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Abstract:

In this paper I attempt to help clarify the nsture of
structuralism as a phllosophlcal approach by exsmining
the way in which Freud, Lévi-Strauss and Chomsky use the
concept of structure. I srgue that in each of these
thinkers there is sn important tension between their
attempts to develop, on the one hand, a theory within
the framework of determinism and, on the other, to
emphasize the meaningfulness of certain aspects of
humsn behavior. I suggest that the ability of the term
"structure" to refer either to a universsl or a
perticular helps the two sides of their thinking from
coming into conflict with one another, and that this
is a major reason why these figures were attracted to
a structural spproach.
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The Concept of Structure in Freud, I€vi-Strauss and Chomsky

I. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to make some suggestions
on the nature of structuralism in the socisl and psycho-
logical sciences. My ultimate purpose is to help clarify
whet structuralism is in philosophy, but this csn only be
done in the context of what structurslism means in those
fields in which it has been seen as a coherent movement.
Although there is a good deal of philosophical interest
in structuralism, none of the recent literature seems to
me to get st the heart of what sort of a philosophical
spproach structuralism is. It is at lesst clear that
structuralism is s view essentially opposed, in important
senses, to satomism, to functionslism, and to existential-
ism. But before we are reduced to defining structuralism
by ssying what it is not, perhsps we csn stert from
scratch and ssy what it is.

The first problem is to decide who is a structuralist.
If we limit ourselves to those who have declared themselves
part of a movewment c¢alled structurslism then we are desling
with a8 very small group of people. On the other hsnd, the
broadest view is clesrly too broad. The range of thinkers
whose work appears in the verious snthologies of structural-
ism is incredible. Ityshows no clear pattern snd seems to
exclude almost on one. Perhaps what is needed is more
discussion of just what the defining characteristics of
structuralism sre. If we were clear sbout this we might
be sble to define a small number of people as parsdigm
structuralists and then hsve a2 broader range of thinkers
who could be characterized as embodying, in verying
degrees, a structurslist spprosach.

lAmong the anthologies currently svailsble in English
are, Richard snd Fernande DeGeorge, eds., The Structuralists
from Marx to gévi-Strauss, (New York, Doubleday Anchor,
1972), Michsel Lane, ed., Introduction to Structuralism,
(New York, Basic Books, 1970), Richard Macksey and ELugenio
Donsto, eds., The Structurslist Controversey, (Baltimore,
The Johns Hopkins rress, 19/0), and David Robey, ed.,
Structurslism, An Introduction, (London, Oxford University
Press, 197%).
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The discussion which follows does lead to such s
suggestion. Specifically, I will suggest that Freud,
L&vi-Strauss snd Chomsky are paradigm structurslists.
Obviously, the reason for choosing these three has
nothing to do with sny declsred adherence to & structursl-
ist point of view. Also, there may be something s bit
odd about including Freud as s structurslist; it may be a
tail wsgging the dog situstion. Certainly from some points
of view it would be more appropriate to consider structural-
ism as one of the offshoots of Freudian thought. However
there may be some value to ignoring any possible lines of
influence or intellectual debt that may exist among the
three in order to look at what seems to me to be an
interesting similarity among them; & similarity which
centers on their use of structural concepts. The
similarity is interesting partly because of the light it
sheds on their work and partly becsuse of whet it indicates
about the concept of structure,

To show that there is indeed something in common in the
way they use structural concepts is the main burden of the
paper. I will argue, first, that there is a very strong
tension in the ordinary ss well as the technicel use of
the term structure. Secondly, I will suggest that Freud,
Lévi-Strauss and Chomsky share s certsin fundsmental tension
in their thought, snd that in each csse the tension
inherent in the concept of structure is what made a
structural spproach so amenable to their purpose. That
is, in the case of 38ll three, it is the use of structursl
concepts as basic which enables the two sides of their
thinking to svoid coming into direct confrontation with
each other, To be a structurslist is, perhaps more than
anything else, to believe it a good thing for such con-
frontations not to teke place.

II. The Term "Structure"

Let me begin with a2 bit of ordinsry langusage philoso-
phizing about the term "structure". I might sum up what
I wish to say about it by saying that it is schizophrenic.
Whet I mean to say is that the term structure has two
distinguishable personalities, but that they are so
closely related that they remain confined within the ssme
head. Both personalities can be illustrated by thinking
of someone standing in front of one of the twin towers
of the World Trsde Center in New York City and ssying
"What sn interesting structurei”. Now in one sense of the
word structure what he is referring to is the sctusl
glass, metal and concrete that he sees., In this sense
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the terms "structure"” and "building" are nearly synonymous
(indeed, the word "gtructure" derives from fhe Latin
"struere", to build“). In this sense of the term the two
towers, slthough they look exsctly alike, are, nevertheless,
different structures. Thus in one of its personalities the
term structure refers to something concrete and particulsr.
But even when we use the term in this way, the choice of
the term structure rather than, say, building, is
significant. Even though we sre referring to something
concrete, we are emphasizing that there is something sbout
its form that we find interesting. We would never refer

to something ss a8 structure unless it had at least s fairly
complex and interesting form.

The other personslity of structure reverses these two
emphases., Thet is, it refers to something formsl snd
abstract, although emphasizing that we believe it to be
embodied. In this case, typicelly, we refer not to
"structures" but to "structures of...". For exsmple,
Ernest Nagel's book on The Structure of Science is about
the logical form of science. In this sense the term
structure refers to something essentislly sbstract - a
repesatsble universsl. This sense of the word enables us
to say "These two buildings have the ssme structure®.

And, equivoceting between the two mesnings of the term

we c¢an say, quite sensibly, "These two structures hsve the
same structure". But sgsin, this abstrsct sense of
structure is not one which can be completely sepsrated
from its othe? sense. When we wish to spesk of a structure
as completely sbstracted from anything concrete, we more
naturslly use a word like form. We use "structure" in its
abstract sense when, slthough we wish to refer to some-
thing abstract, we sre interested slso in it embodiment.

The fact thst structure is s schizophrenic term is,
of course, no resson to svoid using it; its peculiarities
might mske it a uniquely useful concept. This is exactly
the casse, for exsmple, with the mathemsticsal concept of
the infinitesimsl, which is schizophrenic to the point
of being an outright contradiction. Even if recent work
has succeeded in showing that the infinitesimsl is not
indispenssble in msthematics, it certsinly would have
been 8 shame if Berkeley's criticism had prevailed and
the development of calculus had been cut off at its
inception. But we should st least be as careful as
possible in the presence of such concepts and try not to
let their internsl tension do any damage. In particulsr

2
“Lane, p. 19.
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it seems to me important to keep in mind the following.

In one of its senses the term structure refers to a concrete
particular. In this sense of the term one can talk of two
structures as being homologous. This means that the two
structures have the same form. In its other sense it
refers to & repeastable universsl. In this sense any two
structures whibh are homologous sre the ssme structure.
Also in this sense, though not in its other sense, a
structure can be embodied. I c¢sll the term structure
schizophrenic rather thsn just ambiguous becsuse there are
two ways in which its different senses are related that

is not usually the case with the different senses of
ambiguous terms. First, the use of the term in one sense
ususlly carries 2 strong connotation of its other sense.
Second, the two senses are connected by the relstion of
embodiment. That is, the entity referred to by one sense
is slways the embodiment of the entity referred to by the
other sense.

It seems to me that this tension in the ordinsary use
of the term is reflected in philosophically serious
discussion of what the term structure means. One pasrtic-
ularly clear and interesting such discussion is Peter
Caws' paper "gperational, Representationsl, 2nd Explans=-
tory Models". The use of the term structure by Caws in
this paper secms to reflect exactly the tension discussed
so far. The tension involves the use of the term to
refer, on the one hand, to an sbstract universsl, snd on
the other hsnd, to a conerete particular. At the beginning
of the paper, when Caws is defining terms, we get a clear
impression that structures are sbstract entities.
Structures are defined as sets of relations and relations,
surely, are sbstract entities. Also enhsncing an sbstract
reeding for "structure" at this point is Caws' statement
that "to meke the structural features of the model centrsal
reflects the fsct that it stands for the relationships
between the entities that constituge the system, rather
than for the entities themselves." Soon after this,
however, 8 shift takes place following which structures
sre concrete particulsrs. The shift tskes place in the
course of one sentence which reads: "In one sense, of
course, there is no such thing ss an abstract structure,
since gs soon &8s it is specified the structure is auto-
maticslly embodied, in s dusl sense: in langusge and ss
part of the mental structure of the person Rr persons who
perform or tske note of the specification.” Now the sense

5Peter Caws, "Operstionsl, Representational, snd Explan-
?tory)Models", The American Anthropologist, Volume 76,
1974), pp. 1 - 10.

q'Ca»\rs, p. 1.

5Caws, p. 1. 93
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of "sbstract" in which there sre no abstract structures is
the sense in whic¢h it mesns disembodied. Thus, using the
term sbstract ss I have done so far, to refer to a universal
as opposed to a particular, what Caws is saying is that all
structures, abstract though they may be, if they sre
specified sre sutomstically embodied. But what forms their
automatic embodiment? Mental structures. Now in the
phrase "mental structure" the term structure must refer

to a concrete entity since it is the embodiment of an
abstract one. What Caws taskes to be importsant about

these mentesl structures is that they model other structures
and so he begins to c¢sll them models. The word "model"

has an even more concrete ring to it than the word
"structure" and the way in which Caws talks sbout models
strengthens this interpretation. Taske, for exsmple, his
discussion of ILesch's remark thst models are logicsl
constructions in the snthropologist's mind. Csws agrees
with Leach that it would be "disconcerting" for a theory

to be nowhere, slthough he argues thet it makes more sense
to speak of them &s in "heads" rather than "minds". But

if models were abstract then they would not be constructions
in the mind; they would be constructions of the mind. My
point is that it is only disconcerting for them to be
nowhere if they sre thought of as concrete. If they were
abstract it would be equally disconcerting for them to

be somewhere. Thus, although Caws wants to say that
structures sre sets of relstions, not things, mental
structures seem to be particulsr things, locstable in
people's heads.

Although I will srgue lster that the work of Lévi-
Strauss exhibits a basic tension that has nothing to with
what he says about the word structure, still, wi.en he does
talk sbout the term I think we can perceive the same
tension we hsve been discussing. The clesrest expression
of this is his view that the very distinction between
form and content is sntithetical to structurslism. He says
"form is defined by its opposition to a8 content which is
foreign to it; but structure hss no distinct content. It
is the content itself aspprehended in 2 logical orgsnization,
conceived as a property of the real". I do not think,
though, that one cean get rid of the form-content distinct-
ion so easily. Any distinction which was fundamental to
the the thinking of Aristotls snd part of the working
appsratus of most philosophers since, will not be so
easily displsced. In sny csse, in I€vi-Strauss' actual
work, and in the work of French structurslists generslly,

I find more of an equivocation between structure as form
and structure as content than any resl synthesis. f%he

6claude 1évi-Strauss, quoted by Lane, Introduction, p. 31l.
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structuralists use the term structure to refer to two
very different kinds of things; formal theories con-
structed by the social scientist, and the things in
people's minds which these theories model. One of the
points of Csws' paper discussed above is to argue that
these two things sre not so different as they might seem.
He points out that slthough we often speak of the "model"
as opposed to the "resl" thing, thgt actually the model
is Just as resl ss what it models. While I do feel that
this is an important point to make, I still maintain that
there is an importsnt difference between a model and the
thing it models: 2 model is abstract snd the thing it
models is concrete. The fact the the term structure can
be used for both is dme precisely to the fact that it is
smbiguous between form and content.

This dual usage csn be seen clearly in Lévi-Strauss.
On the one hand we have the view expressed in the often
quoted statement: "It should be kept in mind that what makes
social-structure studies valusble is that structures are
models, the formsl properties of ghich cean be compared
independently of their élements". This asserts quite
clearly that socilal scientists creste something formal.
Saying that the social scientist deals with something
which can be considered independently of its elements
(i.e. content) is certainly not overcoming the form-
content distinction; it constitutes sdopting a formalist
position. Indeed, this asspect of what L&vi-Strauss says
is quite in sccord with the views of people who are
closer to formalism, such @&s Edmund Leach. Leach is
quite in fsvor of using formal models as one element in
the comparative study of certain sspects of society such
as kinship systems.’ But there is an importent difference
between leach and Levi-5Strsuss in their views on what can
be sccomplished by these formal models. Lévi-Strauss
feels that they can, ultimately, give & full accounting
of social reality while Leach sssigns them a much more
modest mission - they sre only 8 convenient device for
organizing our knowledge. Leach argues that the totsl
analysis of socisl reslity "must always taske into account
the whole range of institutionsl dimensions with which the
snthropologist has to desl snd must stert from s conecrete
reality - s local group of people - rether than from an
abstract reality - such as tge concept of lineage or the
notion of s kinship system."’ Now why is it that Lévi-
Strauss dissgrees with this and feels thst formsl models

7Caws, P. 1.

8018ude Lgvi-Strauss, Structural Anthro%ologg, Trans-
lated by Claire Jascobson and Brooke Grundfes choepf,
(New York, Basic Books, 1963), p. 284.

9Edmund Leach, "An Alternstive Theory”, Readings in Kin-
ship and Social Structure, Nelson Graburn, ed.,
(New York, Harper snd Row, 1971) p. 231. 95




can give a full accounting of socisl reslity? I think the
answer is sccurately given by Nathen Rotenstreich in his
paper "On I&vi-Strauss' Concept of Structure" when he points
out that for IL&vi-Strauss the models of the anthropologist
model another kind of structure; concrete "built-in"
structures whipbh exist in the people under study snd which,
though unisnscious, actually form the basis for their
behavior. In other words, the anthropologist is not

so much inventing s model which conveniently summarizes

sn aspect of social reslity, as he is discovering some-
thing concrete, something slready there. IL&vi-Strauss
puts it this way: "If, 2s we believe, the unconscious
sctivity of the reason consists in imposing forms upon
content, a2nd if these forms sre fundementslly the same

for 8ll who possess this faculty...it is both necessary
and sufficient to grasp the unconscious structure which
underlies each institution or custom in order to provide

2 principle of interpretation whic?lis valid for other
institutions and other customs..." Thus I think it
would not be unfair to sum up Lévi-Strauss' use of the
concept of structure (which I take to be illustrative of
French structuralism generally) in the following way. There
are two kinds of things to which the term structure applies:
concrete things in the minds (unconsciously) of the people
under study and the sbstract models created by the socisl
scientist. But of course these two things are closely
related. They are related by what might be called a
modeling relstion. While & full snaslysis of exsctly

what the nature of this relation is certsinly requires

more discussion them I will provide here, it seems to me
that it is not significantly different from some of the
more traditionsl kinds of relations, If we think in terms
of a universsl-particulsr distinction then each of the
individual unconscious mental structures is an instant-
iation of the sbstract theory. If we think of the form-
content distinction then the unconscious mentsl structures
are the content sand the sbstract theory is the form of
socisl reslity.

I want to mske clear that I do not feel there is any-
thing wrong with L&vi-Strauss' use of the concept of
structure. I think it is perfectly coherent and sound.

I disagree only with his statement that he has overcome
the form-content distinction. He has neither overcome it
nor is there any need to overcome it. As long as one is

loNathan Rotenstreich, "On Lévi-3trsuss Concept of
Structure", Review of Metaphysics, Volume XXV (1972),
pp. 503-504

llLévi—Strauss, Structursl Anthropology, p. 21
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clear sbout the tension inherent in the concept of structure
there is no reason why its peculisrities should not be
exploited., Of course if one is not clesr sbout it the
result can be a very confused kind of view. Tske, for
exsmple, the following statements by Jean Pisget (I do

not wish to suggest that the views of Pisget, in general,
are confused, but I do think there is something wrong with
the ststements which follow: "If the character of structured
wholes depends on their laws of composition, these laws
must of their very nature be structuring: it is the constant
duality or bipolarity, of always being simultsneously
structurins and structured that sccounts for the success

o e,30%lon of law or rule employed by the structursl-
ists." And slso: "...structures sre not simply con-
venient theoretical constructs; they exist apart from the
anthropologist, for they sre the source of the relstions
he observes; 8 structure would lose all truth vslue if 13
it did not hsve this direct connection with the facts."
While this at least represents an sttempt at a genuine
synthesis of form and content, it seems to me to result

in mere confusion. In Lévi-Strauss we can distinguish
between the two kinds of things that constitute the two
aspects of structure; things in the minds of those under
study and things constructed by the social scientist. In
Pisget's terms the former is "structured" and the latter
is "structuring"; the former "exists apart from the
anthropologist", while the latter is dependent upon the
santhropologist for its crestion and has truth value. But
what is the point of saying that these two kinds of things
are the same thing? What kind of peculiar entity exists,
at the same time, both ss an sbstract theory, & linguistic
entity having truth value, and as a part of concrete
reality? Of course one can study the scientist's theory
itself as a part of socisl reslity. But this is not whsat
Pisget is telking sbout. It is the conflation of s theory
and what the theory is about thst I find utterly con-
fusing. It seems to me that in providing s foundation

for social science we can do just as well by simply
thinking of the term structure as having two closely
related but distinguishable senses.

So, to sum up, there is a basic tension in the term
structure. In one sense it refers to something abstract
snd formal; in the other sense it refers to something
concrete and psrticular. Most uses seem ultimately to be

l2Jean Piaget, Structuralism, Translsted by Chaninsh
Maschler, (New York, Harper Torchbook, 1970), p. 10.

pisget, p. 112.
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8 case of one sense or the other, but the two senses

are never completely separsable; whichever sense is
mainly intended, 2 strong connotetion of the other sense
persists. The term structure may not be the ‘only term
which behaves this way. Other terms, say "orgsnization",
also share these characteristics to some extent. But the
term structure is uniquely impodrtsnt becsuse it is the
term whose peculiarities have been richly exploited by a
number of thinkers; most importantly Freud, L&vi-Strauss
and Chomsky.

IIT. The Theory of Meanings

Freud, Lévi-Strauss snd Chomsky have a grest deal in
common sside from the fact that they have all, in one
context or another, been referred to as structuralists.
Although each is associated with one of the sciences con-
cerned with man, 21l three have written on much broader
philosophical issues, and have had an influence with an
sudience that goes way beyond their special fields. In
fact it has occasionslly been said of each of them that
their most important contribution has more to do with this
broadly philosophical work than with their technicsal
discoveries. In addition, 8ll three see psychology as in
some sense the most basic of the human sciences. More
specifically, all three have done their most important
work, after the pioneering by Freud, in the sres of that
aspect of the mind of which s person is not normslly awsare.
But perhsps the most striking similsrity is that all
three have two basic sspects to their thought between which
there is at least a tension and at most s serious conflict.
I would cherscterize these aspects, in general, ss follows.
First, we have 8 theory of mesnings. This represents the
side of their thought which tries to show that ordinsry
experience is meaningful on a2 level deeper than that of
overt behavior. For Freud this consists in his sscription
of mesnings to phenomens not previously thought to be
mesningful, notsbly dresms and errors. For Lévi-Strauss
it consists in his sttempt to show as mesningful a
tremendous rsnge of social phenomena - myths, kinship
systems, even culinary practices. For Chomsky it is the
attempt to show that our crestive snd open-ended use of
language is based on the existence of linguistic struetures
at 8 level deeper than that of overt linguistic behavior.
Just as Freud's work makes possible the study of certain
kinds of errors, Chomsky's work makes possible the study
of other kinds of errors which even Freud might have
seen as without a deeper mesning. "Chomskian errors”

(i.e. spoonerisms) are not meaningful in the sense of
revealing 2an unconscious wish or desire, ss with
Freudisn errors, but there is evidence thet they revesl
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something of the uggonscious structure that makes human
language possible.

The second sspect of their work has to do with their
committment to be scientificslly rigorous. In all three
cases this is expressed ss some kind of determinism. For
Freud it is his theory of instincts, the interplsy of
various forces within the psychic apparstus. For Iéevi-
Strauss it is his sdherance to the philosophical views
of materislism snd determinism, made lucid by his re-
curring thermodynamic metaphor for social phenomens. For
Chomsky it is his view that the cspacity for langusge is
innate; pasrt of the genetic make-up of the human species.
I will discuss the role played by the concept of structure
in this aspect of their work in the next section of the
peper. I will now discuss the role played by the concept
of structure in the theory of meanings in Freud, L&vi-
Streuss and Chomsky.

What kind of s basic, primitive, concept is required
for this aspect of their work? It seems to me that what-
ever concept is tasken ss basic would have to be sbstract.
This is true not merely because mesnings themselves are
abstract sorts of things, but slso for a more important
reason. For all three thinkers the meanings they are
working with are meanings of which the person who has
them is not normslly sware. The mesning of dreams and
errors, the meaning of myths, kinship systems, etc., and
the rules which constitube the deep structure of language,
all shsre the property of residing primerily in the
unconscious. Now there is a primas facie problem with
the notion of unconscious mental entities. All of the
arguments in favor of mentsl entities ss some sort of
ultimate cstegory which is not reducible to the category
of physical things derive their strength from the fact
thet we are sware of our own minds directly and not, as in
the case of physicel things, through the intervention of
the senses., But if this is so, how c¢sn we divide the mind
in such s way that one part of it is, by definition, not
directly avsilsble to our awareness? It certainly mekes
sense to talk of things going on in the brain of which
we are not awasre, but it is not so clesr thst it makes
sense to tslk sbout things going on in the mind of which
we are not aware. In one of the early snalytic critiques
of the concept of the unconscious, C. D. Broad srgued
persuassively that while there certsinly sare gaps in

14See, for example, Victoria A. Fromkin, "Slips of the
Tongue", Scientific American, December, 1973,
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consciousness, they csn most plsusibly by filled witg5
physical processes, not unconscious mental entities.

This is 2 point which none of the people I sm dis-
cussing seem to take seriously. Chomsky, for example,
says, "The grestest defect of classical philosophy of
mind, both rationalist and empiricist, seems to me to
be its unquestioned sssumption that the properties and
content of the mind are accessible to introspection; it
is surprising to seiBhow rarely this sssumption has
been challenged...” Chomsky, however, does not seem
to be prepared to confront the reasons why the asssumption
seemed, for so long, to be eminently semsible.

Freud slso seems to me to dismiss the philosophicsl
problems connected with the concept of the unconscious
too quickly. At one point he rejects the kind of argument
expressed by C. D. Broad with these words:

At this very point we may be prepared to meet
with the philosophicel objection that the latent
conception did not exist as sn object of psychol-
ogy, but as & physicsl disposition for the
recurrence of the same psychical phenomenon,
i.e. of the said conception. But we may reply
that this 1s a theory far overstepping the
domain of psychology proper; that it simply begs
the question by asserting "conscious" to be san
identicel term with "mentsal" and thet it is
clearly et fault in denying psychology the

right to account for its most comT?n facts,

such as memory, by its own mesans.

Claiming territorisl "rights" for psychology, however,

is hardly s serious philosophical srgument. At snother
point Freud says, "To most people whe have been educsted
in philosophy the ides of anything psychical which is

not also conscious is so inconceivable that it seems to
them absurd and refutsble simply by logic. I believe

this is only becsuse they have never studied ige

relevant phenomena of hypnosis and dreams..." This,
however, is simply false. William Jsmes, for exsmple, was

13, . Brosd, The Mind and Its Plasce in Nature, (London,
Routledge & Kegan Psul, 1925), pp. - .

16Noam Chomsky, Lsngusge and Mind, (New York, Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, s De .

17James Strachey, ed., The Standard Edition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, voilume X1l, p. 260
185, Freud, The Stendsrd Edition, Volume XIX, p. 13.
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aware of all the work on hypnosis which played such an
important role in the esrly part of Freud's career, and
still felt, on philosophicsal groundslgthat the notion
of the unconscious wss unacceptable.

All of this is certsinly not to say that we should
discard unconscious mental entities. I think that what
we have here is & clear case of what Chomsky is talking
sbout when he distinguishes between sciences other than
physics working within the Newtonisan "analog§5 as opposed
to working within the Newtonian "framework". In
Newtonian physics the concept of force is Jjustified not
becsuse it is required by common sense. On the contrary,
the concept of force is quite problematical since it seeums
to be just s device to get sround the injunction sgainst
action 8t a distance. Its Jjustificstion lies rather in
its richness and power within the system of Newtonian
physics. In other sciences, though, the notion of force
may not be useful enough to justify its use as a basic
concept, snd then it becomes merely occult. Rather than
trying to force other sciences into the Newtonisn frame-
work, they should work within the Newtonian anslogy, that
is, to follow its exsmple and try to develop their own
concepts on the besis of what has the grestest richness
and power. It seems to me that the notion of sn unconscious
mental entity is Just such a concept.

Nevertheless, the basic role of the unconscious as the
main srena for the work of Freud, Levi-Strauss and Chomsky
does introduce a somewhat unsettling element imto their
work., If I were an snalytic philosopher I would call this
unsettling element the person within s person fsllscy. Of
course I do not think that what we have here is reslly
@ fallacy, but it is a convenient way to explain what I
mesn. What I have in mind is the kind of thing mentioned
by Ulric Neisser in discussing visusl perception. He
points out that 2 mistske commonly made in talking about
perception is to tske the anslogy between the eye and a
camera lense too seriously. BSometimes one describes the
visusl apperstus snd then tries to make s philosophicsal
point by ssying that what one reslly sees is not things
8s they sre in the world, but rather one sees the end
product of the visusl spparatus. However, ss Neisser
points out, "...one does not see the retinal image; one

19%i11iem James, The Principles of Psychology, (New
York, Dover, 19505 Volume 1, pp. 164-17%, Volume II,
pp. 594-616.

2OChomsky, Langusge and Mind, p. 8.
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sees with the aid of the retinal image".21 Persons see

and it does no good to postulate a person within the
rerson who sees the retinsl image.

It seems to me exactly this kind of thing I find un-
settling in the sttempt to sttribute meaningfulness to
things in the unconscious. Tske, for example, the way
in which Freud tselks sbout his discovery that even
commonplace errors can carry @ hidden mesning. In his
Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis he says "...the
product of"%he slip of the tongue msy perhaps itself have
8 right to be regsrded ss 2 completely valid psychical
gsct, pursuing an sim of its own, as a statement with a
content and significance. 5So far we have always spoken of
'parapraxes (fsulty acts)', but it seems now as though
sometimes the faulty act was itself quite a normsl sct,
which merely took the plsace ofgéhe other act which was
the one expected or intended.” More directly and
concisely, he says thst psrapraxes have s "sense" and he 2%
explains that by "sense" he means "intention" or "purpose".
Now purposes sre things that, normally, persons have; acts
ere performed by persons snd their acts mesn certain things
to them. To say that acts sre performed by the unconscious
sand that these acts carry out the purposes of the un~
conscious is very much like postulsting a person within a
person. I find it quite revezling of whsat Freud has in
mind when he gives sn argument which seems to be agsinst
going too far in eliminating anthropomorphism from
science. Suppose, he suggests, someone is (in contempor-
ary terminology) mugged smd reports this fact to the
police by ssying "Log&liness and darkness have just robbed
me of my valuables". Obviously the crime was committed
by & thief, even though loneliness and darkness may have
been contributing factors. ©Similarly, if we wish to
explain sn error, we must look beyond the external factors
which sccompsnied the error, snd may hasve been a con-
tributing faetor, to its basic csuse: the unconscious
motivsetion which lay behind it. What I find interesting
is thet in telling this little story, Freud mekes a
person anslogous to the unconscious. Freud, it must be
ss8id, does reject the view that the unconscious ought to

21Ulric Neisser, "The Process of Vision", Scientific
Americsen, September, 1968, p. 204,

22

S. Freud, The Stsndard Edition, Volume XV, p. 35.

258. Freud, The Stsndsrd Edition, Volume XV, p. 40.

2 . . <
“48. Freud, The Standard Edition, Volume XV, pp. 45=46.
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be interpreted ss a second consciousness.25 But this dis-
clsimer may not be sufficient if he attributes properties
to the unconscious which can only be properties of
persons.

In Chomsky the unsettling element hss to do not with
his view of grsmmar es sn explanatory theory held by the
linguist, but with his view of grammsr ss s theory in
the mind (unconsciously) of each person from bipth. This
smacks of the person within a person fsllacy in 2 very
direct way since a person normally adopts s theory
consciously and it is not clesr what it would mean to
sgy that a person has s theory without being aware of it;
unless it mesns that there is 2 person who holds the
theory within the person. Consider the kind of Egiticism
of Chomsky's position offered by Gilbert Harmon. While
I do not think thast Harmon succeeds in showing that
Chomsky's view is incoherent, or even implsusible, I do
think thst his srgument points to something in Chomsky's
approach which does require further discussion. One of
Hsrmon's points is that if we sssume s person is born with
a theory of language, then this theory must be presented
within some metalsnguage. But we can now spply the same
argument to the metalsngusge so we get an infinite regress
of langusges which the person must be born with if he is
to be born with any language at s8ll. Chomsky argues that
this conclusion does not follow even if we assume that
"the innate schematism must be represented in an 'innate
language'". He says that the "child must know this
'innate language', in Hermon's terms, but it do§§ not
follow that he must 'spesk and understsnd it'". Now
what can it mean to ssy thet 8 person knows 2 langusge if
not that he can speak and understand it? Indeed, when we
S8y 8 person knows 8 language we seem to mean precisely
that. Thus the only way I can mske sense of what Chomsky
is ssying is to picture s person within the person. The
inner person knows the language snd somehow guides the
outer person in spesaking and understanding, but the outer
person does not know the langusge.

It seems to me thast the concept of structure, when it

258. Freud, The Standard Edition, Volume XIV, p. 170.

26Gilbert Harmon, "Psychological Aspects of the Theory
of Syntasx", Journsl of Philosophy, Volume LXIV (1967). See
also the articles by Chomsky and Harmon in Sidney Hook, ed.,
Langusge snd Philosophy, (New York, NYU Press, 1969)

27Chomsky, "Lsngusge and Philosophy", in Hook, p. 88.
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is used in its sbstract sense, is exactly what is needed
to (quite properly) smmoth over this unsettling element

in the attempt to discuss meanings in the unconscious.
What is important in this aspect of the work of Freud,
Lévi-Strauss and Chomsky is not so much the ontological
status of the purposes, meanings and rules invoked, but
the complex set of relations among them. This aspect of
their theories would not be changed much if they declared
themselves to be formslists or instrumentslists merely
creating formal models which conveniently organize our
knowledge of behavior. Of course none of them wishes to
do this and I am not suggesting that there is sny resson
why they should. But whst they need is s foundation

for their conceptual framework which will sllow them to
focus on abstract relations, but in 2 way which emphsasizes
that they see themselves as discovering something concrete,
and not merely inventing an sbstract schema. Clearly,

the sbstrect sense of structure is Jjust what they need.

I also think that this interpretstion can be especially
helpful in understanding what Freud meant by referring to
his final metspsychology, presented in The Ego and the Id
as a structural view of the mind. Although the close
textual anslysis required to sustesin this point can not
be presented within the confines of this paper, & brief
sketch of what I have in mind might be in order. 1In
his esrly work, the term "unconscious" appears mainly
as an adjective; it refers to s property which a mental
entity may or msy not have. Unconsciousness conceived in
this way, however, begsn to seem to him too sbstrasct.

To correct this he introduced the more concrete notion of
"the system Ucs". The excessive concreteness of this
approach, though, created other problems. It seems to

me that the basic purpose of the "structural"” mets-
psychology presented in The Ego and the Id is to strike

8 balance between an overly abstract and an overly concrete
notion of the unconscious. He wants to emphasize that
slthough he is talking sbout concrete entities, it is the
relationships among the entities rather than the entities
themselves which are most important.

IV, The Theory of Determinism

But Freud, Lévi-Strauss snd Chomsky slso have sanother
side to their intellectusl personslities and the conceptusl
framework they employ must be adequate to it also. It is
often pointed out that Freud's intellectual roots wgge in
the Helmholtz school of "Physicslistic Physiology".

This school was committed to plscing psychology within, to

28For a recent discussion of the influence oflthi§ heritsge
on Freud's thought, see Dsniel Yankelovich snd William
Barrett, Ego and Instinct, (New York, Rsndom House, 1970).
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use Chomsky's phrasse, the Newtownian frasmework. To
accomplish this Freud divised the notion of the psychic
apparatus. Its purpose is to serwe 8s s surrogate for

an inertisl system. In Freud's first msjor (although
initially unpublished) work, the Project of a Scientific
Psychology, the psychic appsratus i1s made up of
explicif%y physical forces. In later work this was trans-
lated into psychical forces but their interplay remains
deterministic. PFurthermore, it is gosl oriented, in
Freud's esrly work, only in the sense that it inevitably
tends towsrd a state of quiescence; its purpose is to
abolish disturbing stimuli. The actusl wsy in which it
works was often to change. He emphasized st various times
sex alone, then sex versus sggression, a life instinct
versus a death instinct, the pleasure principle, etc. But
what remasined constant is that Freud saw the psychic
apperatus as s deterministic system; the arena in which
there is s constant interplay of forces.

We hsve in the thought of Lévi-Strauss slso a determin-
istic side which tends to see the world within the frsme-
work of clsssicel physics. Just as Freud sees the
essential teleology of the nervous system 3s tending
toward s stste of quiescence, L&8vi-Strauss sees the same
thing holding true for society in general. He ssys:
"Man's role is itself s machine, brought perhsps to s
greater point of perfection than any other, whose
activity hsstens the disintegrstion of sn initial order
and precipitates s powerfully orgenized matter towards
3 condition of inertis which grggs even greater, and
will one day prove definitive." "Hot" societies are
unstable and go through the process quickly and explosively
while "cool" societies are relatively stable and go
through the proecess more slowly. But 8ll societies are
ultimately part of the physicsl world and supject to the
laws of thermodynamics. It is not clesr to me just how
much of this is intended by Iévi-Strauss to be tsken
literslly, but even to the extent that it is a metaphor
it reflects a decidedly deterministic point of view.

And with Chomsky we have the view that the fundamentsl
structure of lsngusge is part of the genetic make-up of
the human species. Chomsky feels that we have begun to
see that there sre certain universal properties of sll
human languages. He srgues that the universality of such
festures can only be accounted for by holding them to be
innste; pert of our biology. It would be as sppropriate

29L§vi-—8trauss, quoted by Ysnkelovich and Barrett, p. 302.
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for Chomsky to say that some day biology might replace
linguistics as it was for Freud to say that some day bio-
logy might replace psychology. Thus Chomsky, as well as
Freud snd Iévi-Strauss, has s side to his thinking that
emphasizes the existence of something concrete. The
universsals of language may be formsl universsls, but they
are instantiated within each individusl ss part of his
genetic mske-up. However, in the csse of sll three, what
is importent is not so much the biology or physics of the
elements in their system but the relstions among the
elements. The problem is that in 211 three csses, not
much is known sbout these relstions. The "forces" of
Freud's psychic appsratus must be thought of as actually
existing and yet they sre rather hard to pin down. They
can not be measured and the fact thst their use as
explanatory factors often seems quite sd hoc is a common
criticism of psychoasnalysis. I&vi-Strauss' concept of "“hot"
sand "cool" societies is open to the ssme criticism. We
can not reslly measure the temperature of s society and any
attempt to use this distinction to explain differences
smong societies is surely ad hoc. And with Chomsky we
have talk of universsl principles of human lsnguage, but
we still know practically nothing of their neurophysiolog-
ical manifestation. In any cese what is important about
this sspect of the work of all three is that we can, as
our knowledge develops, learn about the relations

smong the concrete elements that mske up these determin-
istic systems. Thus what is needed is 8 basis for the
conceptusl framework which, while it sctually refers to
concrete things, emphasizes that it is the relations
among them that we find interesting. So again, the
concept of structure, in this csse its concrete sense, is
exsctly what is needed.

V. Conclusion

In the sccount of structurslism I have given I have
emphasized s number of points which sre not ususlly
emphasized in discussions of French structuralism and I
have also neglected a number of views snd tendencies
which sre ususlly held central to whst structuralism is.

I would like to mske s few comments sbout how two such
points might relaste to structurslism as I see it. The
first is that an interest in langusge, and more bassically,
how signs and symbols operate in general, seems to be
present in all those who have been even vaguely sssociated
with strudturslism. My suggestion is that perhaps this
fact, and the emphasis of those who I consider parsdigm
structuralists on the unconscious may be more closely
related than they seem at first glance. Perhsps
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the discovery of the unconscious did for linguistics
what the discovery of non-Euclidisn gemmetries did for
logic. That is, the discovery of the coherence of non-
Euclidian systems took mathematics so far from its
intuitive foundations thst an intensive study of the logic
of mathematical thought was required to keep mathematics
well grounded. Perhaps in s similsr wsy, the discovery
of meanings in the unconscious took linguistics so far
from its intuitive foundations, the corpus of what people
actusally say, that the need was felt for s more basic
study of the logic of meaningful signs.

Second is the emphasis among French structurslists on
synchronic rather than dischronic systems. This clesrly
has to do with the deterministic side of structurslisk
thought. PTerhaps it is s sort of philosophicsl injunction
against sction st a (temporsl) distsnce. That is, s way
of saying that whst interests us sbout the past is only
those things which have manifested themselves in some
way in the present. Seeing it this way might help to
incorporate Freud into s structurslist framework. The
most appsrent dispsrity between Freud snd the French
structuralists is the strongly genetic, developmental,
tendency in Freud's thought, and the fact thst in
practice psychosnslysis is quite backward looking. But
for Freud this backwsrd looking is & means to an end.

What reslly interests Freud is something which exists

right now but is being repressed. If there were some quick
way of bringing it to consciousness Freud would undoubt-
edly have much less interest in the long process of going
back to the time when it was first repressed. This whole
line of thought in Freud originated in his sttempt to

cure hysterical symptoms. Joseph Breuer reported sn
incident in which a patient's symptoms vanished when she
was able to recsll, under hypnosis, what she hagofelt
during the incident when the symptoms appeared. This
gave Freud the insight which led to the development of the
basic techniques of psychoanslysis. The point is that
Freud was sttracted to this spproach only because it
succeeded in relieving s present sympgim. B. F. Skinner
undoubtedly goes too far in asserting that the entire
Freudian psychic apparatus is merely 2 device for
bridging the temporal gap between stimuli in childhood

5OCharles Brenner, An Elementary Textbook of Psycho-
Anslysis, (New York, Znchor Books, 1957), P. /. ror a
fuller discussion of this sspect of Freud's early devel-
opment, see Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund
Preud, Volume I, Chapter Xl.

513. F. Skinner, "Critique of Psychoanslytic Concepts
and Theories", Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of
Science, Volume 1, pp. /7 - 87/.
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and sdult responses. But the developmental aspects of
Freudisn thought might indeed turn out to be less
important thsn is sometimes thought.

Finally, it seems to me that the essential charstter-
istic of what I wish to c¢ell structurslism is not so much
the fact that it happens to embrace both a theory of
meanings and a theory of determinism. What mskes Freud,
Levi-Strsuss snd Chomsky paradigm structurslists is the
attempt to hold the two together. Let me illustrate
with Freud. Among his followars some emphasized one
aspect and some the other aspect of his thought. For
example, Jung elaborated the theory of mesnings while
Willhelm Reich reduced everything to the theory of forces.
Jung's aspproach is abstract in the extreme, just as
Reich's is concrete in the extreme. 1In some sense both
Jung and Reich 2re Freudisns but in no sense is either
of them a structurslisti. As I ssid earlier, perhsps
being a structurslist is, more than anything else,
trying to hold together a2 theory of meanings and a
theory of forces, without reducing one to the other
and without giving up either one or the other.
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