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relationship with perception. The "structural theories"
concern themsgelvesg with 3in Just what respects 1magery
experiences and perceptual experiences resemble one
another. Clearly any iconophileE may reasonably take an
interest in such questions. The iconophileF will also want
to be able to say precigely what cognitive functions
imagery subserves. Such issues are dealt with by Finke's
"functional theories". The "interactive theories" are
supposed to concern themselves with the possibile
interactiong between imaginal and perceptual processes.
Knowledge about these interactions is of considerable

relevance to theoretical views about the aschanians

underlying image formation.

24. Although a thorough-going iconéphobilaE must
surely entall taking no position at all over mechanism.

25. See §s I.A.1 and II.A.2.

26. See chap.IlI.C.

27. Hebb, 1968 p.476; 1969 p.57.

28. 1949 chap.8.

29. 1958.

30. 1970.

31. Ryle, 1979 chap.3.

32. See any of his works in the bibliography.
33. Pylyshyn, 1973.

34. Paivio, 1975 p.277: 1977 §3/3.2.
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anything at all {1936 p.274]. In 1913 he urged that the
education of Behaviorigt psychologists would be able to
{and should) altogether avoid consideration of such
"time-honoured relics of philosephical speculation"™ as the

- mind-body problem [1913a - in Shipley, 1961 pp.807-8].

30. Watson, 1924 p.viii; 1936 pP.276.

31. See Cohen, 1979 chaps.2-3.

32. Dunlap, 191l p.25.

33. Dunlap, 1912a.

34. Dunlap, 1912b.

35. Dunlap, 1932 p.46.

36. Cohen, 1979 p.64.

37. Burnham, 1968 p.150.

38. See Watson, 1913b pp.421f; 1914 pp.16f.
39. Watson, 1924 p.ix.

40. Cohen, 1979 pp.64,/232.

4i. watson, 1936 p.277.

42. Dunlap, 1932 p.45.

43. Dunlap, 1914 p.28.

44. Dunlap, 1914 pp.38-9; 1912b pp.156-60.
45. Dunlap, 1914 p.28.

46. 1914 p.37.

47. 1914 p.34.

48. Dunlap, 1914 p.33.

49. 1914 pp.35,38.

50. Dunlap, 1914 p.39.



467. I.B.3.notes

51. Dunlap [1914 p.36]. Watson {1914 p.18n] borrows
thig argument, with acknowledgement to Dunlap, to explain
why people might come to believe in "the fiction of visual
imagery".

52. Dunlap, 1914 p.36.

5§3. Watson, 1919 chap.IX;: 1930 chaps.X-XI.
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1. Watson, 1930 p.5.

2. See e.g. chapter three of Wolfgang Kdhler's
Gastalt Psychology [1929], which 1is entitled "A Criticism
of Introspection".

3. Petermann, 1932 introduction (original German
1929); Danziger, 1980 p.256.

4. Petermann, 1932 p.5.

5. See e.g. Koffka, 1935 p.684. Carnap's attempt,
around 1928, to dincorporate Gestaltist 1ideas into his
pogitivist system would seem to rest on a thorough
misunderstanding of Gestalt Theory - as he seems later to
have realised [see Carnap, 1967 §67 and p.vii].

6. Schultz, 1981 p.285.

7. In a letter to R.M. Ogden - quoted by Henle
[1984 p.10]}. The substance behind this extravagant claim
would seem to be that, together with Einstein (who was a

good friend of Wertheimer's |[Wertheimer, 1959 p.213;
Michael Wertheimer, 1970 p.122; Luchine & Luchine, 1979]),
were finding themselves to be leading representatives of
the 'Romantic' or 'dynamical' approsch to science. This is
the tradition of Boscovich, Faraday, Maxwell etc., the
tradition which tends to take force rather than matker as
the primary reality, ag opposed to the more dominant
'mechanical' tradition [see Hendry, 1986 chaps.l1l & 2]. The
Gestaltists, egpecially Kdhler, were quite explicit about
-prefering "dynamic" as opposed to "mechanical" explanation,
not only in psychology but in science 1in general [e.g.
K8hler, 1940, 1929 chap.4]. Faraday's notion of field
became absolutely central to Gestalt theory, &8s we shall
see,

8. Henle, 1984,
9. Koffka, 1922.
10. Kdhler, 1929.

11. Shipley, 1961 pp.i1l26, 1195.



