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now the concept of mental iliness and
an alliance between medicine and
sve come under attack from wvarious

omas Szasz has been one of the first
2 most ougspoken of the critics. 1t will
2| of this paper to critically examine his

TH OF MENTAL ILLNESS|1), which
erp  fundamental to much of his later
to show that the arguments he
} the mentl iliness concept ars, in the
inadequate and that there are important
ih his alternative theory of behavior. |
: some of the implications of his

| want to ma
issue with is. S

great deal 10 4 "
vioming that, ﬁﬂﬂ. AM he would

hasize the‘n{oral and ethical nature of human

. His positlbn is (along with others who argue
that the psychiatrist shoufd make
ajues explicit jin the therapeutic situation. He
5y contends that the notion of mental.iliness is
a8 an obscuring label for what are really;conflicts
evetyday living, {.e., ethical conflicts.

dcord movement with which he aligns himself is
cyrrent attempt_to bolster the scientific .foun-
s of psychiatry and psychology. There is
arable eonfusion these days within both as to

pans 19 be scientific in a study of human
clebr\y argues against rodwuonism He

arwes for a “liberal empiricism' " (p.

e for science because of the
h.r:t matter from one discipline to the
nd !it is “’not so clearly” because this is

st of ﬂu explicit discussion of the matter.
ithy emipiricism means, for him, adherence in

les which are publicly verifiable. It
merely to state his position because
his treatment of the subject, e.g.,
about causes of human behavior,
the; subject matter of
, and the relevance of “subjective”
sectwe wmm.

n, 8 st t of psychology and the history
i y Of science, has reveiwed books for

'ons and helped interview Dr. Szasz
oming issue of REASON.
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. universal outcom of the assertion

for psychiatry? &wordmg to him the pamcul r

e, first, whether the purplortedly neces-
sary retmnmap between medicine apd psychiatry
second, whether Szasz’s contention that

“mental ill * is 3 myth is well-founded.
[ _
Memcml'% AND PSYCHIATRY I .
Szasz's objection to considering s of men's
behavior within the “confines” of icine arises
because he insists that to speak of psychiatry as a
branch of medicine is to fdenn‘ﬂ two in every

signifi

on the princ

must be also. The latter is thus
eptual fremework ifapprqpriate for a scientific

study of man.

This view depends on erroneously uniting two aspects
of the concept of medicine. We can think of medicine
as entailing bath “treatment” and “{treatment) of
what”’; there is no necessary relationship between
treatme 8 such and some specific object being
treated. To say that medicine (physical) is treatment
and corresponds to:.a body of scientific knowlédge
and to further assert that psychiatry is treatment /s
pot to \say that it is dependent on same
knowledge or. facts. |p other words the re ip
between medidine and psychiatry need ndt be (and is-
not) one of ldenuN in specific content or method.

Of course vm amot lmon the fact a number of
psychiatrists have yreferred to limit themselves to the
physaooehembol hnmork of ‘medi¢ine with their,
belief in the ‘eventual iscovery of organic bases for
all mental ifiness.. But: this is neither fecessary nor
t psychiatry
can he. oonﬂdlrd @ branch of medicife which offers"
tigatment fT eemil\ dysfunctions.

A second arwmem given is that. tr:e ysicochemical
framework of madicine commits pBychiatry to a
deterministic model of causality, the eby ruling out
signiﬂceni aspects of human behavior, namely,

wwn '
P

A}

chioice, responsibility, and valuation. Tifis point is
again dependent on Szasz's insistence on the identifi-
cation of psychiatry and medicire. On this basis if
one is to look for the cause of a behavioral disorder
which is presented in a medical (i.e. psychiatric)
situation, one is committed to looking for an organic,
or at ieast a physical-mechanica! (hence determin-
istic), explanation.

But if we recognize that psychiatry is not ily
based on physics and chemistry because of its medical
association, then we do not have to choose Szasz's
solution, which is lin ordet to avoid determiniism) to
dismiss |gausality from psychiatry attoghher Ac-
cording/to him if we re-define the problem in terms
of different languages (instead of “‘mentb) _iliness”),
then there is no need to search for causes. To
understand 'another langusge we view it from the
standpoint of learning and meaning, not causes and
treatmepts. But there are problems with this dis-
missal, r we may not seek causes if, for example, a
upm Franceandspeakstench,buttfhe
in Italy and we observe him speaking French

wa are lined to look for causes. .

Adml
bility

ly tha idea of accountability and responsis
r one’s actiomandhowthisrelaﬁsorcamot

* relate t? the nomfn of mental iliness is a fundamental”
-issue f

peychiatry. The problem for Szasz is that he
implicifly accepts the Humean model as the only
mode! 0f causality. In this he is like the behaviorists.
Of coufse he differs from them in that he finds this
modgel |inappropriate to an explanstion of¢human
action. | He therefore rejects it for psychiatry, but
becayse¢ he éccepts only this-one model of causality,
this rejection leads him to deny the pocsubihty (or
appropfiateness) of considering causes in a discussion

of human action. . .

¥
However, if ca:::bk:um are ruled out by
re-defining the it becomes difficult to talk,
as wants to, about choice and responsibility.
The |atter concepts are dependent on the notion of

| causal efficacy in regerd to one’s own

actiong, And this is one kind of causality.[2] Sb the
alternative to determinism which S2asz offers is of
dubi value for bnngmg ethical consideratioos into
dsvch' trv

to the abova is Szasz's point that “psychia-

nnot expect to solve ethical probhms by
methods‘ 1(p 8). Underlying this is his

tmcl;ar lf he means to argue against the
ists who hop
by medical| means or. against such things as
nt incr in prescribing mood-changing
hen he has a pomt. But his implication is that

to eventuslly solve all mental’ * kS

\ ms‘

.



sil psychistristy who practice as doctors ¢r in 8 iliness.’

.

Foi] !
ln‘

|

ldort}on; i& jmportance is unclear since
fic'! sm“ts & theory, model, or type of

medical situatign are, and should not be, using the “sci . odel,

*“medical * {all of traditional methods? some explandtio on the hmmca\ factors
of them?). ) involved in its br,iqm _

Szes2 presents |Freud as a prime example of the A notg is|in ardery here regerding Szas2’s use of
above: “Problems in living .  were thus treated as conversion hysteria gs the paradigi of mental iliness.
though they [were manifestations of physical _He contends that ver can be said about hysteria
ilinesses” (p. 7 ). But just the opposite is the case.’ "pertains equally, i nciple, to all other so-called

bility”

However; it is
ilinesses of the

indlrectiy

1) Pince
"probbms

lll!LS

Freud, who ¢
historical, i.e,, |

“mental

fication

are

. [
. excusing c?o cBbt, it is posuble to re-#thmk thisf ing. Si

of

an attempt to rxplain “problems in living”
" a $ in-terms ot 2 myth.
R 4

hmurmdea! ththen&:md argyment since It relies

: mi‘bleofcuipable for bri 'ngc_mor'

rohlem of hysteria with which his mental

25 and to, parsonal conduct generally”

work begen, teok the apparent manifestafions of ip. 9), of mental ilinesses is
physical iliness pnd tYeatsd them as though they arose.  analogous te th aapity of languages. There are
from conflicts ip life situations. He used thel“‘talking several diffi ﬂ Szasz’s choice of paradigm.
cure” which is pot a traditional medical -And (a} Hysperia i ical” mental iftness in that it
for the most p4rt psychiatrists, aithough they regerd !  {unique lunctional disorder of the body.
what they trest as iliness, primarily empipy other ! It is spme : uncompficated physicel
methods than those characteristic of physical medi- ©  illness § jcated mental iliness. As such,
. cine. So it seefns that Szasz is demolishin$ a straw - what abiout its correct or incorrect
man. . ! classification| ag mental jliness may not be perticularly
' , relevand i nstdd'a ion of the general validity of
Onthebass meafmmmmmaditnnot i as & fategory. {b) Saasz hopee to
necessary to disengage psychiatry from by comparing the diverse mental
particularly as egn'rds the scientific fou i ilinesses ges. Although he develops in great
the specific meghods of the two fields. The issue of ¢ detail 4 the idea that hysteria is
© whether our, of “mental snms’ and {'responsi- i h ‘not quit sure) 3 language, it is never
clesr

‘are to wke the step from this to all
are (are like?) languages.

" At marfy poifts Szasz tries to underline his thesis by
showing that the issues.can be (snd therefore shouid

ot impossible to think,
, of the person being diryctly or |

atly overuse “mental iliness’” as an is communicational and rule-following and game-play-
e S3ész offers his own model not only as an
alternative t0 take the place of the one he is
sttempting b invalidate, but aiso as supporting
reeson | for shandoning it, much of his argument
depends on its explanatory value. This will be taken
hnwmofiummnpmllbmm

alresdy in looking at his srguments ageinst

appares
famd!tlo-?.r it canhot be ratuomlly “mentd) Hiness.”
i myth. IThe arguments for this . ’

hewmnw-zedmmesefourpomts_
psychiatrists really deal with is -
ing” they should stop talking sbout
" and re-define their field; 2) Psychia-

RE-D INITION . -

afotonethn ‘mental Aines” is 8 myth by
.whet it s tha ptvcbwis. do. The

ified it as a disease for social and
onscientific, reasons; 3) In theclessi- cluding neurases and psychosss. But what psychis-
eria as mental illness logical dis- i lly do is "“communicate with pstiems by
obocu and epistemological errors megns pf language, nonverbal signs, and rules” (p. 3).
of errors are perpetuated in,  Th choncmugonofpydhw the discipline
ific |on14) “Mental iliness” does not method is Communication—in Rts brosdest
se” entity; use of the concept is  sense (p. 3). More formally, paychistry “consists of
tbdy of personal conduct—of clerifying and
‘explaining’ the kinds of games people pley with sach

{p. 7).andhdiﬂuum:nm
, which ¢onsists of the of human

on psycho-hisforical explanation. That is a kind of behavipr,

m'mmstic
purposes give

odel its¢lif and defeats one of the . .
.by Szasz| for arguing against “‘mental There pre severs! problarms here. First, Szagz takes the

\l : ) Augmt 1973
|

be) re-stated in terms of his own theory that behavior *




: m:ough the tendency been
ise ‘mental illness’ as an|e.

; lt is possible to re-think gh

s, without discarding the notion of

to greatly ov

value of the first definition to be its| reference to
methodology rather than .subject matter; it is an
operational definition and therefore scigntific {p. 2).
Butphysicsand , 8.g., are defined in terms of
: the physicists’ pr biologists’

i of{study and inte ntion. Oper-

used within g science but

dscnpi e itself is' an extra-scientific

Szasz| hoped to accomplish with this

move was th do awa with the subject lmamef of the

traditional

(the science. dedling with the
feqmgs, etc,) is ignored

t to be a position tnuch like tha

o contend that, at.

of men, if

lby- O
af physfeal processes). Sojwe can't tajk
influencd of .mind on. body or body ¢
nw ness: There pre nly differgnt
ent{games. The lafter are descriptign
ervable behavior is in keeping

of science th is the prpper -

fof chistry-peych Y

} are problemsl th 'the onq-s ded
by the tradition-

efinition with
does not
iiness’; th. it merely |defi
 ‘existence, q» expense of sc}me
'3 l’ inctions. , ;

T“EI.OGIOO “MENTAL ILLNE

fT“ "
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: sl examples by means of
.

least for the

{for the repuctionists, a

|

sing concej

tal illness. ™ .
tries 19 ghow that I iliness” s a myth because
its logieg! foundationg are in error. The first of these
is based [on the logic|of classification: if illness is a
class off phenomena, say A, then there must be a class
of nom4) (some of these may look like A but tum out
not to tie) and a class of counterfeit-A, “similarity in
appearagce bemgdebbentdycmwdbya humen
operatod for some gurpose” (p. 39). The use of
jalas a paradi ) is crucial to Szasz’s point here,
lthough it may look like physical iliness (A)
organic and must logically be dis-
‘from A. So it is a logical error to place
as imitation rf illness, in thq class of iliness

‘%“’“

must accept two assumptlom

Szasz: (1) there are only two options in
someone who exhibits symptoms of physi-
rder “a n who complains of bodily
may bt ‘sick patignt’ or a 'helmw

one with malmgenqg (counterfel -A). However their
distingtion between the two restegl on the logical fact

rot all non-4, and not even fall imitations of A,

nerfeit-A.

nd example based on the logic of classification
later devel rnent in psychiatry of classifying.

as, mental iliness, 3 mpve which

the possibiity of imitation,

pted as A." Again this reflects

fusal to aotept mental itingss as a distinctive
in the Elass “iliness.”

A and mental jliness 8,
ithio both varigus kinds of ill

further distinguish
(Ay, A2, 84,82,
ing, i.e.,. deliberate

imitation of iliness *

-appropriate way to
deal with » problem

dzaz also wa;/xts toshow an epistemological error at

the base of Freud's theory.
hysteria FufF reli on a ply

o explain conversion
ical model of energy

m7;




discherge. Says| Szasz, “no such complicated expla-

nation is requited” (p. 82); the problem is “episte-

mologial -rethgr than peychiatric. In other words
there is no prol iem of conversion uniess we insist on
questiom that we inquire about
s where, in fact, none exist” (p. 83).

iction that the traditional mind-body
d should be avpided in psychiatry:

nd physical as the relationship be-
prent types of events or occurrences,

tation or language” (p. 83). Ac
sphysmlmodelofenergydischarge

‘ g by thinking of what heppens in
tion from one language to another,

It is Szasz's co
problem can

blai mg by what means a nonphysical
ged into physical bodiiy “language”
distinguished from ‘“‘real” body

el physical .iliness). Because/he objects
sthanical explanation, Szasd maintains
nlogical error to seek explgnation

“ mind-body problem. His thinking

tohusoomonﬂonthattfmeuno‘

a disease entity, one
social. First of all, Szasz
entity” as ' bodily disorder

in general). is “an' abstrection or
vmdobym-“(p.&)is

aMouyh its symptomcanphgt is.
is a term, such as “hysteria,” under

J crucial dlﬂ‘ere ce, of courss; is in:the nature ¢f the
{symptoms, a lpoint which Szesz does not discuss.
i 2 is No such thing as mental iliness
are no symptams of mental iliness.)
o his grgument on a discussion of
s {agpin his choice of mdigm is

physical|iliness,

i
.

H; H
B

plaints, bodily signs; and empirical evidence of
functional or structural aiteration of the body.
“fliness,” logically, ig an inference from some combi-
natip of these, generally including the last. But he
mal eh a crucial jump here. The logic of medical
i is requires the last type of symptom as s
fication for inferting that the patient's complaint
indicates organic disorder, not, as he argues, a5
fication of the first type of symptom. In

| error in inquiring about a nonexistent physical

, 8nd that hysteria is onfy imitation. Freud,
psychiatrists jn general, do not commit the

| error of inferring organic disorder only on the

of the “‘subjective” evidence of bodily com-

t; they do not infer organic disorder. They do
acoept the patient’s report of pain, and

agling no organic basis for it infer that it requires

arise from and reflect ¢ festures of
social matrix of the therapeutic situstion™ (p.

). To support this he compares medical systems in
U.S. and the Soviet Union, showing thet in the
instance the psychotherapist is the patient’s

t whereas in Rmd\ephysiuanisthcngemo!
;hq state. He then cites statistics of incressing
sis of mental illness in the United States in

Dr. Thomes S. Sasee
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. From this he concludes o

Soviet Unio

iliness” “refl a socis! condition, but 4 disease

entity. e ’ ‘\_

in the first place there is an .mption t':le same
somethings| are being ted the two

countries and are only being diagnosed diff: tIy

Second, he i muvpnﬁngahmmtisﬁcalcor

of two phejomena as evidence for a causal tlon-
ship, in this case, that agent-pattern deterimines
diagnosis-paftern. Third, is the assumption that social
conditions
the subject, i.c., whether there is a disease entity that
can be called “mentsl illness.” But this is like
conclusions | about the intelligence of children ‘by
looking at the various types of education provided
them because, of varying social contexts. Neither on
the basis of this social argument nor of the logic of
diagnosis can we conclude that “mental iliness” does
not refédr to a disease entity.

This upesmcdmuwon of SzasZ's attempt to
.show “mental iliness” is a myth. Without
ng hat Szasz hes touched uponsormoftm
mrucwl oblems which complicate our use of the
\ooncept .g., personal responsibility and the determi-
pistic. model of causality, his arguments do not
tupport the conclusion that “mental iliness” is a
myth, i.e., nonexistent or iffogical.

HOW VIABLE IS THE ALTERNATIVE?

proposes three exphmtory models to replace

the current mental iliness concept (and to explain all .
of  human behavior). are the s‘lglwsing, rule-

followmg, and hg models. {He offers a
led analysis perticularly of the first] showing the

s and functions of language (signs)i.and relating

ia'(as paradigm) to these and to
He then shows how hysteria can

3 . Since he sees it as the most
del, | will point out some general gbjections to
laying as a theory of behavior, then discuss the
implications of his éxplanation in. two areas: in

tention and personal responsibility.

ific social
considered

* First, any bonowedfrommo&mmidof
distinf:t cannot. adequately serve to explain
hose'activities which fall outside the original. That is -

the psoblem with virtually all game theory models, so

-ﬂM

the m we enjoy in making up the rules of 8
geme,' while we lack such freedom in devising &
suen&fu

lwavoful&lugmddoﬁngwim ay,thn[r

m 1973’& '

|

n tell us something about-the nithe of

mprehensive .

it. is not exclusive to Szasz's discussion. Then, games .
nimp’z differ from behavior in general lby virtue of .

™ H

*“It is Szasz’s clnv'!c ncinhe Mmulmd-bodymblem St
ould be avoided in psychiatry. "

| .
circplatory sydtem or the stratosphere. (So, as has
been suggested, behavior might better be compared to
ﬂre-ﬁgmmg than to games, the former being an
activity that is varied and yet rule-bound.) Finally,

. thb entire emphasis on the concept ““geme” is open

to question because it relies on a philosophical
hormm (Wittgenstein’s discussion of “language” and
*“game” [4]) which is a problem area .in its own
rid'l’t-qowulvnattobemkenfor'amed

Szasz defines the.m sityation tommnotmy,
“characterized by a system of
considered more or less binding for ail of the players”
{p. 7). But many humen activities' involve only one
person. (Soime; like Wittgenstein, have argued for
single-party games. What they seem_to be saying is
that we can play the sbove, butnotﬂmbyphymg
we automaticdlly engage in a perty game.) It is
questionable even whether most interactions occur in

the- context of mutually understood, let alone
binding, rules.
If gamé-playing is to explain all hehavior, it is not

enough either that we can see the b haviorasdirectad .

toward a goal pr as following
how can we distinguish between

rules, Otherwise
identally going

*through the motions of. a perticular geme, and

actually playing the game? Ordinarjly we would have
to ask the players; i.e., to be playing a game aecording
to “rules considered binding” the ffayers must know
the rules and be awere that they arelgame-playing.

Then, even within®sn ordinary game there are actions

. which cannot be understood by reference to the rules

alone. A chess player's moves but not his skill may be
understood by rules; or the rules of tennis grescﬂbo
what actions are to uken, but not what grip is
best. - There are aiso ties during a game which
mey be incidental or , 6.g., dropping a pawn
or wiping one’s forehead. If these are to be construed
in the light of still other games (the rules of how best
to hold one's racket or the rules for wiping) then this
leads to an infinite regression. The same problem is
encountered with one’s reasons for playing the game
and wd;-mhp as the history of the game: -

itis mLung.to see some behavior as gaime-like and
we commonly do this, e.g.,, “playing cat and mouse

~- . with each other.” But this is a metaphor, melaningful

. anly if there is some non-game-playing behavior to
* which we are comparing it. A metaphorical account .
applied as a general

significence when
.{6) .
ﬂ'hhlunebroadouﬂim ofmoblceﬂomto

Lo ]

roles and rules .
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Sa2ss2’s theory. The sssumption has been thet an
expiasnatory theory which seeks to relate phenomens
to something| already known must depend on the
general understanding of at least the essentials of that
thing. But thq geme-playing model ignores or distorts
- characteristic papects of t is generally understood
when we talk not only of games, but aiso of behavior.
Perhaps one [of the mast crucial of these is the
concept of intention.

to the traditional psychiatric view,

Seasz, cont

maintains that hysterla is wif/ful imitation of ifiness.

This is deppndent on his skeing the hysteric's
“,oymptoms asi strategy, i.e., moves in a game. That

er. But note Szasz’s prejudice towvd
'nofdlbehmor “1t it appears that.
gs are not so engaged [in purposeful,

assume thet are and that we have been unable to
comprehend fthe goals and rules of their games” (p.
14). Now there are difficulties with this, most

“can be seen to achieve goal,
to their holders

. a0d, since Friud thmsibb’ttm'mnvotmm are

The pro for kz-z lies in his failure 10 make the
distinction goal-dirécted and/or rule-
following, a playing, ke., strategic, behavior.
He weants tg extond the, of the gosi-directed-
ness of most behavior a that to reach any end is
toashave mvesinagnm-stmegv%ue

ﬂasmurprmmwhmweﬂndme

ly foligwed.

Szasz tstowtaroundthndmmnybv.

ious' intention to the strategies of
the M. But “feigning,” "impersonating,”

“chesting,* ! " pnd even “strategy”’ depend for
theirrnuningon yjconcept of conscious action, It
becomes even licated when Szasz refuses
to discyss the di betwaen “conscious” and

o opposed to mking mistakes,

Y This dossn't’ because *‘goal-directed, rule-

¥ foliowing” and “rhistaken” are not descriptive of the

s4me  dichotomy| as conscious-uhconacious: since

vy bas | as game-playing “it is

[more accurate ihysteria as & lie than as a
mistoke” (pp. 142143}, |

Szasd’s ascription off"umom&us" to the intention

of tije mentaily i)} is;thus of no practical significance’

other than to feke his use of “strategy” -more
; "

10 r;uon ; .
! ) )

\ .

pelatable. Whether or not the person lsL'isthon
insignificant in determining \whether strategy is in-
volved. But recall that ordingrily, in difficult cases,
we must ask the players if § game is in fact being
played. In Szasz’s treatment iof “mental iliness’” the
criteria becomes whether or rjot the behavior can be
interpreted by the obsprver & achieving some goal,
and if so, then it is to be assurhed that rules are being
followed, a game is being playdd, i.e., there is strategy
intended, whether consciously br unconsciously,

poses a difficulty because some actions have
which may appesr to have been goals and
umwedmungimoutthi being the case. For
mple, good heelth can resulf from cycling without
hmng been a -consciously of unconsciously
intended goal (I cycle beca it is the cheapest
tiansportation). And, cruciel tp Szasz’s use of “un-
intention,” there are|neither conscious nor
improving hesith here.

e of motions which

in a game by an
. 8.g., in the process fthroumg out (dis-

ith:its tendency to remove bl memdmpomibmtv
one’s actions. However th eaapuadoxlnhiq

|lsavamtvofdo-

game one plays, “sach has its.
hecause of the particuler cil
nicants, each is as velid

4 sny other” (p. 12,
hasis added). This turns

to be very similar t0
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Skinner’s view dul no ong can be praised or

for any action because that “"action’ is determined
environmental con }nxencues (6]

So there is this ¢etérm|mst|c ‘tendency and at the
same time an indeterminism in Szasz's thinking; e.g.,
in that every gdme is equally valid. The latter
tendency is based jon the contention that ethics, i.e.,
the rules of behnaor games, are arbitrarily devised
(just as the rules gf oridinary, e.g., chess, games), for
they vary from one culture and era to the next. It has
been ,argued ofteri, but there are serious problems
with the position that there is nothing more to ethics
than arbitracily agreed upon rules. |f that were the
case then there would be no way to identify, e.g,
criminal "glmos’ such as murder by objectively
established criteria, and act actordingly, as even Szasz
would advocate. (Th«e are other explanations be-
sides arbitrariness which account for variations be-
tween culture’s eth Furthermore, the variations
are more apparent than real.)

Szasz’s attempt to explain even the hysteric’'s be-
havior with the game model, and then his assertion
that every game is valid, begs a serious question,
namely, whether there are objective criteria for
evaluating any behavior. Then it becomes just as
difficult to know what “personal responsibility”
refers to in such an indeterminate schesme, as in 2
deterministic explanation of human’ behavior. The
closest he comes to objective standard of evalu-
ation is to spesk of maturity, i.e., “flexible inte-
gration of rules as behavior~ragulating agencies” (p.

|
) .
180). However an “operationsl meening’’ cen be
given to maturity only on the basis of “certain
preferential values of a given society’” (p. 288). Again:
the indeterminism. And one wonders where the fules
come from. Part of the problem is that he speaks in

passing of following one’s own rules (p. 175) but
doesn’t integrate this ifito his general theory.

So in Szasz there is not a resohition of the problem
with “responsibility” encountéred in speaking of
mental iliness and heaith. And in general his alterna-
tive explanation falls short of adequacy. The con-
clusion that we reach is that “mental iliness” ought
not be discarded either because it is a myth, because
on. ﬂwbmsof&szsargumuttm't or because
the alternative offered nrovides a better explanation.
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