceptual
framework” (bidem pp. 14-5), which “embodies our view about whagpbmena are important as
well as their interpretation in our symbolic world@biden). This leads to the fact that every
empirical investigation is deductive in charactaren if that conceptual framework “should evolve

in an inductive mode that respects the phenomehialefr).

Although those stances might witness a methodaddigiequidistant position between the monistic
and the dualistic approaches, Anderson’s propasahs to be closer to a monistic account, which
sees psychology as methodologically continuous witier scientific disciplines, whose main
method should be empirical investigation and whpserity is the study of some observable

behavior of the phenomenon at stakédem pp. 14-5).
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Though, the emphasis on the empirical observatidsebavior and its relevance to the exploration
of the psychological world raise an interestinguessegarding the relationship between stimuli,
responses and their measurement. One of the chastice of the Integration Diagram, the
linearity of the response measuieidem pp. 31, 36), claims that responses R, thosernefeto
observable behaviors, are true measures of thesenadble, internal response r. In other words, the
observable behavioral events are considered notegsgthan faithful images of what occurs in the
internal, unobservable world. The analysis of wisabbservable makes the unobservable directly
accessible. These assumptions make it clear whiffawvhat is interesting and worth studying is
whatever is observable and measurable: there isamampassable border between internal and
external worlds, since the latter perfectly mirr@rs., is) the former. From such assumptions fello
that measurement theory is not considered as aquisite of scientific investigation, as usually is
but it becomes an organic part of the investigatmasely interwoven therewithbidem p. 36).
The measurement of psychological construstthose constructs and hence it is defined as true
measurementil{idem pp. 257, 401); this stance derives from the agsiom that metric
measurements of individual responses — often rdfuse other psychological approaches to
measurement — are useful and legitimate, sincegbayit to establish a linear connection between
the values of the stimulus and the values of teparse and provide crucial information about the
individual psychological functioning: “A theoretiba adequate scale of the dependent variable
opens up the possibility of scaling the underlystgnulus] variables”ipidem p. 257).

Now, measurement can be rather unanimously defisddllows:

“[It] is the assignment of numbers to events oreabjaccording to rules that permit
important properties of the objects or events todpresented by properties of the number
system. The key to this definition is that propestiof the events are represented by

properties of the number system.” (McBurney, Wha@09, p. 124)

This definition supposes that measurement is a wawncrease our knowledge about something
using numbers and their properties. The qualityp@priateness, soundness, relevance) of this
knowledge depends on which properties of the objaot considered and on the rules by which
numbers and their properties are attributed toptloperties of the object or the event at stake. In
other words, measurement procedures involves andres important methodological choices to be
done.Per se measurementannotprovide comprehensive truth about an event ansl ot the
event it describes. From this perspective, Andéssposition seems to run the risk of reifying the

process of measurement and those properties @vird that are under scrutiny: the targets of the

98



measurement procedures seem to be real objectgentseof the real world (attitudes, thoughts,
memories), while those targets should be considasedonstructs, i.e. abstract and theoretically
informed concepts used to indicate aspects of ¢la¢ object (see Chapter 5). In other words,
psychological constructs are no more rightly comd as theoretical entities, but becomes real
objects whose features emerge from measuremeiitugtsated above, what a measurement theory
can do is to provide some theoretically biasedydmouseful, information about the object, while in
lIT measurements the functioning of the object at stake, since ttimee psychological laws are
“true foundation for the theory of psychological asarement” (Anderson, 2008, p. 259). This

problem has obvious reverberations on the ontoébgssue, as will be clear below.

Turning back to the previous issue, though Andersgpports a monistic vision of science, the
concept of intentionality — which is usually refddeom those who defend such a stance — seems to
have a strategic role. Here, | refer to the AxidnPorposiveness, whose universality and centrality
is often remembered during the bodkidem pp. 1, 2, 399). But is it possible to draw Anaders
notion of purposiveness near the notion of intergily? As we saw above, the Axiom of
Purposiveness shortly claims that all human psydichl activity is motivated towards goals. In
general terms, intentionality can be defined asfaleethat states of mind have, or are directed on,
an object. Each object is present to the mind icedain way and is considered by a certain
perspective, under which it is given to the mindafte, 2001, pp. 7, 18-9). From these definitions,
it seems clear that IIT’s position about purposesnmay be properly called intentional: the subject
tends to a state or object (the mind is directedannobject) whose achievement is considered
desirable (goal). IT can be defined as intentimtial in character, since the pervasiveness of
purposiveness, in the Integration Diagram, is weticeable by the fact that the G factor (Goal) is

present in all the operations pointed in the Diagra

Though, intentionality is not defined in terms efeblogical explanations, nor in terms of reason
giving (see Chapter 1), but in a kind of “behavibraode: intentions are simply understood in
terms of “goal approach/avoidance” (Anderson, 2G08). In particular, two measurable indexes
seems to account for the notion of intention anddbne it: on one side, intentions can be defined
as approach or avoidance behaviors and, on the ettle, intentions are also defined by the
variability of values attribution to stimdfi Therefore, in general terms, the notion of iritemt
accounts for the fact that individuals tend to apgh objects or events and to avoid other objects o

3 Here Anderson refers to those experimental wogke/ich 1IT developed, where subjects are suppdsettribute
subjective values to stimuli (see also above).
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events; moreover, individuals tend to attributdéedént subjective values to these objects or eyents

accordingly to their behavioral tendencies.

Another related problem refers to the fact thatdperations described in the Integration Diagram
are carried out at an unconscious level, while othlg outputs are experienced consciously
(Anderson, 2008, p. 276). If those operations, @s 1$ clear, are goal-directed and, on the other
side, are “largely nonconsciousibidem), the question is: how can the individual's intenal

conscious experience affect those unconscious ggesethat permit to elaborate information in
order to achieve that goal? What is the connedbietween the intentional experience of, say,
wanting A, and the unconscious processes, whictoaganized to reach that specific goal A? In
[IT, such questions remains unanswered. So, thengdson that every human action is oriented
toward goals doesn’t seem to entails that thesés goa consciously available: the theory is not
explicit about which kind of relationship the coimats experiences hold with the goals (G) in the

Integration Diagram.

Hence, Anderson’s notion of intention is “behavimed”, that is, defined in terms of observable
and measurable behavior, and thus doesn'’t refiettiterature which consider intentionality as the
factor that makes human beings unique (see Chaptér fact, the individual is described as a sort
of automaton whose behavior is directed towardssgmad aims of which she is not aware of, in the
sense that they are not consciously available.hla sense, IIT keeps a monistic vision —
considering human beings in the same way as naueglts —, despite the reference to the notion of

purposiveness.

In the 1T, it is detectable another methodologisalie that seems to be quite problematic: theissu
is about the level of abstraction of the theoryimmther words, about the weight attributed by the
theory to the specific features of the entitiestake. As we saw in Chapter 1, the more a theory is
distant from its object, the more it can ignore somh its (alleged peculiar) features, the moraiit i
close to it, the more it will deal with them; thariher approach can be defined syntactic, the latter
semantic. From this perspective, Anderson’s prdpesattempting to fill the gap between the
nomothetic and the idiographic outlooks — seentake a middle position in the traditional debate.
Though, a deeper analysis of the theory seems ¢toven a view that is closer to a syntactic
position. In fact, Anderson’s contextualism entéiiat every psychological event can be considered
as a complex field of information where elementsr(gli) are elaborated relative to the operative
goal (Anderson, 2008, pp. 8, 9). Despite the faet tthe same physical stimulus may take on
different values, depending on operative goaillsidén), IIT methodological structure is syntactic

in character because it is focused on the logicdlsystematic aspects of psychology (see Hempel,
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1979/2001, p. 357) and on a concept of evidenceclwis not relative to, and variable with,
individuals (Hempel, 1961-62/2001, p. 82). In otherds, what is peculiar to IIT is a view on the
object that permit to grasp those general aspdctsiman cognition, which are independent of
elements pertaining to the individuality of the gab. These latter, individual elements are inctude

in the larger, syntactic frame as values attribingthe individuals in that specific situation.

Such a perspective also reflects in the languadd oFollowing Carnap’s proposal (1961), stimuli
are considered in their relational aspects, thathiesy are described in terms of the relations they
hold with each other within the same informatioield (see Chapter 3). The consideration of those
relational aspects is functional to avoid the inaacies of the common language, which don’t befit
to science: indeed, IIT has the goal to “purify cgpts from common language and develop them
into true scientific concepts” (Anderson, 2008,8). Such an outlook provides an account of
phenomena from a high level of formalization, whiokters a unified approach to psychology and
consequently provides a complete account of tregnat world (Anderson, 2008, p. 269).

Hence, it is reasonably arguable that Andersonls Hblds a syntactic view of the scientific

enterprise, in line with the monistic perspectivéhe whole theoretical framework.

Coming to issues connected to the object of pswyghchl inquiry, it can be said that what
Anderson proposes is a reductivistic theory, ingeeeral sense illustrated by Nagel (see Chapter 4,
p. 24 and following). More in details, Anderson’snais to explain a theory or a set of laws
established in other areas of inquiry by meansisfolwn theory, initially formulated in another
domair* (Nagel, 1961, p. 338). What Anderson proposesotstime explanation of qualitatively
different objects — compared to those for whichttieory has been initially developed — by means
of his own theory; rather, IIT seem to be a caskanhogeneous reduction, that is the broadening of
the scope of a theory, once formulated for a sekimd of phenomena and now extended to cover

more similar phenomena.

Though, it must be argued that such a similarity lsa ascertained only on the basis of a very high
level of abstraction, as the one provided by IIisTmeans that the similarity of the phenomena
explained by the IIT can be assessed only on tkes lod their high level syntactic aspects. These
aspects, in turn, assure that the generality opyehological laws, originally formulated in some
areas of social psychology, can be applied tosltpological phenomena, which are so considered
similar. In this way, the adoption of IIT and theyphological laws can provide a new way of

thinking for the entire psychology and a base orclwio unify the psychological field (Anderson,

¥ Person cognition, as stated by Anderson (20081).
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2008, p. 25). In other words, in Anderson’s intens the generality of such an approach regarding
the objects of psychology makes IIT applicable idually every aspect of psychology, at the
expense of ignoring many peculiar features of thjeats which, inevitably, may get out the scope
of the theory. So, the psychological laws seenepfy only to very general aspects of the objects,

at a high level of abstraction where objects’ piecities are likely to fade away into similarities.

Going into more details about the nature of theecbpf psychology, Anderson assumes that
psychology deals with the processing of informatiororder to produce actions directed towards
goals. Although he is not explicit about thatsitarguable that from this perspective psychology is
an attempt to scientifically account for how humdmehave in their environment. In IIT, many
concepts that constitutes the core of the psycladbgliscipline are described in common sense
terms, accordingly to the assumptions that therthgmuts phenomena before theorybiem p.

72) and that “everyday life is [...] a primary concéfibidem p. 406). To give some examples,
person cognition is defined as “our cognition of gerson — parent, spouse, ex-spouse, friend, self
[...]” (ibidem p. 51), group dynamics are generically definetirderpersonal interaction’ijidem

pp. 222-3), moral phenomena, such as deservingoatidation, are defined respectively, the
former, as fitting entitlement to some outcome @ehor punishment), and, the latter, as the degree
of motivation to perform some action, which mayfék or attributed as fitting the circumstances
(ibidem p. 199). From this follows that Anderson is naterested in taking a definite ontological
position about the existence of psychological erstitpsychology as a discipline must deal with the
way people normally refer to mental phenomena, ibwtoesn’t say anything about their real
existence. In IIT, mental phenomena, as they asertteed in common sense terms, are not
interestingper sefor science and doesn’'t seem to provide relev#ntination about the real world.
On the contrary, what seems to constitute the ogicdl core of the psychological reality are the
three psychological laws, which represent the nmakstructure of the psychological worididem

pp. ix, 18, 269). In other words, whaially exists are the mechanisms underlying the funaigpoi
common sense entities; those mechanisms, the fdegotal laws, constitutes the ontological

horizon of IIT.

Such an ontological claim appears to be stronglyneoted to the issue of reification above
illustrated. In fact, the laws discovered througkpeximental designs acquire the status of
ontological entities, while they just represent emal regularities. More in details, it seems that
the interpretation of the experimental results inta terminological equivalence between the
experimental design language and the theoretioglulage, so that the theory is not conceived as a

possible interpretation of the data (Katzko, 2082, 264-5; see paragraph 5.3, p. 46 ): the data
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regularitiesbecomethe theory. Thus, the datae the theory, whichs reality, as this quotation
shows very well: “Success of the algebraic law supphe hypothesis that the stimulus and
response terms represent cognitive entities; otiserthey would be unlikely to obey an exact law”
(ibidem p. 36).

As a concluding remark, it is worth noting thahaligh 11T is presented as effective in nearly every
field of human psychology, its possible professiamplications are not even mentioned. Though,
the fact that [IT has no predictive powdbidem p. 72) makes it ill-suited for profession

application. Moreover, IIT is not even interestedthe relationships between human and animal

cognition, since the aim of psychology is assunaedet human cognition.

In conclusion, IIT presents as a cognitive theolrhoman cognition with strong unifying aims,

based on an ontological stance regarding the exist®f psychological laws, underlying most
human phenomena. Its main problem seems to ldlgerelationship between the experimental
outcomes and the theory, whose interplay is higilestionable and results in an unclear

philosophical position.

11. Robert Sternberg and colleagues’ Unified Psyclagy

It is worth noting that Robert Sternberg and calezs’ proposal of unified psychology is grounded
on a fairly deep analysis of the sources and thdesmof fragmentation in psychology (for details,
see Chapter 5). The authors detected many argeycdfology — relating to professional practice as
well as to research, education and department ma&#on — displaying various aspects of
fragmentation, which turns out to pose a threatdth scientific credibility and institutional
organization. Thus, this proposal can be considasea way to resolve “psychology’s potential loss
of identity as a field” (Sternberg, 2005, p. 3hrir a perspective which starts from a methodological
and theoretical analysis in the attempt to bettgamize the institutional aspects of psychologg as
scientific discipline. In fact, differently from ¢hother proposals so far discussed, Sternberg and
colleagues proposal don’'t deal with the contenthef psychological inquiry, rather it specifically
deals with the strategies aimed at integrating Ipsiggical knowledge. Here, | will consider two
works that in my opinion cover Sternberg and cajless’ view on unified psychology: the 2603
work with Elena GrigorenkdJnified Psychologyand the 2001 work with Elena Grigorenko and
David Kalmar,The Role of Theory in Unified Psychology

% Reprinted from the original paper published in 20@American Psychologis66, pp. 1069-1079.
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In the first paper, the authors seem to considar ffroposal as a sort ofterlevel theorythat is a
theory whose aim is to bridge different levels nélgsis about phenomena. Regarding the issue of
unification, interlevel theories opposes to tramial grand theories. Grand theories’ (such as
psychoanalysis, cognitivism, behaviorism) aim iseiport those principles and concepts that are
formulated on the basis of the research in one afgasychology in order to provide a general
explanation of human behavior. In this sense, gtaedries entails a two-level strategy of theory
construction, which involves the formulation offedry in a restricted area of the discipline and
then the generalization of that theory to otheldfieof psychology, or even to the whole discipline
(Staats, 1996, p. 9). On the contrary, an inteflékreory tries to bridge different and distant
approaches of analysis on the same phenomenohedrasis of the idea that the disciplinary target
is to have different scholars studying the sameblpro with different methods and different
perspectives (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2003, p. Z9)is is exactly the central claim of the
converging operationgrinciple. This principle refers to the use of tiple methodologies for
studying a single psychological phenomenon or mmblbidem p. 27). The basic idea is that any
one methodology (operation, in the authors’ langyag, in all likelihood, inadequate for the
appropriate and comprehensive study of any psygieabphenomenon. The main reason is that
each methodology has its own biases and involvesatloption of a peculiar perspective on the
object of interest. In other words, the use ofrglei methodology yields to the belief that what has
been founds the object of analysis, while it is only aspectof it, the aspect that that particular
methodology is able to detect and analyze. Theofisesingle methodology is misleading, as the

parable of the blind men and the elephant illustrat

“Consider the well-worn parable of the blind mercledouching a different part of the
elephant and each being convinced that he is togahdifferent animal. In psychology, the
situation is like always studying the same patief phenomenon and thinking that this part
tells you all you need to know to understand theolehphenomenon.” (Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 2003, p. 34)

The use of converging operations is able to strempsychology’s grip on the features of the
phenomena psychologists are interested in, expgrnieir view through the integration of different
aspects — detected with different methodologiekthedosame object.

So far some crucial methodological issues of theppsal of Sternberg and colleagues have been
presented. But every discipline must also deal Withissue of theory development, one of the core

of the scientific enterprise. How is the processhafory development addressed by the authors?
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This topic is illustrated in the 2001 work by Steeng, Grigorenko and Kalmar, to whom | will
refer here. In this paper, the authors claim tlmsoty development as currently practiced in
psychology involves the juxtaposition of differagheories which compete in terms of predictive
power (Sternberg, Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p6)10This turns out to be a so called
“segregative” approach which has some crucial disathges. On the one hand, such an approach
can make psychologists focus on different aspddtseosame phenomenon, while they believe they
are studying the same phenomenon. In fact, theanesdeveloped and refined on independent
tracks, being their comparison based on empiricatrol. On the other hand, this approach fosters
the adoption of a single perspective on the phemomegnoring other way to study ib{dem). In
other words, the use of this segregative approactphasizing the predictive power of theories,
tends to isolate different theories, which hardiil imtegrate their strengths, and narrows the view

on the problem at stake, rather than increasingiogvledge of all its different aspects.

In opposition to this approach, the authors’ prgpds theory development is integrative and it is
called “theory knitting”. This view prioritizes elanation, rather than prediction, in the senseithat
is argued that science — psychology — most prdjitaibogresses in the direction of increasing
explanation (instead of increasing prediction),csint especially needs the contribution of
conceptual, rather than empirical, insights. Furttiee integrative approach insists that psychology
needs to develop conceptually superior theorigserdahan to refine many different theories which
are unlikely to be wholly correct in and of thenvesl {(bidem p. 107). This leads to the aim to
formulate broad theoretical frameworks, rather teaparately developing and refining narrow and

specific theories.

More in details, theory knitting involves the intagion of the best aspects of existing theories wit
one’s own ideas about the phenomenon under inadistig (bidem p. 108). This leads to the
integration of previous theories within a highedar theory, which function as higher order
theoretical framework. But how those theories’ rftes can be assessed? The authors
pragmatically claim that this integration entailge tintroduction of new elements that knit the
theories together and “that account for aspecte@phenomenon for which neither of the previous

theories accountedididem p. 109). In other words:

“Typically, one may find that both theory A and ¢ing B are correct in some respects and
incorrect in others. One thus seeks a higher drdEary that integrates those aspects of the
two theories that are empirically supportable, #mat discards those aspects of the two

theories that are not supportable. In essenceywifies the theories.’iljidem)
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Accordingly to the authors’ methodological positidheory knitting permits to better stay on

course in the scientific inquiry. In fact, this apach is less likely to mislead the direction of
research on a certain phenomenon, in that the esigpba conceptual integration, rather than on
predictive power, makes the definition of the camstat stake a crucial poiribi{dem p. 110).

Beyond the already mentioned advantages in usiegryhknitting, the authors warn that it is not

advisable to use this approach in the initial stagferesearch, when “that there is not enough ‘yarn
with which to knit” (bidem). Indeed, theory knitting is more appropriate wiaecertain number of

theories exists that are interested in approximdledl same phenomenon.

In sum, as now is clear, the methodological andttie®retical aspects so far stated turn to be
mutually compatible: in fact, converging operatiom®ovide methodological integration while
theory knitting provides theoretical integratiobidem p. 111). The common ground of these two
aspects of Sternberg and colleagues’ unified pdgglyas the concern for important institutional
issues related to the organization of psychologg dsscipline. In this sense, converging operations
and theory knitting suggest prolific directions file scientific development and the disciplinary

organization of psychology.

Indeed, according to the foregoing positions, ththars believe that psychology should be better
organized on the basis of psychological phenomether than on the basis of current traditional
fields of psychology. The reason is that thosedfiehnd their contents (i.e., the objects or
phenomena they deal with) are largely arbitrary awoeh’t fit well with the methodological
requisites psychology should achieve. In other wptiis is a phenomenon-based approach, where
problems, rather than sub discipline, become thyebkesis for the study of psychology (Sternberg,
Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 104; Sternberg & gérienko, 2003, pp. 35-6). In the authors’
opinion, such a view is supported by the fact tth& current academic organization has many

problems, of which the main are the following:

1. The current organization hinders the study of tlaenes phenomenon under different
theoretical or methodological perspectives, whosensific benefits have been already
mentioned.

2. The current organization creates conflict betwémse studying the same phenomenon with
different perspectives, hindering the integratidnddferent methodological perspectives

around the same phenomenon.
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3. The current organization doesn’t give value anergdic credibility to those researchers
dealing with phenomena that are at the interfaceitbérent fields, and that are, in all
likelihood, the most interesting and worth studying

Such an organization perpetuates a state of digatien within psychology and provides
inappropriate grounds to establish and develop undand reliable psychology, both on the
scientific and on the academic sides.

In conclusion, converging operations and theoryttiig embody methodological and theoretical
directions whose aim is to create general, higih@eradisciplinary frames, which are considered as
means to ease the scientific advance of psycholbigg.proposal also has the ambition to allow a
better organization for the discipline, accordiagt$ scientific requirements and goals.

11.1 Which Kind of Psychology for Sternberg and lealgues’ Unified Psychology?

As illustrated in paragraph 5.3 (pp. 52-3 ), ondhaf three bad habits Sternberg and Grigorenko
(2003) attribute to the psychological communityhe exclusive or almost exclusive reliance on a
single methodology. The use of converging operatiwould help to giving up this hindrance to a
proper development of psychology. From this permpecthis proposal of unified psychology
seems to be pluralistic in character. Since thenkedge about psychological phenomena is hard
both to accrue and to apply (Henriques & Sternb2094, p. 1058), it requires the use of different
kinds of methods in order to grasp meaningful atspeicthose phenomena. The background of such
an approach is evidently methodologically dualjstiecause it supports the view that the various
phenomena of reality can be only investigated thinotlne use of different methods, which respect
their differences. The point is that the complexdly the object of psychology requires the
utilization of multiple methodologies, since “angeooperation is, in all likelihood, inadequate for
the comprehensive study of any psychological pheamam” (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2003, p.
27). Comparing to the positions of the authors uised in Chapter 1, though, Sternberg and
colleagues don'’t explicitly refer to those issubattoriginally justified the appeal to the use of
methods other than those used in the natural sssem@amely the alleged uniqueness of human
facts, the notions of intention and purposivendiss,importance of goals in the explanation of
human behaviors. In other words, the need for ptures oriented towards the achievement of a
comprehensive, detailed and sound knowledge of phenomena at stake: “multiple
[methodological] paradigms can contribute to ourdenstanding of a single psychological
phenomenon, locking oneself into any single paradrgduces one’s ability fully to grasp the

phenomenon of interest” (Sternberg, Grigorenko, &riar, 2001, p. 106).
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The use of multiple methodologies, besides the ahlystrated advantages, can also help to face
the problem of reification, whose impact on psyclgatal fragmentation is evident (see paragraph
5.3). In fact, the use of multiple methodologiefinges the frequent belief that one is studyirgg th
whole phenomenon when, in fact, one is studyinggusmall part of it. For example, let's assume
that a psychologist studies intelligence on thesbat school performances. The analysis of the
students’ marks, their frequencies, the mean amdadibservation of whatever regards school
performances will lead our non-philosophically-atied psychologist to the belief that intelligence
is school performances and that it is appropriataty solely measurable through this methodology.
Using converging operations provides an epistemocddly more correct and reliable way to
address psychological problems, because it heldeép in mind that what one is touching is
nothing more than a part of the elephant, not lehant itself.

So far, the authors support the analysis of psyghodl phenomena understood as complex wholes,
whose features and their relationships are thaepis aim of psychology. From this perspective,
this position seems to tend towards a semantic efethve psychological inquiry, which turns out to
be committed to the properties of the objects @ltestthat is to those peculiar features which make
them interesting and worth studying among othersther words, it is advisable that the combined
reference to the methodological pluralism — prodithy the use of converging operations — and to
the approach offered by theory knitting tends tecaver those aspects of the phenomena whose
understanding requires an approach that favorssamiented to their specific peculiarities. In eth
words, the relationship between the phenomenonthadrelative theory seems to be strongly
embedded, and this eventually turns out to entailgsne-to-one isomorphism (see Chapter 1)

between the data and the higher order framewokyret stake.

The prescription to use different kinds of methadsl to integrate theories opens up the issue of
language, which mainly concerns theory knittinggeaures. In particular, the issue at stake is that
of the connection among the theories and the caiomelbetween the theories and the higher order
theoretical framework. The authors (Sternberg, @egko & Kalmar, 2001) don’t discuss the ways
this connection can be achieved, claiming nothirgyarthan that, after evaluating the empirical
validity of two or more theories to be knitted, ®thus seeks a higher order theory that integrates
those aspects of the two [or more] theories thateanpirically supportable, and that discards those
aspects of the two theories that are not suppe‘tglilidem p. 109). Hence, the problem of the
connection — or translatability (see Chapter 3emms of the new higher order framework theory —

remains open and needs further attention.

108



The issue of the linguistic relationship betweesoties leads straight to the issue of the reduction
of theories. Sternberg and colleagues’ proposahsde offer an integrative vision of psychology,
rather than a proper reductionist outlook, whictuldaeentail the reduction of minor theories to one,
grand theory. Indeed, in theory knitting “one afpésnto integrate previous theories into a single
higher order theory, rather than to segregate atheary from previous onesibjdem p. 108).
This kind of relationship between the theories seémentails the fulfillment of Nagel's condition
of connectability (1961, pp. 353-4; see Chapter wihjich prescribes the introduction or the
specification of terms which establish connectibesveen the entities outlined by the theories at
stake. In fact, in the process of theory knittittgnse selected theories’ aspects must find common
grounds by which to establish a certain kind ofreartion, “identifying the mutual overlapping and
non-overlapping scope of the theories with regardhte phenomenon of interest” (Sternberg,
Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 109). On the contrar seems that theory knitting doesn’t require
the fulfilment of the other condition illustratday Nagel, the condition of derivability (1961, p.
354), which prescribes the derivability of the laofsthe reduced theories to the laws of the
reducing theory. Theory knitting may dispenses whik condition because the higher order theory
provides for a new theoretical structure where ey theories’ laws or principles seems to
somehow change their original configuration anduretby virtue of the new framework itself.
From such a perspective, the relationship betwéen theories involved in the knitting is
symmetrical — rather than asymmetrical, as in #eeof reduction — and this is due to the fact that
the higher order theory constitute a framework vehaisn is the coordination of those aspects of the
theories-to-be-knitted by means of “the introductad new elements that knit the theories together”
(Sternberg, Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 109)isTjuts the theories to be knitted somehow on

the same level.

From what has been so far held, it is clear thiat ghoposal of unified psychology is grounded on
the need to better understand psychological phenanvehich can be seen as the starting point of
the psychological inquiry. The extreme importance of the object of psychpisgevident because
the use of converging operations and theory kigtisnjust aimed at the exploration of the different
aspects of psychological phenomena. But how thbs@gmena are defined? It must be said that
the methodological and theoretical position herld s the explicit aim to uncover different
aspects — through different methods and theorieghieh all turn out to belong to the same

phenomenon: the single parts (objects of the thedn-be-knitted) touched by each blind man (the

¢ “\We believe that a more sensible and psychololyigastifiable way of organizing psychology as aapline and in
departments and graduate study is in terms of pdggltal phenomena [...] rather than so-called fi@éipsychology
[...]" (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2003, p. 35).
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theories-to-be-knitted) end up to belong to theesatephant (the phenomenon at stake). Therefore,
the consequence of such an approach is that pheaoane better understood through the adoption
of different perspectives, each of which sheds sbgit on the object at stakéidem p. 110).
Each perspective — both methodological or theakticoffers the possibility to recognize those
aspects of the phenomenon to which each perspeetiees to ipidem). For the authors, “There is
no one correct perspective. Each perspective piesetifferent way of understanding the problem
[...]” (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2003, p. 37; SterndpeGrigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 106) and
this, on the one hand, fosters a pluralistic anelgrated knowledge of the phenomenon and, on the

other hand, helps the scientist to make expliateshents about the construct at stake

Such a view is defined as constructionistic by dlghors, since it “holds that each person has
idiosyncratic ways of looking at the world” (Steerg, Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 107).
Though, in my opinion, the features so far illustcadon’t necessarily justify such a philosophical
stance. Conversely, Sternberg and colleagues’ ped@ems to be consonant with the position of
the philosopher John Dupré (see Chapter 4). Indeegré claims that each theoretical (and hence
methodological) perspective about reality is justifby the purposes of the investigation and the
peculiarities of the object at stake (Dupre, 199357): in other words, there are many possible
points of view from which looking at the world aedch one sheds some light on the world itself.
The position of the philosopher is based on thesiclamation that common sense — as well as
science — tends to classify things by the individureof fragmentary and diverse categories, which
turn out to have the aim to grasp peculiar aspeictbe object, according to the purposes of the
observer and the features of what is observed. djpsoach seems to be in line with Sternberg and
colleagues’ proposal: in theory knitting, indeede @f the major target is to uncover those guiding
implicit assumptions that guide the scientific msf, “by forcing the theorist to grapple with the
problem of recognizing the aspects of the phenomdonowhich each theory refers” (Sternberg,
Grigorenko, & Kalmar, 2001, p. 110). The authorsognize — as Dupre does — the availability of
different, legitimate ways to investigate psychatayj phenomena, and — contrarily to the
philosopher — maintain that this is solely justifidy the fact that people have different,
idiosyncratic perspectives on the world. In fabe already mentioned reference to constructionism
leads to a weak ontological position: the objedtthe scientific inquiry don’t exist independently
from the observers, they are mind-dependent. Ordhé&ary, Dupré’s outlook claims that what is
highlighted by each theoretical perspective is inoany sense illusory or unreal: the unearthed

aspectsreally exists, on the ground of the adoption of that gpetheoretical position which

" As already noticed above, this aspect is very itemd with regard to the issue of reification.
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unearthed them. Thus, one doesn’t need to be draotisnist to account for a pluralistic vision of
the scientific enterprise: conversely, in my opmithe proposal of Sternberg and colleagues fits
better with a realistic position about the worldis- Dupré’s one — since it aims at progressively
identifying more and more aspects of the constaicstake, striving for an account of it as
exhaustive as possible. In other words, the higitder theoretical framework held by theory
knitting seems to postulate the possibility to pesgively approactwhat really exists(the
phenomenon), by means of the integration of diffetkeoretical points of view.

Accordingly, the phenomena investigated by psyaiyloan be understood as real phenomena,

preserving anyway a pluralistic outlook on reality.

Coming to the issue of the relationship betweemrhand practice, it must be noted that Robert
Sternberg and Gregg Henriques wrote a paper in 2p@difically dedicated to the professional

aspects of their proposals and to the relationsbtpveen theory and practice. Hence, what follows
reasonably refers to the position of Sternberg eolfleagues and serves as a integration of

Henriques’ proposal, discussed in Chapter 9.

The perspective endorsed in the paper basicallgiders the professional practice as intrinsically
different from, although connected to, scientifisyghology, according to the position of the
distinguished psychologist Donald Peterson (199hg of the most prominent leaders of the
movement that advocated a specific training forfgssional psychologists. From such a
perspective, the crucial difference between scierak practice deals with the fact that scientific
psychology is descriptive in character, i.e., itsmds to describe and explain psychological
phenomena, while professional practice is preseapnh character, i.e., it is oriented towards the
goal of change in order to increase psychologiealth and thus “begins and ends in the condition
of the client” (Peterson, 1991, p. 426). This woyldtify the independence of psychological
professional practice from scientific psychologyerms of targets and procedures. Though, science
and practice are sure enough connected and intedivindeed, psychological knowledge, which is
the end of scientific psychology, is but a meangh® end for those who practice. Hence, the
authors’ position is that science and practice rdifferent but complementary roles and “are seen

as both necessary and good” (Henriques & Stern@6fy}, p. 1059).

On this basis, Unified Professional Psychology (UB® it is called this perspective) claims the
need for a new professional model that is capabladdressing the problems which plague the

applied dimension of psychology (see Chapter 5J,v@nose competencies “cut across the practice
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aread® and thus provide a clear foundational trainingeb&sr an integrative and generalist
practitioner model”ipidem p. 1057¥". In general, the UPP model highlights the critaspects of
the science-practice connection, in order to beléfine the features of professional practice as an
autonomous field. Going into more details, the UfP&ctitioner supports evidence-based practice
that is ecologically valid and relevant to the peolis to be addressed. Science, to this regards,
provides for scientific tools which have to meemsoadditional criteria, other than those of
empirical and conceptual validity: these are thega which account for the professional relevance
of those tools in the real worldb{dem p. 1059; Sternberg, 2005, pp. 6, 7). Accordinghis
position, it is arguable that the aim of sciencedsincrease psychological knowledge that is
empirically sound and conceptually reliable, white aim of professional practice is to assess this
knowledge, evaluating their practical relevance tredconditions of application in the real world.

Within such a frame, professional practice is dafias the applied part of scientific psychology (or
human psychology, in Henriques’ vocabulary), efeghe two — professional practice and scientific
psychology — are both commonly connoted as “psyhdl In fact, the use of different names may
help, as in the case of biology and physics, whaygdication are connoted by different names,
respectively medicine and engineering. Followinghswa parallelism, according to the UPP
perspective, “professional psychology is to medicand engineering what the basic science of
psychology is to biology and physics” (HenriquesS&rnberg, 2004, p. 1060). As physicians and
engineers, professional psychologists can be popensidered as scientific practitioners: on the
one hand, they are “scientific’ because their catslare scientifically informed and grounded in
empirical knowledge; on the other hand, they amacptioners” because their actions are oriented

to practical goals and must respect ecologicatait

Finally, it is worth noting that Sternberg and ealjjues’ unified psychology doesn’t explicitly refer
to the continuity between the human world and thenal world, as other proposals so far
discussed do. In a sense, this is because thiogmbplon't directly deal with the content of
psychology, but provides a general outline forititegration of the discipline. Though, by virtue of

the pluralistic approach so far outlined, such @tiooiity cannot be in principle ruled out.

In conclusion, Sternberg and colleagues’ perspecshows the merit to illustrate general

methodological and theoretical strategies, whoseigito better organize the existent, and future,

8 The recognized practice areas in the USA arecaintounseling and school psychology.

%9 |t is worth noting that this is consistent withriigues’ tripartite model, where professional psyjlolgy is understood
as different both from psychological formalism dndnan psychology.
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psychological knowledge. Such an outlook is nottla@o“psychology”, but it can be understood as
a framework, thanks to which the development othelogy and the connections between theories
can be managed, in order to enhance the effecgemé both scientific and professional

psychology, while respecting their intrinsic diéeices.
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Part 4
12. A Fragmented Clinical Psychology

It is customary to say that clinical psychologyagseculiar ambit of psychology, was born in 1896,
when Lightner Witmer, a pupil of Wilhelm Wundt ineipzig, founded the first Psychological
Clinic at the University of Pennsylvania. In Witriglintentions, clinical psychology — while
borrowing a typically medical term — is an autonas@sychological, not medical, discipline. The
term clinical indicates whatsoever method whoseeabjs the study of the mental state of
individuals by means of observation and experimemtsearch. Witmer’s clinical psychology not
only deals with maladjusted children, but it doésxclude from its scope also normal subjects: the
aim remains the same, namely to foster one’s dpuatat and well-being. The birth of a new kind
of psychology was based on the need to exceedntlitg,lone the one hand, of those psychologies
that obtained psychological principles from philpkizal and pedagogical speculations and, on the
other hand, of those psychologies that directlylemgnted experimental outcomes to real life

contexts (Witmer, 1907). Indeed, its founder deemadequate those two alternatives.

Clinical psychology is at present the largest sidzigline of psychology and perhaps the most
prominent applied field of psychology. It is wortloting that, despite its influential weight on
psychology as a whole and its social appeal oncikié world, its birth, development and
professionalization underwent many hardships inciwrse of time, both on methodological and
theoretical levels, thus complicating the stabilaa of its institutional organization and scieittif
legitimacy. Clinical psychology developed as a pssion in a time and a in a society where the
need for flexible mental health providers, awarehef new social needs, became urgent, or simply
favoured®. This social demand for clinical psychology washbined with the fact that the training
in psychology (included clinical psychology) haways been — and continued for many years to be
— conducted within research-based programs in atiadmntexts. Therefore, on one side, the new
challenges of the society, more and more incliredctcept psychologists as credible professionals,
required new and creative ways to address ever iggowroblems, allegedly pertaining to
psychology. On the other side, the people andnsigutions responsible for the education of young
psychologists were new to the application of psjaing and often skeptical in this respectThese

two coexisting sides — the connection with the @wddut there” and its research-based grounds —

® This is approximately true in the United Statesva$ as in Europe and in Italy, although with siatnsial differences.
Though, it is not my intention to historically rewstruct the development of clinical psychology ge@fession, but to
highlight some crucial aspects of it in order tali@ds the issue from a theoretical and methodabgiint of view.

®L This can be argued for Italy (Bagnara et al., J@&5well as for the United States (Cahan & WHi892).
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make clinical psychology an interesting crossroativeen different traditions and methodological

approaches.

Even though Witmer’s early proposal had a fairlfjuential scientific legacy, clinical psychology
underwent a huge growth only after the World WaRiéisman, 1991/1999, p. 9), when it became a
profession in all respect (Bootzin, 2007, p. 11)kdn be argued that clinical psychology had been
considered by many as one of the most promisinglidate to be the “second psychology”, the
discipline which would address aspects of humandnand behavior within the real world, in
ecological contexts, in response and complemerntatiie laboratory-based tradition of academic
psychology (Cahan & White, 1992, p. 224), which Wesorically and methodologically prior. As
already discussed in Chapter 5, when a professipsgthology began to be established, the
discipline was not provided with a proper methodatal tool bag to adequately respond to the
issues posed to psychology: this was specificallg for clinical psychology. The success and the
social visibility of clinical psychology — as wedk the urgency to efficaciously and rapidly respond
to growing social needs, in order to strengthercréslibility as a new profession — left little room
for a careful scientific reflection on the disci@i and its methods. Many psychologists began to be
worried about the large amount of theories, methadsl practice that characterized the
development of clinical psychology after the WoWtr 11, sensing signs of disciplinary weakness
in it (Reisman, 1991/1999, pp. 414-5). Even togmychology appears to many simply “too large
and diverse to be unified” (Leahey, 1992, p. 4% same can be easily said about clinical

psychology.

Anyway, in the United States, such a fragmentatiam be recognized well before the period when
clinical psychology developed as a profession (emady said, after the World War Il). Indeed,
psychology’s successful role during the World Wanrdvided a stimulus for a stronger focus on
applied psychology, but the APA displeased manjtsomembers in the first attempt to develop
standards for clinical practice in 1917 (Reisma&@91¥1999, p. 132; Bootzin, 2007, p. 9). From this
moment on, clinical psychologists’ efforts to organthemselves and their growing discipline in a
consensual way have been many, often in a reciprowalicting attitude with the APA, for
political as well as for methodological reasonsngnassociations have been formed, disbanded or
rejoined the APA, such as the American AssociatbrClinical Psychologists (AACP) (1917-
1919), the American Association of Applied PsyclggidAAAP) (1937-1945 rejoined the APA),
the American Psychological Society (1988-2006, n@mamed Association for Psychological
Science), the American Association of Applied amdventive Psychology (AAAPP, 1991-2004),
the Society for a Science of Clinical Psycholog96@, still existing) (Bootzin, 2007, pp. 9-20).
115



Such divisions evidently reflect strong disagreets@mong those who practice clinical psychology
in its variety of expressions, not only concernorganizational issues, but also concerning more
substantial issues about the scientific outlooklofical psychology (see Benjamin, 2005, p. 23).
Perhaps one of the most controversial point, stilirently present, concerns the connection of
science and practice in the training of clinicayg®logists. Two different models and philosophies
concerning the education in clinical psychology éndistorically fought with each other in the
United States, identifying two different ways todenstand the professional and scientific role of
the clinical psychologist. On one side, the soechlBoulder Modé? endorses a scientist-
practitioner model: science constitutes the baseis fwhich clinical practice must be performed and
developed. In this model, the academic departmemetsupposed to be in charge for the education
in clinical psychology, whose roots are indeeddesstific research. Clinical psychologists’ praetic

is considered to be directly grounded in psychaalgscience: the professional has to be trained
both in researcland practice. On the other side, the Vail Mddedndorses a scholar-practitioner
model, where the practitioner would be taught tderstand and apply research, but not to be a
researcher. The rationale of this model concerasréisognition that professional practice, while
needs to be grounded in research, has differeblggrs and aims, thus practitioners must be “local
scientists” (Trierweiler & Stricker, 1998), oriedteo the specific features and constraints of
contexts, clients and organization, that are thdremment where the psychological work takes
place (Peterson, 1991). In general terms, the ofréhe controversy is about the role of
psychological knowledge obtained through reseaededd procedures in the design and
development of clinical psychological interventioris scientific research crucial for clinical
practice or is it non influential, as it is carriedt today in academic settings? In fact, the @din
science-based professions has two faces, sincetig@acan be restricted to fit the science, or the
science can be developed to fit the practice” {Bete 1991, p. 429). Beyond the existence of these
two rather structured kinds of training model, idat psychology education and practice still has
enormous variability in the extent to which eduoaél programs emphasize science or practice
(Bootzin, 2007, p. 17), as well as professional chsjogists do in their everyday practice.
Therefore, the issue of the connection betweennseieand practice is especially relevant for
clinical psychology, as well as is relevant for gfsglogy in general, as discussed in Chapter 5. This
is not a topic which only characterizes Americamichl psychology, but also Italian clinical

psychology. As already noticed, when (clinical) gigglogy met the “real world out there” — after

%2 1n August 1949 a conference on graduate educatichinical psychology was held at the UniversifyGolorado at
Boulder, sponsored by the NIMH (National InstitofeMental Health).

8 Another conference was held in Vail, Coloradol @73, where the award of PsyDs was set forth, wisidommonly
awarded by freestanding professional schools ofhpspgy, rather than by university-based programs.
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the World War Il — all its inadequacies as a credirofession showed up, also in Italy, where
psychologists began to be included in the Natidtehlth System and were asked to design and
coordinate interventions of social interest. Intigatar, in Italy the only specificity clinical
psychology could boast about was the practice yéhpstherapy, even though this was not exactly a
real specificity, because it was (and it is) sharedhwphysicians. In other words, clinical
psychologists overlooked the real world with thelicit idea that psychology — as it was practiced
and taught in academic settings — was not usefulhdequate to answer socially relevant requests
of psychological interventidi Psychotherapy has been for long considered 4readense still is,

as will be discussed later — as the only transftuagi.e., applied) area clinical psychologists
could count on. Only psychotherapy, not psycholagpyld provide tools aimed at affecting the
problems and issues put under psychologists’ ceraidbn (Carli & Grasso, 1991, p. 177). Though,
psychotherapeutic techniques were originally desigmostly for individual interventions in private
settings: the multiplicity of needs clinical psytbgists found in the wide range of settings where
they were asked to work brought out all the limaias of the traditional psychotherapeutic
approaches. But those psychotherapeutic tradittodespite their many differences — were strong
anchorages in order to define clinical psychol@jisiwn practice and identity as credible
professionals (Berdini et al., 1992). Given thiga&iion, it can be argued that the development of
clinical psychology in ltaly as a profession harmeharacterized by two relevant sources of

fragmentation.

On one side, the fact that psychology was consideéneapable to provide sound tools for
psychological interventions — and psychologicalaadion struggled to train future psychologists as
clinical psychologists — laid the foundations fbe tidentification of many clinical psychologists
with other kinds of professions, that were deemexntensocially credible. In other words, many
psychologists ceased to consider themselves ash@egists and began to generically define
themselves as (healtbperators This is now considered to be as an ideologidehgtt to remove
the professional differences and specificities leetw people working together, in order to
legitimate and justify the presence of clinical @sglogists in the health settings where physicians,
nurses and social workers served. In this way, n@dinical psychologists turn out to give up their
own professional specificity, camouflaging themsslwithin the comforting boundaries of more
socially acknowledged professions (Carli, 1989)isTavidently hindered the development of

clinical psychology as an autonomous discipline anought to a sort of fragmentation of the

% This was somehow endorsed and confirmed by tHesedeal with psychological education within thei@emic
departments. On one side, psychology was considgr@dany as a scientifically immature disciplingyg not capable
to constitute the basis for a proper professionti@mother side, the academic psychologists maiisiggreed about the
possibility of the development of a professionaéstific psychology (Lombardo, 1993, p. 125-7).
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profession, whereas clinical psychologists renodnasot only to their theoretical and

methodological specificity, but also to their sbec@e as psychologists.

On the other side, the reference to psychotherapytha only viable practice for clinical
psychologists has been another crucial sourceagifentation. Indeed, in ltaly, as elsewhere, the
psychotherapy traditions have been diverse andefefential for long: as Robyn Dawes (2005, pp.
1245-6) asserted about a common attitude in clippsgchology, everyone tended to fish on his
own side of the lake and no one was really intecest fishing in the middle. The connections
between practitioners of different approaches vgeeerally kept under a suspicious or, at best,
cautious attitude and the contacts were rare oasiooal. Isolation has been the rule for long.
Moreover, the strong professional identity providéy the reference to the different
psychotherapy’s orientations brought to the hamtpmf such a reciprocal isolation: often, if not
always, the only scientific, methodological and iabaeferences for many Italian clinical
psychologists have been provided by the affiliatiora psychotherapeutic tradition (Berdini et al.,
1992; Malato et al., 1993). This evidently fed fregntation and hindered the development of a
clinical psychology that would be capable of ovenocry the hodgepodge of psychotherapeutic

traditions.

In the course of time, the reference to psychothees the main and most legitimate professional
practice for clinical psychologists has begun t@wdy collapse, as clinical psychology
progressively found its place as a profession irséf@ societies and was asked to respond to new
social challenges and to account for its scientifiidity. Since the early 1990s, it can be gergral
argued that clinical psychologists began to beatiisieed with single-school approaches and the
usual prudent isolation between different tradsictarted to break up, at least in the United State
(Norcross, 2005, pp. 3-4). The progressive opemihghe boarders has been caused by many
factors, related both to the professional practice to the scientific research in the psychotherapy

area. Again, the relevance of psychotherapy foiadi psychology can be well ascertained.

On the professional practice side, psychologistadiathat some problems could be better addressed
by other methodological or theoretical tools, whiafight complement their own primary
orientation’s weaknesses. The awareness was graihvadno one approach is clinically adequate
for all patients and situationsib{dem p. 5). Differences began to be deemed as resguroeonly

as insurmountable barriers: experimentation aneérbdoxy in psychotherapy flowered, as the
intellectual and sociopolitical climate fosterediltidem p.6). Moreover, the increased availability

of manuals and videotapes permitted to apprecidferehces and commonalities of various
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treatment approaches, spreading more efficaciahgyjknowledge about psychotherapies. On the
scientific research side, a plethora of theoried sathniques are now proliferating, making the
traditional psychotherapeutic scenario more andensomplex and rich: new approaches integrates,
substitute or modify traditional approaches, or @imstand beside them. Furthermore, the
recognition that different treatments contributalifierent ways to specific psychological problems
— and the rise of evidence-based and manualizathtesnts — together with the recognition that the
so-called common factors — properties of the paaed therapy relationship — heavily contribute to
the therapy effectiveness are factors that are somerogressively loosening the grounds for the

exclusive reliance on a single psychotherapeuticrigue.

Such a situation has two main consequences fdsshe at stake. On one side, this cultural turmoil
are disbanding the traditional boundaries among Waeious approaches. In this way,
psychotherapeutic traditions may be no longer clmmed as strong methodological and
professional references for clinical psychologistamehow, clinical psychologists are compelled to
give up their psychotherapeutic clothes with a vieyput on new clothes. For example, it is worth
noting that a recent research shows that in théedritates fully 90% of psychologists embraced
several orientations (Norcross, Karpiak, & List2004), that is, declared themselves not be rigidly
bound to a single therapeutic approach. On ther atide, such integrative or eclectic attitude is
idiosyncratic and rather “instinctive” in charagtevithin the clinical psychology community.
Although a psychotherapy integration movement thaed developed in the last three decades — as
well as a related literature — as an autonomous @frenterest (Goldfried, Pachankis, & Bell, 2005,
p. 24), the managing of different clinical psychmtal tools, their integration, the examination of
their theoretical basis and similar processes arfarsleft to the initiative of single professiosal
within their everyday practices. In other words, tims exciting professional and scientific
challenge, clinical psychologists seem to try teemr themselves in the jungle of techniques and
theories without a proper compass, but with theg delp of their intuition and expertise. A bottom-
up approach (single psychologists’ initiative imfar theoretical and methodological issues) stand in
for a top-down approach (theoretical and methododdgremarks inform single psychologists’
initiative). Sure enough, this state of affairs kieh seems to emphasize the role of the expertise
and “nose” of single practitioners rather than tbke of scientific and philosophic meditation —

does nothing but feeding the fragmentation of chhpsychology.

Before examining more in detail how clinical psyldyy is generally defined — through the review
of the American and the Italian definitions of peculiar disciplinary content — it is worth

considering some data about the clinical psychstesgcommunity that highlights its state of affairs
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and the specificities of the current fragmentednade so far described. In a relevant paper,
Norcross, Karpiak and Santoro (2005) reviewed thta ghrovided by five significant researches
about crucial features of the professional comnyunit clinical psychologists — namely Kelly

(1960), Garfield and Kurtz (1973), Norcross and cReska (1981), Norcross, Prochaska and
Gallagher (1986), Norcross, Karg and Prochaskaq)1l9%nd compared the outcomes with those of
a 2003 study, which is the core of the paper. Here | will repsmme interesting data that reveal
the state of fragmentation of clinical psychologgemmunity today, together with the data
gathered in Italy by the psychologist Claudio Badsi@ 2011 researfhabout the professional and

scientific features of the Italian psychologicahroounity.

Norcross and colleagues show that in every dataegag, from 1960 to 2003, the modal
orientatiof}’ regarding the theoretical orientation is eclestitior integrational approach (29% in
2003) (2005, p. 1471). Since 1960, more or lessthmd of the sample declared to endorse an
eclectic theoretical attitude as the primary o@éph. Behavioral orientations remain constant
during time, while the cognitive approaches cordimly increase in popularity, almost reaching
eclecticism in 2003 (28%). On the other hand, psgighamic orientations progressively decrease
their influence, reaching the 15% of the sample2@®3. The data show a rather fragmented
scenario; the fact that the modal orientation Hasys been eclecticism provides evidence for an
even more serious situation. In fact, while thogewndorsed a traditional approach (behavioral,
cognitive, constructivist, humanistic, psychodynamiientations etc.) may be properly referred to
well-known and prominent professional and scientifaditions, those who endorsed eclecticism
couldn’t be referred to any known or scientificatjyalified theoretical approach. In other words,
whereas the traditional orientations can be easdyen if approximately — traced back to a limited
numbers of core principles and primary methodsaticism can be envisaged as a great holder
where different kinds of approaches coexist. Thablem is that those eclectic approaches are not
explicitly defined and cannot be intersubjectivelyviewed, rather, their blend seems to be
idiosyncratic in character. Thus, it can be argiled the relevance of eclecticism actually enhances

the state of fragmentation beyond the boundarigsaditional psychotherapeutic approaches, rather

% The authors mailed a self-administered questioariai 1,500 randomly selected members and felloiwbe APA
Division 12 (clinical psychology) living in the Uteid States, concerning their professional pracfite final sample
consisted in 654 clinical psychologists; 649 quastaires were returned, but 40 of them were ndblasar various
reasons, primarily due to retirement (n=36).

® The author administered a structured interview,tédgphone, to 1,947 Italian psychologists selecewng the
members of the Regional Psychological Associatinritaly (Ordini Regionali). 79% of them (n=1,544¢cepted to be
interviewed and constitute the final sample.

" The most frequently occurring score in a batcHaif.
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than representing a common ground among orien&tibor example, Norcross (2005, p. 12)
reports the outcomes of an impressive study whéfé &f psychologists reported to embrace
several orientations. Here, the crucial questiodasall these psychologists combine those differen
orientations in the same way? And how? It is evidkat fragmentation does not only stem from

the existence of different codified approaches.digm from eclecticism, and even more seriously.

The Italian situation has either similar and diéfer aspects. When psychologists are asked to
indicate their theoretical orientation, differenheols and approaches are mentioned. Most of them
(25%) declare to be devoted to approaches thabeaomehow traced back to the psychodynamic
area (Freud, Klein, Adler, Lacan, Jung, Transaelidmalysis). This datum seems to diverge from
the American trend, where the psychodynamic appesmare progressively losing ground. Then,
11% of psychologists endorse a systemic approadtle veognitive-behavioral orientation is
endorsed by only 9% of them (Bosio, 2011, p. K} ¢uite clear that the psychodynamic tradition
is still very relevant among lItalian practitionevdile the behavioral and cognitive approaches are
still behind the lines, as they represent 38% ofefican practitioners, when added. It is worth
noting that eclecticism, in the lItalian researchmentioned by only 1% of psychologists, a very
different value in comparison to the American st{@3%). Evidently, eclecticism plays a marginal
role among Italian clinical psychologists, at leastthe basis of what they verbally report. Indeed,
eclecticism may be just an unpopular verbal labdtaly, although it might be actually practiced:
easier said than done, as the saying goes, butta#smeverse can be valid. In general terms, the
Italian and American situations share the existentedifferent orientations among clinical
psychologists, though they hold different weightsd arelevance in the two professional
communities. It can be reasonably argued that,henone hand, American clinical psychology,
dominated by eclectism, seems to be more concemitbdthe pragmatic aspects of the discipline,
whose components (theories, techniques, methodspgire deemed to be tools which can be
creatively combined, based on the individual ptacter's targets. On the other hand, Italian
clinical psychology, dominated by the strong refieeeto psychotherapeutic schools, seems to be
more concerned with the social image of the comtgunivhose identity and professional
legitimation seems to be uniquely or mainly achi@eathrough the reference to strong
psychotherapeutic traditions.

A relatively similar scenario stems from the adies of clinical psychologists. In America in 2003,
psychotherapy was still the predominant activitythwB0% of the sample spending 34% of their
professional time in it. Although psychotherapy vpmevalent, almost half of psychologists were

routinely involved in other six activities, othdrain psychotherapy (diagnosis/assessment, teaching,
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clinical supervision, research/writing, consultati@dministration) (Norcross et al., 2005, p. 1474)
Even though the Italian sample comprises psychsiegnd not specifically clinical psychologists
(as in the American study), when they are askeeport about the activities they are engaged in,
55% of them turn out to be devoted to activitiest tan be easily defined as clinical (psychological
support, counseling, psychotherapy and clinicarinew), while 25% are devoted to interventions
performed in schools’ settings (school interventieducation) (Bosio, 2011, pp. 49-50). In general
terms, from these data psychologists seems totherralustered around interventions oriented to
help people and promote health. Though, it is wodting that the prevalence of psychotherapeutic
or para-psychotherapeutic activities does not pi®per sea proper anchorage for the profession.
Indeed, the reference to psychotherapy providegrergl frame which includes tremendously
different practices, theories and methodologiesotimer words, the reference to psychotherapy,
though representing a useful social label thattitegies psychologists’ professional practice,
enhances the state of fragmentation, rather thaesenting a common ground for the discipline. In
addition, it can be argued that this strong refeeeio psychotherapy — as a great holder from which
is provided professional legitimation and sociadibility — can be somehow risky, as it can be
considered as a hindrance to a serious meditatiorthe targets, methodologies and social

usefulness of psychological interventions.

To better evaluate such a fragmented situatiosm warth to briefly review the issue of the training
in clinical psychology. In the United States, ali psychologists are trained through graduate
studies (PhDs, mainly awarded from universities,PeyDs, mainly awarded from freestanding
professional schools). As already illustrated, tie@n controversy about their education is focused
on the role played by science and research indheation of professional clinical psychologists: in
general terms, those who maintain that clinicakfica must be research-based and that clinical
psychologists must be trained both to provideisesvand to conduct research, integrating these
two functions in their work (i.e., the Boulder, smientist-practitioner, Model), are opposed to éhos
who maintain that clinical psychology is a localtexprise: research-based principles provide a
basis for clinical practice, whose main aim isdod real, unique problems, which require a proper
application of those principles. In order to do p@ctitioners are trained to be skilled consunoérs
research, not producers (i.e., the Vail, or priactér-scholar, Model). In other words, two differen
conceptions of clinical psychology are at stakegmehthe connection or disconnection between
opposite components of the discipline, such assei®s. practice and generality vs. individuality,
is a crucial issue. Such a debate has longstanmatiggns, since it directly reflects the different
positions supported by those who contributed taoiltd and development of scientific psychology
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(see Chapter 5) and it indirectly reflects the ooregrsy between the supporters of monistic and

dualistic approaches (see Chapter 1).

As in the United States, in Italy clinical psychgists are trained through graduate studies. Though,
this training is mostly delegated to freestandirmyghotherapy schools, which are therefore in
charge for the education of clinical psychologi#ttss clear that this situation is evidently vied:

to become a clinical psychologist one must be éciby a psychotherapy school, as if clinical
psychologyis psychotherapy, nothing more, nothing less. Evemfthis simple fact — outwardly
just an organizational issue — the relevance otlpstherapy in Italy as the main reference in the
clinical education and practice turns out to belent. Therefore, the training in clinical psychagtog

is inherently fragmented: psychotherapy, as alrathastrated, is but a holder where diverse kinds
of treatment and intervention coexist. Thus, thEagmmportance of psychotherapy in the education
of clinical psychologists makes their educatioradiediversified and fragmented, as psychotherapy
as a whole is diversified and fragmented. The fhat psychotherapy schools, on the one hand,
embody strong therapeutic traditions (such as mshlysis, behaviorism, cognitivism etc.) and,
on the other hand, embody idiosyncratic and minatétions of those traditions (which can often
be considered as mere sub-schools) jeopardizesntegrity and autonomy of Italian clinical
psychology. Some recent data on psychotherapy &chad confirm this scenario. In a 2011 study
commissioned by the MIUR (Ministero dell’lstruzigngell’Universita e della Ricerca, the Italian
Department of Education), 212 Italian freestandasgchotherapy schools attended to a research
about the quality of training (Maffei et al., 201®)is worth noting that the schools, when asked t
specify their own scientific orientation, declaredendorse 102 different orientations. This means
that for each orientation there are just little entitan two schools! More in details, 64% of schools
(135) shared a orientation with at least anothboask; while 36% of them (77) didn’t have any
shared orientation, that is, had a unique orieoniéti These data are impressive and they confirms
what mentioned before: the world of psychotherapining (and practice) is fragmented and this
fragmentation stems both from the existence of wetiwn, self-referential, great traditions, and
from the existence of a large number of “new” sdbowhose theoretical and methodological

references cannot be neatly traced back to welwknoaditions.

The qualifications of those who provide education dlinical psychologists is also important for
the issue at stake. In the research of Maffei avltbagues (2012), 66% of the teaching staff

% |t is interesting to note that these data arecadigicoherent with those gathered by Lombardo eoittagues more
than twenty years ago. Indeed, in their study, 3% eestanding psychotherapy schools declarecetddvoted to a
“specific and original vision of psychotherapy” (inbardo et al., 1991, p. 301, my translation) elatemt by their own
founders.
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working in the sample of 212 schools is formed Bkilfed psychotherapists”, while only 34%
comes from academic settings. It is arguable thasd skilled psychotherapists gain expertise
mainly from their practice and from their profesgb experience under the guidance of their
school’s orientation: the implicit assumption istthhe practice of psychotherapy, based on that
specific orientation, is capable of developing &pestise that legitimate the possibility to teakhtt
technique. If this hypothesis is sound, what isgkduby those skilled professionals in many
freestanding schools has little or, in the worstecano reference to research-based practice or
general psychological principles, as most of tlaehéng staff is not connected to academic settings.
The relevance of clinical psychologists employegrinate practice in the training area is evidently
growing (see also Norcross et al., 2005, p. 1406i@ 2011, pp. 59-66), and this can be viewed as
a further source of fragmentation for clinical psgiogy, which is likely to be progressively
disconnected from procedures based on science aydhgdogical principles and to be

progressively more connected to procedures baseapmartise and “clinical sense”.

But what precisely is clinical psychology? A compan between two influential definitions seems
to be a useful way to approach the issue of thedanes of clinical psychology. For this purpose, |
will deal with the definition provided by the Diws 12 (Society of Clinical Psychology) of the
APA (American Psychological Association), repreaéiieé of the American outlook on clinical
psychology, and the definition provided by the €gib dei Professori Universitari e dei Ricercatori
di Psicologia Clinica (Board of University Profess@and Researchers of Clinical Psychology), the
Italian Association which gathers those interestepkomoting and developing clinical psychology,
both on scientific and applied sides (Molinari, i, 2007, pp. 315-6). Let’s first discuss the
common aspects of the two definitions. Both descrifinical psychology as a psychological
discipline which addresses problems relating tocpslpgical uneasiness and suffering, such as
maladjustment, disability, discomfort, dysfunctibna@ental processes. The target is at the
individual, interpersonal or group level: the intentions can be designed in order to work on single
individuals or on relationships in general, inchgli groups or families. While soothing
psychological discomfort seems to be its primamg & both definition, clinical psychology is also
devoted to the promotion of psychological healtbgoading to a model which considers the
integration and the interdependence of the biokdgisocial and psychological aspects. In other
words, psychological health is considered to bensfly intertwined with biological and social
conditions, so clinical psychology cannot ignoreosi aspects in its mandate. Given those
boundaries, clinical psychology generally aims towerstand (APA; Molinari, Labella, 2007),
explain, interpret, reorganize (Molinari, Label2)07), predict and alleviate (APA) psychological

distress. While generally committed to unravel ripgesonal problems relating to psychological
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discomfort and to promote health, clinical psyclyyl@s defined by Italians seems to emphasize
those aspects pertaining the intellectual undedstgn and explanation of phenomena
(understanding, explaining, interpreting), rathear the pragmatic dimension of the prediction and
the alleviation of distress, as Americans do. Teimark shows up some slight differences in the
two visions upon clinical psychology, beyond thenoaonalities already discussed. In the Italian
definition, where the intellectual aspects of theguiry seems to be slightly prevalent, the plutalis
character of clinical psychology is repeatedly nmrdd as an intrinsic feature and as a virtue ef th
discipline: clinical psychology operates througlatural science standards as well as human science
standards” (Molinari, & Labella, 2007, p. 316, mmartslation), psychotherapy has “different
strategies and methodsbidem p. 315, my translation), the research and apmlietensions are
“profitably fed by a plurality of models”igidem p. 315, my translation) and their methods are
“legitimated by different traditions of studyibfden). Every expression of clinical psychology
seems to be under the auspices of plurality andridiversity. The American definition, on the
other hand, seems to identify the diversity witblimical psychology focusing on the gap between
science and practice (see Chapter 5). In the moteniof those that wrote the definition, this gap
seems not to be a virtue, but something that neede filled through the integration of the two
aspects, no matter what “integration” means: “tleé&dfof Clinical Psychology integrates science,
theory, and practice [...]" (APA), “the Clinical Pdyalogist is educated and trained to generate and
integrate scientific and professional knowledge akils [...]" (ibidem), “researchers study the
theory and practice of Clinical Psychology [...Jbidlem). Therefore, both definitions recognize
some sort of fragmentation within clinical psychgyjo while the American definition seems to
strive for filling that gap, the Italian definitiodescribes a discipline where different aspects
(traditions) coexist with no or little room for cgarison and exchange. Such a scenario may be
similar to the one described by the psychologidtyRaDawes, who suggested that when he entered
the field, the state of clinical psychology coulde bfinely caught by the name
Chargoggaggoggmanchargagoggcharbunagungdmdtig ancient name of Lake Webster, in
Connecticut) (Dawes, 2005, pp. 1245-6): differeppraaches were legitimated by their own
traditions and their research, methods and prafeakiapplications operated quite independently
from those of other traditions. Indifferent indedence was (is?) the prevailing attitude. It can be
suggested that the American definition, emphasitmegpragmatic side of clinical psychology, is
more inclined to wish for the integration of thaestdific and professional aspects; it describes a
field that strives for connecting the basis (scgno the applied dimension (practice), which is

depicted as very relevant. Though, the expresgedtion of connecting theory and practice doesn’t

% Native American for “I fish on my side, you fish gour side, and no one fishes in the middle”.
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specify the modes of that connection. On the oltard, the Italian definition, emphasizing the
intellectual, speculative side of the disciplineg@y recognizes a state of pluralism which seemns t
be rather unproblematic. This definition describd®ld that is more oriented to the preservatibn o
an existent, legitimate, unproblematic pluralisnfirgses like “the research tradition [...] is
profitably fed by a plurality of models” (Molinar& Labella, 2007, p. 316, my translation), “[...]
such models are guided by different epistemologaral theoretical-methodological assumptions”
(ibidem) and “ [they] are characterized by indefeasibl&§edences” {pidem) are meaningful
expressions. The origins of such a plurality aguead to be rooted in the variety of traditions that

developed in the course of time within the sciemtbmmunity.

One last point to be noted concerns the issue lgestvity. In the Italian definition, subjectivity
has a pivotal role in clinical psychology, spedflg as a tool to design and perform clinical
interventions. The “subjective system of the clahipsychologist” ibiden) is argued to be one of
the most relevant tool for the practice of clinigaychology. The professional, properly trained
through a “specific training and clinical practic@bidem), makes her own “emotional, cognitive
and relational systemilidem) a methodological device in the service of herfggsional practice.
This reference to subjectivity is completely migsin the American definition, where the education
of clinical psychologists is centered on scientifiod professional knowledge, which seems to
constitute a sort of double core of the disciplimis odd position of subjectivity — completely
ignored by the American definition, deemed as @iuici the Italian definition — may be somehow
connected to the different views that the two defins hold about the intrinsic plurality of clirat
psychology. As a matter of fact, the emphasis dmestivity fits fairly well with a legitimate state
of methodological and theoretical plurality: thevjgssional use of subjectivity, although properly
trained, is supposed to give rise to a varietyrotpdures, which are in turn legitimate by the fact
that one of the most relevant tool of clinical gsgiogy is argued to be subjectivity itself. In athe
words, it can be reasonably assumed — as an hygstiier the moment — that the legitimization of
subjectivity as a sound device for clinical pragtis connected to the unproblematic pluralistic

nature of clinical psychology as defined by thdéidtaboard.
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Part 5
13. An Empirical Research: Psychology as a Scienaad a Profession

What have been so far illustrated are some — istiege | hope — theoretical remarks on issues
somehow connected to the main topic of this wogknely the unity, or disunity, of psychology. In
Part 1, some general, philosophical issues have beeched, in order to provide a sort of
framework in which to place the state of psychol@gyl, later, of clinical psychology. There, a
primary dialectical tension emerged, that betwé@se who supported a monistic, method-oriented
psychology and those who supported a dualisticeattsiriented psycholod¥ As now is clear,
similar oppositions unsettled the development ofcpslogy as a cohesive discipline; rather,
different levels of fragmentation have been uncedeshowing psychology’s vulnerability, from a
theoretical as well as from an applied point ofwi®art 2). Various forms of unification have been
proposed in Part 3, with various aims and diffeegrees of complexity. Even in such attempts to
unify psychology, the traditional tensions and vanibilities of psychology are apparent; sometimes
the authors hold a clear position, sometimes theynat explicit about their assumptions. Then, in
the brief illustration of clinical psychology’s rtmand in the analysis of the Italian and American
definitions of the scope of the discipline, the egemce of different, mutually incoherent,
seemingly acritical conceptions of clinical psyawt shows how problematic is the inclination of
psychologists to cover and not to explicit theimdamental philosophical and theoretical

assumptions.

Part 1, 2, 3 and 4 are designed to examine someriamt issues about the unity or disunity of
psychology, from a theoretical point of view. N&drt (5) illustrates an empirical work concerning
how psychologists see their discipline as a sciamckas a profession. Indeed, professional practice
is a strategic area where both the theoreticaltbedpplied dimensions of the discipline strives to
find a reciprocal and efficient balance. Indeed& thlevance of professional practice lies in its
double concern about, on one side, theoreticabsssuwhose purpose is to direct the professional
behavior toward specifiable and desirable endsd; @m the other side, practical issues, relating to
the specificities of what is asked to the praatéioin ecological contexts. The aim of the present
research is to explore the practitioners’ differpatspectives on psychology and to uncover what
kind of features they attribute to their work, amqiitioners in a scientifically-based field. The

interest of the present research lies in those gingeraspects that can be compared with the

0 Also the basic conception of the world, as briefbted in Chapter 4, presents a similar tensiotwden those who
support various form of essentialism and those vetfiese such kinds of position; adopting one pasitio another is
influential for the issue at stake.
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theoretical issues illustrated in the previous gdrideed, the approach underlying the theoretical
remarks here presented is substantially top-dowrthé sense that theory precedes and should
inform professional practice. This kind of approationgly reflects the academic way to create and
manage knowledge: the privileged perspective istlieeretical one. On the contrary, the present
empirical research grounds on a bottom-up approacththe sense that professional practice
provides data that are potentially useful for tlyeconstruction. This kind of approach strongly
relates to the professional way to create and nmekagwledge. In this perspective, such a research
should integrate the traditional, top-down approealictough giving voice to issues coming from the
professional world, which have to be strongly canee with the work of those who deal with
theory construction, in order to give applied pstolgy a solid, scientific ground, and to make
academic research significant and useful for praners, as already noted in Part 2.

13.1 Theoretical Background: Emotions and their SatDisplay

The present research got under way considerindattiehat emotions are primary determiners of
human behavior. Emotions are usually defined asptexreaction patterns by which the individual
attempts to deal with a personally significant matr event (APA, 2007). The quality of the
emotion is determined by the significance and tleamng of the stimulus, in order to readily react
to cogent aspects of the environment. Emotions mezglominantly associated to individual
processes, as hard-wired ways to moderate the cobommebetween the organism and the
environment. Though, emotions are not just impartheterminers of individual behaviors, rather

they also play a primary role in group and orgatiizel processes.

In particular, the Italian psychologist Renzo Caatid his colleagues developed over time an
analysis of the role of the emotions in organizaicsettings, in order to understand the dynamics
of the behavior of social groups. In line with therature on groups’ dynamics, the authors noticed
that the behaviors of organized social groups -h @ag; for example, teamworks, sport teams,
professional groups or just groups that share comaigectives — are not only guided by rational
considerations, which would permit to achieve theiplicit (e.g., productive) goals in the most
direct and effective way. The behaviors of groupd arganizationare supposetb be completely
oriented in such a way, but they are not. Ratlneiy tbehaviors are strongly influenced by factors
that are completely unrelated to those goals, athosuch groups or organizations are naturally
expected to be focused on those goals for whicly there formed or established. From this

perspective, groups or organizations seem to shandifferent dimensions (for more details, see
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Carli & Paniccia, 1981). On the one hand, one dsi@nconcerns the rational planning oriented to
the achievement of explicit goals, which can beead through processes as the specifications of
roles, the division of tasks, the adoption of goaénted strategies and so on. It is the most evjde
explicit dimension of an organized social group. @& other hand, the other dimension concerns
the emotional aspects that influence the expligiicfioning of that group, that is the way the
members emotionally experience the context theyeshblere emotion means the way an
individual, or the members of a group sharing aexn defines an aspect of reality, experiencing it
in its emotional dimension. The term emotion refiergdhe way an individual (or members of a
group) idiosyncratically relates to specific aspeat reality. It is worth noting, however, that f&o
two dimensions can be mutually coherent or not.other words, the emotional aspects that
substantiate a specific social group can eitheseser hinder the achievement of its explicit goals.

But what exactly are the social displays of ematjoas those that reveal in organizational and
group processes? Renzo Carli tried to detail thisnpmenon through the notion cdllusior’™.
Such a word comes from Latoum-ludereto play with, together, antblludere conspire, and thus

it suggests the idea of sharing something amongr @&ople. In fact, collusion, as a psychological
term, refers to the common way the members of mlsgmup emotionally experience the context
to which they belong (Carli, 1993, p.14). In otheords, there are common, shared, emotional
components among those who belong to the samextpfae context, we specifically mean those
elements of the real world that the members ofaugrshare. From such a perspective, collusive
processes keep social cohesiveness within thosebelomg to that group, serving as a sort of
common view with reference to that specific contdtoreover, collusive processes — being social
displays of emotions — specify the way the memipeast to cogent aspects of the environment,
especially other human beings. This is the reasly @motions, while are usually defined in a-
contextual terms (such as joy, sadness, angeraod)dde factoalways refer to a relational system
or context, that is to a relationship of some k{sdch as, for example, the couple friend-enemy)
(Carli & Paniccia, 2002, p. 21). In this sense, Hmalysis of collusive processes permits to
investigate the emotional — that is, not necessagiated to the achievement of rational, explicit
goals — aspects of the way the members of the ggetiin touch with others, by means of their
shared emotional models of reality; in other worsisch analysis is able to disclose important
aspects of the relational patterns of the group a#ole,beyondthe explicit and rational goals for

which the group has been originally formed or dgthbd.

" Hereafter, this term will be used in its technicsaning, as specified in the text.
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The collusive processes characterizing a speaifitext and a specific social group fornioaal
culture” (ibidem pp. 15-7). The authors maintain that collusive@cpsses are conveyed by
language — both spoken and written — and therefloee analysis of it permits to investigate
important aspects of a local culture, disclosisgeatures. So, the key hypothesis is that langisage
the main door to explore the emotional world obaial group. But language also conveys aspects
relating to the explicit achievement of organizaéibgoals. So, in what sense does language convey
emotions? The assumption at the basis of such hgpmst is that every word has an emotional
value: some words have a low value (as articlegerdd, pronouns, conjunctions), some have high
value. Those words that have high emotional vahgecalleddense wordgibidem p. 23). For
example, “bomb” is a dense word, because it conpeygsemic emotional meanings and evokes
many emotional hints. On the contrary, a word as’‘ig not a dense word, because it evokes
ambiguity, it needs to be inserted within a seqaent words, in order to organize its own
emotional dimension; by itself, it doesn’'t conveyaional meaning. So, dense words can be
defined as symbolic expressions whose emotionahmgarecedeghe intentional meaning as it is
organized by the syntactic and rethorical structfréanguage ibidem. From this perspective,
what is relevant to uncover the collusive procesbas substantiate the local culture is not the
intentional network of links between words, whiangeys the intentional meaning of a text as we
read it. Rather, the assumption is that, beyorsl dcbnnecting structure of the text, the analysis of
selected recurring words (i.e., dense words) camwshnew and different meaningetween those
words. Since the syntactic connections between svarg not the target for the analysis here
proposed, the intentional, explicit meaning of $eist not interesting, according to the assumptions
above specified. Though, the proper examinatiorthef recurrence of dense words permits to
decrease the polysemy of each word, unravelingntstional meaning within the text. In other
words, in order to understand the emotional dinmnsif the texts under analysis, the target is not
language, but sequences of single (dense) wordselpd out from the linguistic structure of the
original text. These words, making up new sequenuaispresent in the original text, can suggest
new emotional meanings, that have to be interpratadferential ways. In conclusion, the main
assumption of the present research is that thgsiealf the recurrence of dense words — by means
of proper softwares — reveals important featuresheflocal culture of the social group whose
members produced the text (both spoken or writtém)this perspective, there is a sort of
isomorphism between the local culture and the ewatistructure of the text, as revealed by the
analysis of the recurrence of dense woiblisiém p. 57).

2 Culture here is used a synonym of collusive preess
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Such an analysis is made using a specific methalbdcAET (Analisi Emozionale del Testo, Text
Emotional Analysis), whose aim is to interpret #motional meaning conveyed by the sequences
of dense words, which are the outcomes of the ctenaualysis. AET is a method aimed to get the
emotional meaning of the text referring to thatcsfpe social group in that specific moment of its
existence. In other words, the method tries to eohrthe sequences of dense words with the
features of the social group at stake and its ebnite order to better reconstruct the emergingloc
culture. The choice of the dense words, achievethbyresearcher, depends on two aspects: the
stimulus — in response to which the text has beedyzed — and the context — which represents the
common dimensions of reality shared by those whadyeed the text. Indeed, these aspects
constitutes the framework of the local culture goamalyzed. In this theoretical framework, AET is
a method that can be adopted in order to intefwetoutcomes of the computer analysis, so it
works on sequences of words extracted from a iextder to reduce their polysemy. Indeed, those
sequences of dense words are highly polysemic,ighthey can convey many different meanings.
For example, a sequence of dense words of a tesduped by a client attending to a
psychotherapeutic treatment can be:be afraid of— delay — session The reconstruction of the
emotional meaning can be accomplished in manyrdifteways: for example, “I am afraid to come
to session, then | come late”; “I am afraid to cdate, then | come to session”; “The session comes
late in my life, alas! | fear for myself’, and sa.orhose words have to be organized in reference to
the context of those who have produced the text fndhich the sequence of dense words have been
pulled out. The “correct” meaning can be only reddrto the specificity of the circumstances at
stake, reconstructing the emotional meaning by s@dirassociative inferences, starting from the
sequence of dense words at stak&lém p. 53). Thus, once the intentional, linguisticami&g has
been deconstructed, the interpretation of the sempse of dense words permits to reconstruct
another kind of (emotional) meaning, often veryatént from the former. In other words, AET is a

theory about the analysis of the emotional relatmn between the dense words of a text.

The procedure that we followed envisaged thesessidfe created a corpus, that is the complete
text on which the analysis will be carried out. tAts step, it is fundamental to disambiguate the
text, for example differentiating between wordshndifferent meaning, but written in the same way
(for example, in Italian “legge” can be either “lfavor “he/she reads”). This process of
differentiation between words has to be accomptistvely on words that seem to be key for the
issue at stake. Moreover, in the creation of a wdnwe chose the explanatory variables that we
intended to consider. Then, the software producdistaof words (or, better, lexemes) to be
analyzed. This step envisaged the choice of theedamrds to include in the analysis. Afterward,

the software executed the analyses to specifyasgistvhich are differentiated by the presence of
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the same, specific dense words. In particular,yesequence of dense words is composed by words
that recur within a specific text unit; at the sainge, every sequence significantly differ fromerth
sequences that recur in other text unibgdém p. 55). The assumption is that the recurring word
of a text unit illustrate features of a local cudtu Within every cluster, dense words are
hierarchically organized, from the more statisticaignificant to the less significant. Such an
arrangement permits to decrease the infinite palysthat characterize each word (if considered
individually). Indeed, words are arranged in lidtese their chi2 values progressively decrease, so
each word has a limiting function on the polysenmyhmse words that precede in the statistical
importance (Carli & Paniccia, 2007, p. 46). In thiay, the encounter of dense words determines

the meaning of the cultural repertoire (clustegtake, unveiled by AET.

In the present research, we collected reports, lwbanstituted the material of the whole analysis.
The key assumption about reports is that a regod sort of description of an event based on
idiosyncratic interpretative models; in other waqrtise description of the object of the report is
strongly influenced by those models, which emergim the report itself. Indeed, proposing to
someone to produce a report about a specific dbyait induces her to clarify her theoretical pre-
conceptions about the object/event itself (Batt®b06, p. 122). Such assumptions support the use
of the report in this research, as main methodetargtouch with those pre-conceptions that make

up collusive processes.

13.2 Introduction to the Present Research

Given these premises, the research here presestadteinded as a preliminary exploratory
endeavor. Its object is the way practitioners vibair discipline considering its double soul: theor
and practice. The hypothesis is that the textsymed by a decent number of psychologists are able
to convey important aspects about the way gm@aptionally represertheir profession, beyond the
formal, often trite aspects that emerged from #eling of such texts. Those emotional aspects are
relevant for the present work, because they neabssdorm the practice of psychology, which is
heavily influenced by the theoretical pre-concemiof those who practice it, as any other human
activity. In other term, the hypothesis is that #maotional dimensions revealed by the present
analysis can shed some light on the way theory @adtice arereally articulated in everyday
professional practice, showing those hidden commeptthat most characterize psychology as a

professional — here, intended as not academic easod. This would also show symmetries and
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asymmetries between those two souls of psycholpgggtice and academy, which have been

shown to be too often divergent and reciprocalrgnificant.

13.3 Instruments and Method

We collected 96 reports produced by Italian psyeatigts working in different areas. The creation
of the report were asked through a target-questidfe ask you to think about your professional
experience regarding psychology as a science aadpasfession and to write your considerations
down"’®. The form was administered by enfailo 716 psychologists working in Lombardia and
Lazio, two Italian regions where psychologists atenerous. The email addresses have been
collected through the website of the professiormichologists association in Lombardiand
through personal knowledge of colleagues. Aboubd20 days after the first email, those who
didn’t answer were requested again to answer tdottme attached (with an additional email). After

two attempts, the contact was considered not ireclud the research.

96 psychologists, out of 716 who had been contagteste up the form and sent it back. The form,
that can be fully examined in the apperiipresented the present research as “a multidisaipl
research aimed at describing the way psychologgtsider their own discipline”. They were asked
to consider the target-question as a stimulus &teb illustrating their opinion about the issue at
stake. The form also suggested to write one’s opirat two different times (for example, two
different days), in order to foster a deeper armhtler analysis of the issue at stake. Furthermore,
the form asked some information about the educati@hthe professional practice of the compiler.
The explanatory variables considered were: sex (lwels, male/female), age (two levels,
younger/older than 35), residence (two levels, Lardia/Lazio), type of degree (two levels,
psychology/oth€l), year of graduation (three levels, up to 198Tr2988 to 1999/from 2000
on’®), psychotherapy license (two levels, yes/no), mcal orientation (four levels,
psychodynamics/cognitive-behavioral/systemic/otherJarea  of practice  (eight levels,
psychiatry/drug abuse/child psychology/forensicgbeyogy/health psychology/rehabilitation/more

areas/other).

3 The original ltalian target-question is: “Le chimaio di pensare alla Sua esperienza professionailapporto alla
psicologia come scienza e come professione, satovper esteso le Sue riflessioni a riguardo”.
* The email text can be found in the appendix 4157.
S www.opl.it.
® See pp. 158-9.
"n Italy, the first degree course in psychologysestablished in 1971, therefore some colleaguesnttea degree in
psychology, but surely a PhD in psychology.
® The levels of this variable reflect key point wheacademic reforms occurred. Such reform could csgtly
influence psychologists’ the view of their discipsi
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The reports collected have been analyzed by thea® Alceste(Analyse lexicale par Contexte

d’'un Ensemble de Segments de Texte), by Max Reihbi$ program is able to operate on the text
and to perform factor and cluster analysis, whielmpt to observe how dense words organize and
create clusters, depending on their statisticalneotions. According to the assumptions above
specified, this kind of connections shows thoséusole processes that differentiate each clusters

(also callectultural repertoirg.

The procedure that we followed envisaged thesessiéfe created a corpus, that is the complete
text on which the analysis will be carried out. tAis step, it is fundamental to disambiguate the
text, for example differentiating between wordshndifferent meaning, but written in the same way
(for example, in Italian “legge” can be either “lfavwor “he/she reads”). This process of
differentiation between words has to be accomptistiely on words that seem to be key for the
issue at stake. Moreover, in the creation of a udnwe chose the explanatory variables that we
intended to consider. Then, the software producdistaof words (or, better, lexemes) to be
analyzed. This step envisaged the choice of theademrds to include in the analysis. Afterward,
the software executed the analyses to specifyerisistvhich are differentiated by the presence of
the same, specific dense words. Then, factors aredf with regards to the number of clusters
(factors = number of clusters — 1). In particukewery sequence of dense words is composed by
words that recur within a specific text unit; aethame time, every sequence significantly differ
from other sequences that recur in other text Aitsli & Paniccia, 2002, p. 55). The assumption
is that the recurring words of a text unit illus¢rdeatures of a local culture. Within every cluste
dense words are hierarchically organized, from mhere statistically significant to the less
significant. Such an arrangement permits to deeréas infinite polysemy that characterize each
word (if considered individually). Indeed, wordseaarranged in list where their chi2 values
progressively decrease, so each word has a limitingtion on the polysemy of those words that
precede in the statistical importance (Carli & Ram@, 2007, p. 46). In this way, the encounter of

dense words determines the meaning of the cultepartoire (cluster) at stake, unveiled by AET.

13.4 Results

The complete text is rather wide: 55 pages, typeesi New Roman, dimension 12. The procedure
followed the steps above illustrated. Toerpus has been prepared for the analysis, removing
problematic graphic signs and differentiated thembgraphic words with different linguistic

meanings. The total amount of words is 35.244;dtteal number of words considered (reduced
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forms) is 1.612. Within those words, 447 words hdneen analyzed. The clusters (cultural
repertoires) emerged on the basis of 528 u.c.em@ttary contextual unit), that is 55.17% of the
total u.c.e. (957); this is considered to be advafalue. The average number of dense words

analyzed for each u.c.e. was 5.42. Chart 13.1 shbwssariance referring to the factors in the

factorial space.

Factors Variance (%) Cumulative variance
(%)
1 31.20 31.20
2 27.02 58.22
3 22.89 81.11
4 18.88 100
Chart 13.1

The chart below (13.2) shows the statistical sigaifce of each cluster (chi2 values) found by
means of the cluster analysis. The data are ratbleesive, indeed almost all chi2 values are
negative or zero, so the clusters are significadifferent from each other (an exception is the

relationship between cluster 4 and 3, which ishglygpositive).

Cluster 1 2 3 4 5

1 303 0 -16 -37 -23

2 24 284 5 -30 -54

3 -25 -13 200 21 -45

4 -12 0 -3 98 -31

5 -19 -117 -21 0 375
Chart 13.2

In Chart 13.3, the statistical relationship betwésstors and clusters is shown. Factors are latent
variables that make up the factorial space (orucaltspace, in AET terms) where clusters forms.
These are the values that shows the relationshipelea the clusters and the factors: the values

which specify the stronger relationships betweencihsters and the factors are in red.
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Cluster 1 0.231 -1.156 -0.475 0.100
Cluster 2 -0.711 -0.170 0.678 -0.403
Cluster 3 -0.857 0.703 -1.118 -0.179
Cluster 4 -0.322 0.282 0.348 1.410
Cluster 5 0.782 0.401 0.095 -0.157
Chart 13.3

Chart 13.4 shows the dense words that make up @aster, arranged in a decreasing manner,
according to their chi2 values, which points oug ttatistical importance of each word in the
process of cluster formation. In the analysis, dhlyse words with significant (high) values have
been considered. The analysis ended when the ngeahihe cluster at stake fully emerged through

the consideration of the dense words.

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5
Chi2 Words Chi2 Words Chi2 Words Chi2 Words Chi2 Wads
67.89 | progett< 85.55 | client< 72.94 | oggetiv< 35.86 | uman< 44.46 | lavora<
52.92 ] istituzion< | 42.23 | teori< 47.49 | soggetiv<s | 33.34 | mestier< | 34.02 | medic<
43.35| organizzazi| 21.94 | interven< | 44.09 assu stimol< | 24.35 | pazient<

on<
38.37 | cittadin< 20.15 | pensier< capacita 26.01 | terap< 15.99 | educa<
territor< 19.50 | relazional | 36.60 limite< 24.09 | cresc< 15.57 | ospedal<
<
29.64 | cultur< 19.49 | util< 32.06 | epistemolog| 22.79 | metodo< | 14.05 | paga<
<
29.17 | grupp< 16.55 | complessit filosofi< 18.17 | risultat< 13.60 | accett<
a
26.19 | social< 14.84 | ortopedic | 21.83 | intuit< 16.54 | lettur< 12.12 | tirocin<
<
23.66 | committen<| 13.64 | esplorare | 19.35 | natura 16.54 | protocoll< | 11.63 | contratt<
21.38 | famil< 13.53 | tecnic< 16.95 | variabil< 15.93 | vita soldi
19.62 | adult< 13.27 | perd< 15.84 | scientific< | 15.10 | obbliga< | 10.66 | psicotera
peut<
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18.86

convive< 12.01

condivi<

14.96

rigor<

11.50

verific<

10.22

universit<

Chart 13.4

Chart 13.5 shows the chi2 values of the explanatanables that turned out to be significantly
associated to the clusters. It shows the statistelationship between clusters and explanatory
variables. In other words, those are the explagatariables that statistically associate with each

emergent cluster and define some features of thbsecontributed to the formation of that specific

cluster. In the chart are reported only three Wemwith higher chi2 values for each cluster.

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 | Cluster3 | Cluster4 | Cluster5
Psychotherapy license - | 50.92 119.90
no
Area of practice - other 54.49 107.58
Residence - Lazio 49.84 168.84
Year of graduation — up 47.90
to 1987
Theoretical orientation - 39.94
systemic
Sex-m 25.30
Area of practice - health 44.69
Age <35 27.97
Psychotherapy license - 23.67 83.54
yes

The figure below (13.6) shows the factorial spawec(ltural space) where five clusters (or cultural

Chart 13.5

repertoires) emerged.
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G D

Figure 13.6

We will now start the analysis of the co-occurrentalense words within each cluster, showing

their reciprocal relationships and their positiomghe factorial space.

13.5 The Clusters and Their Meanings

Cluster 5 is on the right side of the first axis. This chkrsts characterized by dense words that
associate with illustrative variables as psychapgricense — yes, theoretical orientation — other,
residence — Lombardia. That means that psychokgigh those features significantly contributed

to cluster 5 formation. Here follows the inferehfmocess that permits to progressively decrease

the polysemy of the dense words characterizingels

Lavora< (to work, job)
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From labor, effort, strenuous physical or mental work. To atevphysical or mental energy to a
productive activity. To have a turnover, to havengnalients. This first word is very polysemic and
it points an activity with highly emotional valuespecially, but not only, for the psychological
community in lItaly, where the employment opportigsitare scarce (Bosio, 2011). The word is
connected to issues relating to employment, but &sunderemployment and unemployment,
which are basic aspects of the current psycholbgicdession in the current social and economic
context. The primary organizing factor of this ¢hrsis the issue of working and employment; it
may be deemed to be an extremely desired dimenresi@m, though it may evoke concerns about the

future.
Lavora< (to work, job, practice) Medic< (medicahygician) Pazient< (patient)

The employment, the possibility to work and earnney may be anchored to the medical
profession, which is strong and socially legitintatéhis may lead to give to a specific professional
psychological identity, fostering the identificatian the medical profession. In other words,
psychology as a profession may be considered atmate only if it merges with the medical
profession, acquiring its peculiar features: thistexce of a disease connotes the patient, who is i
fact an ill individual. Such considerations maydetm a model of psychology that is highly
medicalized: in the relation with the psychologiste client has a passive role. The psychologist
possesses the means to heal the disease. The gheegimeen those two profession permits to
work, to practice. It may be said that the onlytims way the psychological profession is

conceivable, provided that the clients’ pain isrded as a (medical) pathology.

Lavora< (to work, job) Medic< (medical, physician) Pazient< (patient)  Educa< (to

teach, to train)

Educa< derives frone, outside, andducare (ducerg, to lead, to draw, to raise. To train one’s
character and personality, especially young pedplajrill. This word may refer to the kind of
psychological intervention provided by the professi model so far illustrated: the psychologist
brings back an ill body to health. In a sense, ddeicational intervention is an orthopedic
intervention, that is it fosters the eliminationtbe deviations from the norm, consonant with the
medical model: in other words, the asymmetricahtieh between the client and the psychologist
(borrowed from the physician/patient relation) asidered as the means to bring back the illness
to normality ¢estitution ad integrum Here, the psychologist is considered as a slplfofessional,
which autonomously set what is healthy and whatotsand whose expertise doesn’t require the

active participation of the client-patient. The gsglogist is an external observer of the client’s
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system, about which he is an expert. Another ingmaraspect evoked by Educa< in this model of
psychology is the evident psychologist’'s need tdramed in order to be admitted to practice, “as
if” the psychologist would need to be accepted lgse who already practice the profession and
occupy a privileged position. The need to be trdiseems to be functional to become part of the
medical world, with the aim to acquire those skil&t constitute the psychological expertise,

consistently with the model so far illustrated.

Lavora< (to work, job) Medic< (medical, physician) Pazient< (patient) Educa< (to
teach, to train) Ospedal< (hospital)

It is the placepar excellencewhere the medical profession is practiced. Ithe place that
legitimizes the value and the social recognitiontleé profession. It is the place where the
professional training is accomplished, within tive$ so far illustrated. The hospital is the place

where the processes connected to the training badptactice acquire social visibility and

legitimacy.
Lavora< (to work, job) Medic< (medical, physician) Pazient< (patient) Educa< (to
teach, to train) Ospedal< (hospital) Pagapép wage) Accett< (to accept, desk,

reception) Tirocin< (apprenticeship, internship)

The strong merging between the psychological psidesand the medical profession opens up the
possibility to earn money, to be paid for one’s kvdiowever, the inclusion of the psychological
profession into the medical one seems to be unoekacause it is dependent from the acceptance
of others, by means of a specific training, thernship, which is the entrance to the professional
world. In order to work with, and like, physicianssychologists must be accepted and included in
that system. Thus, this model seems to abdicatesfiecific psychological expertise, on behalf of a
different professional identity that is not spemafiy psychological. It is a different identity,
considered to be socially more legitimate and tcabke to guarantee a good profit [later in the
analysis there are words with lower chi2 values mmaaningful in this sense: soldi (money),

guadagn< (gain), stipendi< (salary)].

It is worth noting that the first reference to ggsological service, namely psychotherapy (however
it is shared with the medical profession), showsatper late in the analysis, with a low chi2 value
(10.66). This is coherent with the hypothesis thahis model the prevalent fantasy is the merging
with the medical world, which guarantees a strongjad identity and prospects of gain. However,
the inclusion in this élite is problematic becaitsis not immediate; indeed, it is connected to a

specific training, to the uncertainty to be accdptuch a possible inclusion in the élite is nctdoh
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on an expertise. This is clear by the fact thatwmwds about specific psychological services or
methods, excluded psychotherapy, are mentiondukimnalysis. Precisely, psychotherapy seems to
be the only shared area with the medical professapresenting a sort of “anchorage” to it. Here,
the professional identity of psychology is accosipid through the merging with the medical
profession, which guarantees employment, prospafcizofit, social legitimacy and credibility,

opposite to the psychological profession that issadered to be weak in these respects.

Cluster 2 is on the left side of the first axis, but it .san opposite position (compared to cluster 5)
in respect to the second axis. This cluster isatttarized by dense words that associate with the
illustrative variables as psychotherapy licens@~anea of practice — other, residence — Laziot Tha
means that psychologists with those features sogmifly contributed to cluster 2 formation. Here

follows the AET analysis.
Client<

The word comes froroolerg to farm, or fromklyo (Ancient Greek), to listen to, to lend an ear, so
to give attention, to follow. This word suggests tlecipient of the psychological intervention. The
client is who actively asks for a qualified servime the basis of specific needs. The professional
collaborates with clients with the aim to desigml aeliver psychological services, as in all other

kinds of services production (see Normann, 1984/85)
Client< Teori<

The word comes from the Ancient Gretbleoros to behold, to regard, to contemplate, to observe,
to look at. The two words together seems to sugipeshneed to establish a connection with the
client, whose needs’ analysis will reveal core dead¢ of her requirement for a psychological
intervention. In other word, the client needs to dmnsidered through the lens of a specific
theoretical outlook, in order to better understdieal needs. There seems to be two emotional
meanings connected to the notion of theory, herepwe side, theory can be understood as a
valuable outlook that fosters knowledge about thent which is the basis for the design of a
psychological intervention. On the other side,rib&on of theory can be emotionally understood as
a model that is imposed and is irrespective of ¢hent's needs, which are considered in an

unproblematic way.
Client< Teori< Interven<

The word comes fronmter, between, among, angnire to come; it means to “come among”, to

participate, to contribute. The word seems to ssiggesort of mediation between the psychological
141



expertise (held by the professional) and the ne¢dsose who may be the users of psychological
services (the potential clients). Thus, the wortereeto a relational dimension, where people
interact and collaborate. This word sheds lightrenseemingly more adequate interpretation of the
previous word, teori<: if psychological interventioimplies the connection between the
professional and the client, so the theory to lesliseems to be understood in a constructive way,
as a means to foster the gathering of data abeyidtential client and the identification of diéeit
ways to better meet the client’s needs. In othedg/anterven< seems to disambiguate the meaning

of teori<, which is positive in the present cluster
Client< Teori< Interven< Pensier< Relazional<

Pensiero (thought) comes framensumthe amount of wool (which had been weighfethat the
spinners had to handle. So, it means to weightieigh up, to ponder, and also issue to be treated,
to be pondered, to be examined. The connection dagtwprofessionals and clients is to be
pondered, carefully examined. The professional§opes competent actions, which has to be
thoughtful. Relazione (relation) comes framlatus past participle ofeferre to lead back, to
relate. It refers to the way of being of a thingr@spect to another thing. Here seems to emerge a
specific psychological expertise which is develofgdmeans of the thoughtful connection with
someone else, the client, within a relational framfike connection between professionals and
clients turns out to be symmetrical. Once agaia,dbnnection with the client is understood as a
primary element in psychological interventionssihot an unspecific connection, but it seems to be
a thoughtful relation leaded by a theory about tékation itself. Here we have the core of

psychological expertise, as it seems to be desthlgehose who contributed to this cluster.

This general description shows an outlook wherers@ and practice are integrated elements,
focused on the applied aspects of psychology: mhdamong the words with higher chi2 values,
there are words referring both to the applied gdien<, chi2 = 85.55; interven<, chi2 = 21.94;
relazional<, chi2 = 19.50) and to the theoretiddé gteori<, chi2 = 42.23; pensier<, chi2 = 20.15)
of the discipline.

Cluster 1 is at the low end of the second axis and sligbtiythe right side of the first one. This
cluster is characterized by dense words that as®owiith the same illustrative variables as cluster
2: psychotherapy license — no, area of practicetherp residence — Lazio. That means that
psychologists with those features significantly tedauted to cluster 1 formation. Here follows the

analysis of the dense words charactering thiselust

" In Iltalianpesare(to weight) is very similar tpensare(to think).
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Progett<

From pro, ahead, anghcereg to throw, is the action to throw something ahdadnake something
move forward, what one has the intention to do he future. Here, the issue is about the
construction of future on the basis of what is knawthe present. Proactiveness and openness are

key dimensions.
Progett< Istituzion<  Organizzazion<

Instituzion< comes from istatuere to put in a certain place, to establish, to gige, to ratify.
Organizzazion< come s froorganum(Latin) ororganon(Ancient Greek), tool, anergo, to work.
The constitution and the arrangement of the orgamas animal body. To lay out, to arrange. Here,
the issue is the need to standardize, to orgatozestitutionalize the psychological work, so to
make the application of psychology a set of codifieocedures within the social context. Indeed,
only the social context can ascertain psychologgsfulness and validity. Psychology is included

in the broader context of society and its structuvehere individuality is outdated.
Progett< Istituzion<  Organizzazion< Cittadin<, Tem< Cultur<

A citizen (cittadin<) is a member of a communityhile a district (territor<) is an area which is a
judicial and administrative unit (the words cittadiand territory< have the same chi2 value =
38.37). The citizens are those who benefit frompéychological work; here, they are described as
member of a whole (district) defined by a specdidture. The passing of individuality occurs
through the consideration of the social dimensiamich defines its members, the citizens.
Psychological work is characterized by a specifiture of a social organization, whose members
are those who benefit from it. The design of thygchslogical work occurs within society, which is
constituted by members who are defined by such mbeeship. So, psychology deals with issues
regarding the coexistence of individuals, givingerito a psychology whose focus is the

relationships between the individuals and the $aoiatext where they live.

It is worth noting that in cluster 2 there are wowhich seems to point out — even though with low
chi2 values — the various forms the social dimansian take as targets of the psychological work:
we find grupp< (group, chi2 = 29.17), famili< (fdgi21.38), adult< (adult, 19.62), uten< (user,
15.94), disagi< (distress, 14.84), coppi< (couplel.68), adolescen< (adolescent, 14.15),
popolazione (population, 5.25), scholastic< (scétata 3.10). Patients (persons defined by their
own disease) and clients (persons defined by theofaasking for a service) are not anymore

depicted as the recipients of the psychologicalkwdhne recipients are described as citizens,
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someone who takes part to a social organizatioe, district. This is the context where the

psychological work arises and acquires legitimacy.

Cluster 3 is at the left side of the first axis and on tipper side of the second one. This cluster is
characterized by dense words that associate Wuistrative variables as year of graduation — up to
1987, theoretical orientation — systemic, sex -Thmt means that psychologists with those features
significantly contributed to cluster 3 formation.eté is the analysis of the dense words

characterizing cluster 3.
Oggettiv< Soggettiv<

Oggettiv< (objective) comes frombiectum object, which comes frorobicere to put in front,
what can be seen or thought. On the other handgesibdg< (subjective) comes from sub, under, and
jacere, to throw, to place, to put. What is beneath’s thought or sight, something that escape
one’s thought or sight. These two words refer ® dbject of psychologpar excellencethe pair
objectivity/subjectivity. This is a key juxtapositi for psychology, which is a discipline that stgv
for finding a balance between those two dimensi®hsugh, it is worth noting that the highest chi2
value benefits objectivity (chi2 = 72.94).

Ogagettiv< Soggettive  Assu<, Capacita

Capacita (ability, skill) comes fromapax wich derives fromcapio, to take, to undertand, to
comprehend. It refers to what can be containednszigphorically, what can be understood. It
seems that thproprium of psychology is the action of revealing what ancealed from view and
from thought. Psychology is depicted as able tataianto unveil, both objective and subjective

dimensions.
Oggettiv< Soggettive  Assu<, Capacita Limite<

Limite< (border) comes froimes transverse road, therefore path which serveskawder. The
friction between the objective and subjective disiens sets limits to psychological knowledge as
a scientific discipline. The inclination toward ebjive find a limit in the subjective dimension.
Psychology, as depicted in this cluster, seemsetdoosused on such issues: it is a scientific
discipline which deals with its own intrinsic coadiictions, the conflict between objectivity and
subjectivity, the impulse to investigate their tmlaship and the awareness of the limits of

psychology’s capacity to produce knowledge.
Oggettiv< Soggettive  Assu<, Capacita Limite< Episblog<, filosofi<
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Here, psychology seems to be sketched as a “fsogmce”, at the border with philosophical and
epistemological enterprises, as a scientific disepwhich is aware of its foundational issues and
its limits. The limits are those regarding objeityivand subjectivity, knowledge and its borders and
also between psychology and “close” disciplineplaigosophy and epistemology. Here, the limits
seem to be epistemological, foundational, not Bmiegarding the pragmatic application of

psychology.

There are other words with lower chi2 values whiakch the same issues as above, namely words
recalling some theoretical and methodological aspet psychology: intuit< (intuition, chi2 =
21.83), natura (nature, 19.35), variabil< (variallé.95), scientific< (scientific, 15.84), rigor<
(rigour), dubbi< (doubt), setting (setting, 14.96perimentar< (experiment, 10.86), contraddiz<
(contradiction, 8.43). It is worth noting that thefessional and applied side of psychology doesn’t
appear in this cluster: the first words which retierthis dimension, cura (care, treatment), has a
very low chi2 value (7.87). Moreover, also thoseowienefit from the psychological work don’t
appear, differently from the other clusters (5,12,where they were pointed out respectively as
patients, clients and citizens. In conclusion, ttte critical consideration of psychology as a
problematic scientific discipline seems to ent&lseglect and to exclude its practical and applied

dimensions.

Cluster 4 is at the left side of the first axis and slightly the upper side of the second. This cluster
is characterized by dense words that associateilugirative variables as area of practice — lealt
age < 35, psychotherapy license — yes. That melas pgsychologists with those features
significantly contributed to cluster 4 formationete follows the analysis of the dense words, in
order to decrease the polysemy of the sequencactbaring this cluster.

Uman<

It is a dense word that deals with the issue afigpbuman. To be human is a common saying (to be
human is tantamount to be good, generous) andatrafers to one’s belonging to the human race.
It is a very generic word, whose meaning is vergpatific. It seems to identify both those who

benefit from the psychological work and those whaxcpice psychology, in an indistinct way.
Uman< Mestier<, Stimol<

Mestier< means profession, but also expertiseawe Iskills. “Agire con mestiere” (to act skillfu)ly
means to perform a task with ability due to experée In such a meaning, “mestiere”, as ability got

through experience, can even considered to be edpts former meaning specified above
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(profession). Indeed, to have skills (as includedhie Italian meaning of “mestiere”) involves to
learn something through direct experience, whike tdrm “profession” rather refers to a formal
educational training. Psychology deals with hunmam it is also practiced with human, personal
proficiency; in this sense, psychological skilleses to refer to a sort of natural competence, not
specifically a learned, professionally acquired petence. The human dimension is the stimulus,
and the target, of psychology; however, the humiamedsion seems to be also the tool through
which psychology is practiced. In the same waylas/a, the term stimol< (stimulus, incitement)
has a double meaning: on one side, the humantisnalgs for psychologists to create and apply
their knowledge, on the other side, psychologisigugh their interventions, are a sort of stimulus
for those who benefit of their work. In this way, paactical knowledge without a specific
competence seems to take shape; this kind of kulpg@les constituted by personal, human features

presumably based on experience, rather than oedifisplearned professional proficiency.
Uman< Mestier<, Stimol<  Terap<Cresc<

As noted above, psychological work seems to bedoasean unspecific kind of knowledge, made
of personal features, rather than of professionafigencies. The word terap< (therapy) points out
that psychology deals with care, but those who fiefrem psychology don't explicitly appear.
Indeed, uman< (human) is a very general word artiritifies both those who practice psychology
and those who benefit from psychology. This suggtsit the psychological work entails a sort of
mutual (involving both psychologists and usershpatpersonal growth (cresc< refers to growing,
growth) produced by a generic human contact. Pdgglgoseems to be defined by the mutual
encounter between human beings, whose very costéterapeutiger se The sharing of human
condition seems to be the guarantee that the Isytthplogist and user serves as stimulus for each

other; moreover, such an encounter is able todriggeciprocal personal growth.

Cluster 4 depicts the image of a psychology thatmsejust to foreshadow a profession. Such a
profession is generic, not oriented toward thesjsand based on personal, rather than professional,
skills. In the analysis, we found words that seemmsrecall the dialectical tension between
objectivity and subijectivity that emerged in clus8 Such words as metodo< (method, chi2 =
22.79), risultat< (outcome, 18.17), protocoll< @mapl, procedure, 16.54), verific< (test, 11.50)
semantically contrast with words as artistic< &iti 9.36) e creativ< (creative, 9.22). In thiswj
being human can be understood as a big coveréhatsas the foundation of psychology. Though,
within psychology there are dialectical tensionattare solved adopting a framework based on

common sense, on human closeness and on the sbatimgcommon experience of being human,;
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this involves to give up the possibility to estahlia psychology founded on a specific professional

and scientific knowledge.

13.6 Discussion: Some Remarks on the Clusters dmQuarters

Factor 1 is defined by clusters 5 and 2. It seemexpress, on the one hand, the issue of creating
and defining psychology’s customers and, on theratland, the issue of the acritical adoption of a
producer/consumer model borrowed from a sociallgngt discipline, namely medicine. On one
side, this is the factor that considers the usg@sgthology as an active individual, directly inwed

in the process of designing and supplying psycho#&activities, starting from the nature of the
issues brought by the user herself. On the othi, she factor describe the user as a passive
individual, identifiedab origine by her own disease. Here, the user is depicteghasdividual
whose problems and personal features are alreamyrkrare understood as “starting points”, rather
than as objects to uncover through the psycholbgiogk; from this perspective, the psychological
work is considered as a sort of imitation of thedioal work. So, what provides legitimacy to
psychology is organized on two opposed poles: ansihe of the factor, the psychological work is
depicted as achieved through the collaboration éetmpsychologists and users, on the other side,
psychology renounce to a specific competence aoptac successful professional model (a sort of
medical model) where the user has a substantialgipe role. In other words, the relation between
cluster 2 and 5 deals with, on one side, the intdgesychologist as a practitioner who gives up her
specific competence, which is the base of professicdentity, in order to embrace a vicarial
identity, based upon the acceptance and endorsedaietitose who take part to the medical
establishment. From this view, their approval wilrrant the credibility and the earning capacity of
physicians. On the other side, there is the imdga psychologist who seeks a proper identity,
based on the skills to work with a specific compe&e Here, psychology deals with the possibility
to work with the client, on the basis of a theaatiaccount which is able to manage the
intervention toward a specific direction. In sumgaruster 5 seems to aggregate around the issue
of the substitution of a proper professional anebrgdic identity with a “stolen” identity from
medicine. However, cluster 2 seems to aggregatendrthe issue of psychology as a discipline
grounded on its own theoretical tools, which anerded to be applied and to make knowledge a

practical endeavor.

Factor 2 is defined by cluster 1, which is on fadtan a middle position between clusters (2 and 5)

and cluster 3. On the one hand, factor 2 presemse s(meta) scientific observations on the
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theoretical foundations of psychology, which tumt o be deprived from its applied dimension
(cluster 3). On the other hand, there is an overtplof the individual conception of the
psychological work and the opening to the sociatafision, where the institutional contexts and
the users orient and shape psychology as a profesBhus, the theoretical observations, on one
side, and the social dimension, on the other side,organizing aspects of this factor. However,
those aspects seem to mutually exclude each atimerscientific reflections exclude from their
scope the applied and professional dimension ofhpdggy (cluster 3), while the emphasis on a
professional psychology based on the collaboratiih social actors seems to take up space for
theoretical observations (cluster 1). Factor 2 seéondialectically represents the dilemma of
psychology in front of the problem of the connectlzetween theory and practice: on one side, we
find a psychology with theoretical feet and lackisug applied head, on the other side there is a
psychology with an applied head and lacking thécakfeet. It is as if the theoretical reflectionl d

not concern practice, and practice did not contezory.

The other two factors, 3 and 4, seems to be inadkge@nthey don’t convey a dialectical meaning as
those conveyed by the first two factors. In thigarels, it is worth noting that the first quarter
(where clusters 3 and 4 are) is characterized byngortant problem characterizing psychology,
already considered while illustrating the meanisgagiated with factor 2. In this quarter the image
of a psychology that lack in its applied and prefesal dimension (cluster 3) juxtaposes the image
of a psychology established on a non specific ggifmal competence which lacks in theoretical
models (cluster 4). The quarter contains betweenrglevant aspects of psychology, theory and
practice, that seems to be ironically mutually eagohg, as if theory didn’t need practice or praetic
didn’t need theory.

In sum, on the basis of the analysis of the clestenerged two main dimensions that give meaning
to the data collected. One dimension (factor 1)ldeath different conceptions of the users of
psychological services, understood as those whefibdrom the psychological work. On one side,
the user is understood as someone who activelyecatgpin the design and in the implementation
of the psychological work. The reason of such dabolkative role lies in the need — emerging from
this view of psychology — to give rise to the psyidgical work on the basis of the necessities of
the client. The psychological work is designed ® det up from the nature of the problems
presented. On the other side of factor 1, the issenderstood as someone whose role is passive,
relegated to the status of patient. The role ofpyechological user is not considered in its peculi

features, but it seems to acritically coincidea &ort of medical patient. In other words, instefd
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proper reflection on the role of the psychologuasér, its conception and role are borrowed from a

different professional field (namely, medicine)ggagure 13.7).

On the contrary, the other dimension, emerging ffaator 2, deals with two different organizing
factors of the psychological work. On one side, fiud the theoretical reflections on psychology
and its foundations, a sort of meta-outlook on disxipline which have poor connections with
practice. This is a dimension that conveys awarenéshe problems of psychology as a scientific
discipline, lacking in a reflections on the praaticonsequences of such an awareness. On the other
side of factor 2, we find the social dimension agaaizing factor of the psychological work.
Psychology is depicted as a social discipline, Wwhieeans that it obtains legitimacy and direction
from its belonging to a social context. Though, hsic social bent seems to exclude a proper
theoretical activity on the relationship that lintke psychological work to the context where it is

carried out (see Figure 13.7).

Factor 1

-Active role .
-Passive role

-lmportance of users’s

Psychology’susers -Needs are preconceived

needs .
conceptions
- Reference to another
-Cooperation with the :t:)n : . of:ssion
practitioner Z
Clustar 2 Cluster 5
Factor 2

-Theoretical reflections -Psychology as a social
discipline
Organizingdimensions of
the psychological work -Legitimacy from the social
context

-Problems of psychology as
a scientific discipline

-No room for pratice

-No room for theory

Cluster3 Cluster 1

Figure 13.7
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14. Conclusions

The two dimensions so far highlighted turned oubéaather primary in the emotional definition of
the psychological work by the side of the practécs. What about the academic side of
psychology? As already asserted, the empiricalarebepresented was designed to integrate the
theoretical aspects of the proposals illustrateBan 3, in order to give a more complete view of
psychology as a discipline, including theoreticalveell as applied dimensions. So, we will try to
compare the reflections provided by the author$amt 3 with the different understandings of
psychology that emerged from the reports of thetgiraners.

The proposal of Gregory Kimble (see Chapter 7, 9. $eems to fit with one pole of factor 2,
namely the dimension emerging from cluster 3. ldddabe author considers psychology as a
scientific discipline, for which he chooses theadlbive pole of the objective/subjective dilemma.
For Kimble, psychology is a scientific, naturalistiliscipline devoted to the objective study of
behavior. The analysis of behavior is abstract, ithd not considers the content of behaviorusit|
considers the syntactic aspects of it, and thc®mcordant with the considerations proposed by one
pole of cluster 3. Moreover, Kimble’'s proposal egitlly tries to bridge the rift between the
nomothetic and idiographic traditions, recallingusgthe dichotomy expressed by cluster 3. In the
same way, as in cluster 3, in Kimble’s proposate¢hs no room for the relationship between theory
and practice, i.e., the ways psychological knowtedgn be applied to practical, real problems.
There is an exclusion of the practical, applied 9 psychology. Indeed, psychology is a science,
not a profession, for Kimble. The practical aspeatgpsychology seem to be confined to the
common sense of practitioners, as practice didit'tr@levant problems regarding the application of
theories in ecological contexts. This point is iasting, since the application of theory is noeén

at all. What is missing here is a proper reflection oa way psychological knowledge can be
properly applied to real problems. One of the afrauzh a position is to get (scientific) credergtial
for psychology, connecting its status as a scieéoce naturalistic perspective. In this sense, & th
author’s proposal can be also detected the needgemefrom cluster 5, namely the need for
credentials got from outside psychology, in orderstrengthen the status of the discipline.
Psychology as a science seems to obtain credeimtidgdding hard sciences, in a naturalistic outlook
(see Kimble’s Functional Behaviorism); psychology a profession seems to obtain credentials
imitating a different, strong profession (see @u$). From such a point of view, the two positions

coincide.

Also Arthur Staats’ Psychological Behaviorism (§#®apter 8, p. 65) seems to share some aspects

emerging from cluster 3. Indeed, unified positivisaeconnects two traditionally opposed ways to
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consider the object and the method of psychologyely in objective or subjective way. Staats

maintains that observation in psychology contaioth lobjective and subjective aspects, reflecting
the dichotomy emerging in cluster 3. Moreover, daghor strongly links theory to practice and so

the application of theory to practical problems @ an ignored issue. On the contrary, practice is
directly guided by theory, in terms of problemsnfiaitation and intervention procedures: problems

are defined in behavioral terms and interventiomstkased on learning techniques. In this sense,
this proposal has some aspects highlighted byerl@stwhich present practice as the outcome of
theoretical considerations about the relationsleippvben the practitioner and the client. Also here,
the issue at stake is a theory about the pradiidge contrarily to Psychological Behaviorism, tss

a kind of theory whose object is the way users pradttitioners interact, it doesn’t refer to basic

psychological principles, as Staats does. In thisss, the author and the position emerging from

cluster 2 differ.

Gregg Henriques’ Unified Theory of Psychology ($&eapter 9, p. 77) perfectly embodies the
unsolved dialectics between objectivity and sulyjégt or, in methodological terms, between
monism and dualism. Again, some aspects of clistamerge. Such dialectics is rather clear in the
reference to Emergentism, which is an attempt terayme the opposition between monism and
dualism at an ontological level. Moreover, Henrgjysropose a split between two aspects of
psychology. Indeed, Psychological Formalism iseddéht from Human Psychology because they
refer to distinct ways to scientifically understaheir objects: the “naturalistic” side of psychgjyo
(Psychological Formalism), where the objective disien is primary, is opposed to its “social”
side (Human Psychology), where the subjective dsimenis aproprium Though, Henriques
admits that practice is somehow different from tigesince the connection with the needs of those
who benefit from psychological interventions makesfessional psychology something different
from the other two parts. Indeed, the author hgiti that the goals of the scientists (descrigtive
nature) are completely different from those of pinactitioners (transformative in nature), although
theory and practice are connected. In this persgegprofessional practice is an applied social
science, grounded on scientific psychological kremlgk. Such a position can be easily shared by
most; what is missing here is te&act natureof this kind of connection: how does basic science
provide grounds for the correct application of gsyogical knowledge? How does their connection
work? How does their relationship organize? Agdimpse and connected questions remain
unanswered and the link between theory and prasteens to be acritically assumed and left to
psychologists’ common sense. As if the joint pauats unproblematic or taken for granted. Again,
the absence of a proper reflection on practice bomeassociates Henriques’ proposal to some

aspects emerged in cluster 3.
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Norman Anderson’s Information Integration Theory apenly an attempt to reconcile two
traditionally opposed approaches: the nomothetittha idiographic. Therefore, it refers to one of
the main distinctions in social sciences, which barsurely traced back to the key theme of cluster
3, namely objectivity versus subjectivity. Agaimich a dialectic seems to be considered strongly
embedded in psychological methodology, as in chu&tso that Anderson explicitly aims at solving
it with IIT. Moreover, IIT doesn’t present any reftion on the application of psychological
knowledge, except those regarding experimentaksearch settings. This can be also compatible
with cluster 3. More specifically, the problems nented to the applicability of psychological
knowledge to real world settings is left uncoveréehving professional practice out of the
discussion. Regarding this issue, an interestingtps that, among the limits of IIT, Anderson
admits that his theoretical framework has not mtadd power (see Chapter 10, p. 91). Tolerating
such a limit — which can have an enormous impagprofessional practice — expresses how little

consideration practical issues have for Andersahcatieagues.

Sternberg and colleagues’ proposal identifies thegndtion in aims between theory and practice, as
Henriques does. Theory and practice must be indlgmgrbecause they have different aims and,
consequently, different procedures to achieve theamls, respectively knowledge and change.
Though, science and practice must be connectedubecscientific knowledge is understood as the
starting point of practice. Sternberg maintaing ffractice has a sort of “monitoring function” on
the application of scientific knowledge, in the serthat the aim of practice is to assess this
knowledge, evaluate its practical relevance andcctmelitions of application in the real world. This
is a position that can be shared by most. Whatissing in this proposal are the details regarding
the procedures professional practice must usederdo effectively play such a “monitoring” role:
which features must scientific knowledge have tetmperly applied in ecological contexts? Which
are the constraints practice must respect in a@eroperly, and effectively, use psychological
knowledge in the real world? Which is the differerfmetween useful and useless psychological
knowledge, with regards to its application in reahtexts? How is this usefulness assessed? How
do the contexts’ features influence the applicgbitif psychological knowledge? Unfortunately,

these and similar questions remain unanswered.

From this brief summary emerges that the dialediqeessed in cluster 3 seems to be primary in
the theoretical reflections proposed by the autlemssidered. In other words, the distinction

between objective and subjective reflects a leitmtbtat spans the different theoretical proposals
and characterizes one pole of the two main faaaorerging from the factorial space, representing

the cultural space of our sample of psychologiber&fore, it can be probably assumed that such a
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dualism can play a key role in the connection betwthe theoretical, academic dimension of
psychology (here represented by the theoreticalemsodutlined) and the practical, professional
dimension (whose emotional representations of pHgdy emerge in the empirical research).
Though, the fact that cluster 3 is characterizedheyabsence of a reflection on practical issues is
indicative of the shared difficulties about the gbgity to reflect on practice. To make it easl, i
seems that practitioners practice, without thinkimgile scientists theorize, without practicingislt
like there is no room in psychology for an area relaetheory about the practiosan be developed,
taking advantage from the contributions of botleststs and practitioners. What are the reasons at
the basis of such a situation? Most of them refethe aspects that originate and feed the
fragmentation of psychology (see Chapter 5 and b@),it can be assumed that the peculiar
conception of method, as scientific method, in acaid psychology probably plays a central role in
its reluctance to develop an appropriate theoryprctice. With this regard, Machado and
colleagues (2000) maintains that psychology ovelasizes the importance of data gathering
through the scientific method, while underestimates even refuses — the relevance of conceptual
analysis, that is the reflection on the procedwssd to develop scientific knowledge. For the
authors, among academic psychologists, the ovadmnde in the scientific technical procedures as
means to mechanically collect data, together wigler@eral suspicious attitude toward philosophical
speculation, led to a negative attitude towardehaspects of scientific method that are unrelaied t
data gatheringilfidem p. 2). In this sense, an asymmetry developedydsat the sophistication of
the technology of data gathering and analysis bhagtimitiveness of the conceptual, philosophical
tools (bidem p. 5-6) used to clarify, sharpen, delimit, conede the process of theory construction.
Indeed, as theory has its object in the empirieéh d summarizing and giving meaning to the data
collected — the conceptual analysis has its objet¢heory construction — proving its conceptual
adequacy, i.e., identifying errors, exposing ineehee, finding nonsense. Such a situation naturally
entails a narrow, dull view of the scientific methamong psychology. This view is also shared by
the psychologist Joseph Rychlack, who maintain thatbelief that scientific method can be only
applied within a mechanistic theoretical framewask an arguable assumption, caused by a
superficial and non sophisticated account of tHensific method (2005, pp. 154-5). In sum, in
psychology a sort of overemphasis and oversimgliiersion of the scientific method — inclined to
exclude conceptual aspects supposedly unrelatedlata gathering — seems to hinder the
development of those conceptual aspects that wmerehit to link theory to practice. This requires
a “sophisticated understanding of just what is ined in science”ipidem p. 154), that comes, in
my understanding, from an in-depth philosophicdllection on psychological knowledge, which

can be the foundation for the development of arthebits potential applications.
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Such a narrow conception of the scientific methedally coincide with the biased propensity for
the nomothetic approach in psychology, opposethéddiographic approath Contrarily to what

is commonly assumed, these approaches are not mampatible, as an accurate analysis of their
ambit of application reveals. In fact, they seriféedent aims. For the nomothetic approach, what is
interesting is the universality of (human) factshile for the idiographic approach what is
interesting is the uniqueness of that specific (Gmnfact. So, mental or behavioral events are
understood in different ways, according to thegg@gches: as members of a class or category (i.e.,
as expression of universal or probabilistic-stai@dtlaws/processes) for the former, as display of
irreducible uniqueness (i.e., expression of thequemess of that specific circumstance) for the
latter. Therefore, on the one hand, the nomothegbigroach permits to get valid intersubjective
knowledge, but it lacks in object’s detail; on théher hand, the idiographic approach permits to
gain in object’s detail, but it lacks in generab#gy. In other words, the more we get close t@on
desirable aspect of the scientific inquiry, the enare get far from the other, and vice versa. Thus,
these approaches are surely irreducibly differieat,not necessarily incompatible. Rather, they can
be both used in order to getformation of different naturen the object at stake Indeed, The
nomothetic approach provides information about phecesses concerning human behavior
general (considering very large groups of subjects). Whegichologists want to investigate the
variability between subject&vhy the behavior of that subject differs from wiexpected by her
belonging to a specific group), the idiographic @agh provides useful information. Such a

collaborative relationship between the two appreadh illustrated in Figure 14.1.

Nomotheticapproach

How does this single
subject behave? Why
her behavior differs
from what expected?

How does this subject
generallybehave,
considering her
belongingto that
group?

) Idiographic approach
Figure 14.1

8 The nomothetic approach involves the study of gsoaf people or cases for the purposes of discoyetiose
general and universal valid laws or principles tbharacterize the average person or case. On Hex eide, the
idiographic approach involves the thorough, inteesstudy of a single person or case in order tainkdn in-depth
understanding of that person or case (APA, 2007 at&o Chapter 1).
81 See the proposal of Sternberg and colleagues abawerging operations (Chapter 11).

154



Such a wider understanding of these aspects afitf@emnethod would permit to integrate general
aspects of psychological knowledge, detected aralyaed by basic science, with particular
aspects, relevant for properly achieve professipradtice. In particular, in order to better arkita

the relationship between theory and practice, traspects must be considered, according to
Sternberg and Henriques (2004, p. 1054): psychotmpds to define itself in order to clarify its
mission psychology needs to solidify its place as a prntaealth care disciplinepsychology
needs to clearly specify itboundarieswith other discipline. The first point deals withe
specification of the propelling forces of the dmitie, while the second and the third deal with its
identity. Ironically, these considerations are tyreéheoretical, even if they primarily concern
practice. In fact, these points can be worked aostiy through in-depth theoretical work about the
shape of psychology. Here, it is worth noting ttied term “theoretical” is not equivalent to “it
doesn’'t deal with practice”. On the contrary, aeadly asserted, what psychology needs is a
theoretical reflection about the foundation of gsylogical practice In my opinion, such a
reflection can only originate from a sophisticatew! critical use of the scientific method, in order
to connect the needs for rigor of basic sciencé wie needs for applicability of a science-based
practice. Though, methodological issues are nat wacuum: they are strongly connected to some
sort of assumptions about the content and bourslafiégpsychological reality”, understood as the
object of psychology. This means that methodologpaies some sort of ontological reflection. In
other words, psychology has to risk to provide mgiwal commitments about their objects of
interest, even if such commitments are provisioralsort of working hypotheses. Such a
commitment — although provisional — will suggestp@priate methods of inquiry. Indeed,
according to the philosopher Daniel Robinson, witht¢his interplay between ontology and
epistemology there is no rational basis on whicbhtoose a mode of inquiry (2007, p. 193). In this
view, ontological assumptions influence theoreticahstruction, which would in turn inform
psychological technology, understood as the thealateflection about the problems produced by
the application of practical procedures. Actualiy,is reasonably arguable that appropriately
managing the relationships between theory and ipeactquires in-depth philosophical reflections

about what is supposed to exist and how we caugtatfe

In conclusion, is psychology united in its diffete@onstituents? Is unity a desirable goal, as many
author argue? Are the two primary souls of psycywplanamely theory and practice, mutually
coherent? On the basis of what emerged in the mreselysis of the issue, | think that unity in

psychology, as in all other sciences, is not a dgoaits own sake. In other words, unity is not
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something to actively and directly search for ahadannot be considered an priori goal of
psychological research and theory developmentréeawith the psychologist Christopher Green,
when he maintains that “Genuine unification, ifistto come, must come of open competition
among theories, some of which will offer increasedication, some of which will not. [...] Surely,

at the end of the day, we value truth over unif@teen, 1992, pp. 1058). From these assumptions
follows that good theory-construction practices agldhble use of the scientific method turn out to
be the primary tools to do good science. Therefibesychology will be unified, we do not know,

being a matter of empirical, theoretical and plufdscal research.
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E-mail Text

Gentile collega,

mi chiamo Nicolo Gaj e sto svolgendo una ricercaco@seguire il dottorato di ricerca in Filosofia

presso I'Universita Cattolica di Milano.

Si tratta di una ricerca di natura multidiscipli@dinalizzata a descrivere il modo in cui gli psazp
considerano la psicologia. In quanto professionistaisposte che fornira saranno molto utili per
raggiungere gli obiettivi di conoscenza prefissati.

In allegato trovera il quesito, a cui chiediamoridpondere direttamente nel corpo della mail o
utilizzando l'allegato stesso, unitamente a unasezdedicata ad alcune informazioni preliminari.
Scriva tutto cio che Le viene in mente, ricordammtie non ci sono risposte giuste o sbagliate, né

contenuti ‘fuori tema’.

Le raccomandiamo, infine, di scrivere cio che hamiente almeno in due occasioni diverse (per
esempio, in due giornate diverse), cosi da avepedaibilita di tornare sulle proprie riflessioB.

molto importante seguire questa indicazione al fineendere valida la raccolta delle informazioni.

Quando ritiene di aver terminato la compilazioneandi l'allegato a questo indirizzo

(nicolo.gaj@unicatt.it).

Certi della Sua cortese e preziosa collaboraziemango disponibile a qualsiasi chiarimento.

Sara mia cura, al termine del processo di ricdeche avere i risultati.

Nicolo Gaj

157



Come anticipato, chiediamo la Sua collaborazionecpatribuire alla presente ricerca, realizzata
all'interno del dottorato di Filosofia della Facblli Lettere e Filosofia dell’Universita Cattolidal

Sacro Cuore di Milano.

Si tratta di una ricerca di natura multidiscipli@dinalizzata a descrivere il modo in cui gli psozp
considerano la psicologia. In quanto professionistaisposte che fornira saranno molto utili per

raggiungere gli obiettivi di conoscenza prefissati.

Per prima cosa, Le chiediamo di fornire alcunenmi@zioni preliminari.

Sesso Eta

Laurea in

Anno di laurea

Anno di iscrizione all’Albo Albo Psliogi [ Albo Medici [

Abilitazione alla psicoterapia Si No [

Orientamento principale Psicodinamico  Cognitivo-comportamentale Sistemica]
Gestalt(! Umanista | altrol’

Condizione lavorativa consulente dipendente libero professionista

Area professionale principale (segnare solameated)
Psichiatrid’] Tossicodipendenza

Eta evolutiva’ Giuridicall

158



Salute’] Riabilitazione/disabilita’

E’ possibile rispondere alla domanda sotto ripartiitettamente nel corpo della mail o utilizzando
guesto allegato. Una volta elaborati i dati, vaatrgiu presto messo al corrente dei risultati della

ricerca a cui ha dato il Suo prezioso contributo.

Le chiediamo di considerare la domanda che Le pareome uno stimolo per poter esprimere le
Sue opinioni sul tema. Scriva tutto cio che Le ®i@m mente, ricordando che non ci sono risposte

giuste o sbagliate, né contenuti ‘fuori tema’.

Le raccomandiamo, infine, di scrivere cio che hangnte in due occasioni diverse (per esempio, in

due giornate diverse), cosi da avere la possildilitarnare sulle proprie riflessioni.

Le chiediamo di pensare alla Sua esperienza praf@sale in rapporto alla psicologia come

scienza e come professione, scrivendo per esteSoderiflessioni a riguardo.
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