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ABSTRACT

HENRY A. MURRAY AND THE HARVARD PSYCHOLCGICAL CLINIC, 1926-1938:

A STRUGGLE TO EXPAND THE DISCIPLINARY BOUNDARIES
OF ACADEMIC FESYCHOLOGY
by
Rodney G. Triplet

University of Nevw Hampshire, September, 1583

The work of Henry A. Murray at the 'Harvard
Psychological Clinic played a major role in shaping the face
of modern American academic psychology. Prior to 1930,
proponents of pure and applied psychological research
debated the inclusion of personality and psychctlerapy in
the curriculum. Today, it is generally accepted that Murray
was instrumental in broadening acadenic rsychology!s
boundaries tc include these topics. This dissertation
details how the controversy surrounding Murray's promotion
to Associate Professor in 1937 encapsulated the interplay
between the intradisciplinary and extradisciplinary f£forces
involved in psychology's efforts to define its inteliectual,

methodological, and institutional boundaries.
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Initially, Murray's work was on the fringes of
disciplinary and institutional acceptability. Murray was
not trained in academic psychology, but rather in medicine
and biochemistry. The Clinic's operations were subsidized
by external grants and not from Harvard's own funds. Murray
was also constantly in conflict with E. G. Boring,
chairman of the Department of Psychology, concerning the
administration of the Clinic. PFurthermore, Murray rejected
psychological reductionism, instead promoting research
methods derived from medicine and a theory of personality
influenced ty psychoaralysis and L. J. Henderson's

biological systems theory.

These factors made the outcome of Murray's 1936-1937
promotion and tenure review highly doubtful. However, the
Rockefeller Foundation intervened and used its financial
influence to secure Murray's promotion and ultimately to
further the development of research on personality. This
served to allow academic psychology to develop as a broadly
defined field that would rémain open to interdisciplinary

influences.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION:

BEYOND DISCIPLINARY HISTORIOGRAPHY

Clinical- and Experimental Study-of Fifty-Men of College Age
marked Henry A. Murray's debut as one of America's leading
academic perscnality theorists. This book was the crowning
achievement of his early psycholoqical career, a tuwelve-year
period in which he assumed the directorship of the Harvard
Psychological Clinic, and published fifteen articles on
basic concepts and research methodologies in the psychology
of personality.[ 1] However, when Murray embarked on his
career as a psychologist in 1926, he did not intend to
pursue a life of traditional academic research. Instead, he
set out tc totally revise the psychology curriculum. At
this task he was partially successful. Today, the most
popular courses offered by college and university psychology
departments deal with the topics of ©personality theory,
abnormal psychology, and psychotherapy.l 21 That these topics
are now accepted within the boundaries of acadenic
psychology is partly a result of the work ccnducted by

Murray at the Clinic.
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Prior to Murray's pioneering research, abnormal
psychology and psychotherapy were considered to be outside
the domain of American academic psychology, and personality
research was not conducted on any systematic basis. While
academic psychologists constituted only a minority of the
members of the profession, many felt that their position in
institutions of higher education conferred a special status
upon their wecrk. As a result, they tended to look down upon
the applied efforts of clinical psycholcgists and
psychometricians, and on the work of fellow academics who
expressed an interest in applied research. Furthermore, the
proponents of a rigidly empirical and reductionistic
psycholoqy, as defincd by the behaviorist polemics of John
B. Watson and the pusychophysical theory of Edward B.
Titchener, were gaining prominence within academic circles.
Especially at Harvard, the mood within the Department of
Philosophy and Psychology was toward restricting research
into the nature of human personality, in both its normal and
abnormal manifestations, to the domain of rractising

clinical psychclogists and psychiatrists.[ 31

Tt is against this background and departmental politics
that the siqgnificance of Murray's work becomes apparent.
pMurcay served as a conduit for the transmission cf European
personality and clinical theories into American acadenmic
psychology. While trained as an orthodox Freudian analyst,
he had as a graduate student made significant contributions

to medical and btiochenical research. This unusval
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combination of skills and experience allowed Murray to
translate the vagaries of psychoanalysis into a unified
structure and couple it with a research methodology that
would lend scientific respectability ¢to the vholistic
investigaticn of personality by experimental

psychologists.[4)

Murray is also considered to be one of the greatest
teachers of psychology in American academic history.[5)
Among his rost well known students and colleaques are R.
Nevitt Sanford, Robert W. White, Erik H. Erikscn, Jerome
Frank, Robert Holt, Kenneth Keniston, Gardner Lindzey,
: Donald MacKinnon, Saul Rosenzweiq, Edwin Shneidman, Silvan
Tomkins, and Fredrick Wyatt.[6] Murray's teaching was
characterized by the freedom he gave his students to pursue
their own interests and fully develop their rrcfessional
pctential. He had, through his contact within the
psychoanalytic community, seen the negative consequences of
a mentor treating his theory and methodology as rigid
doctrine. 1Instead, he wanted to encourage free and open
debate at the Clinic by gathering around himself a loosely
organized staff composed of 3individuals with diverse
interests. From this environment of free inquiry, Murray's
students were able to fully develop their intellectuwal
potential and prepare for careers in which they would make
many important and original contributions to the

discipline.l 71

i
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Murray has alsc made contributions to research
methodologqy in both pure and applied settings. A review of
the literature in ©psychological tests and measurements
indicates that the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT),
developed by Murray and Christiana Morgan in 1935, 1is the
second most widely used projective test of personality and
psychopatholcqy.l81 The TAT is further distinguished by the
wide range of applications in which it has been emploved.
Unlike the Rorschach Ink Blot Test which is 1limited almost
exclusively to <c¢linical use, the TAT has found wide
acceptance among both clinicians and acadenic
psychologists.[ 9] Murray's dgeneral research plan--what he
referred to as the "nmultiform method"--has also been adapted
by many industrial personnel psychologists to form the core
of the employee assessment techniques in use by major

American ccrrorations.[10]

In recent vears there has been a growing interest in
applying many of Murray's ideas, especially those expressed
in the Explorations, to current issues in psychology. There
has been an increasing awareness amond researchers in
personality and sSocial psycheology that reductionistic
research methodologies focusing on the investigation of
molecular patterns of behavior have not produced relevant
answers to the basic problenm of psychology--the
understanding of human nature.l 11} Against this backgqround
of disciplinary crisis, Murray's example has bequn to stand

out as a viable alternative. Withim the npast four vyears
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there have been two symposia at conventions of the American
Psychological Associa tion devoted to Murray's contributions
| to psycholcgy. Also during this period, Michigan State
University has initiated a bi-annual lecture  series
dedicated tc Murray. Furthermore, interest in the current
1 relevance of Murray's rescarch iIs being exrressed by
Furopean psychologists, as evidenced by ongoing research in

England.{ 121

Murray's impact on academic psychology, however, was
not immediately evident to his contemporaries. References
to his work in the psychological literature were limited at
first to papers published by his students and cclleaques.
Prior to 1940, these were virtually the only citations
Murray received, and it must also be noted that these papers
were, for the most part, derived from the ongoing research

for the Exrlcrations.(131 During the 1940's Murray's work

became gqradually more widely known, with references
beginning tc appear in textbooks on the topics of general
psycholoqgy, frersonality theory, and psychopathology.[ 147 By
the end of the 1950's, Murray's reputation had become well
established. References to his work could be found not only
in the above mentioned sources, but also in a number of
3 texts dealing with a wide variety of psychological topics,
including works on applied psychology, psychometrics, and

motivation theory.l 151

|
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The exglanmation for this delayed reception is fairly

complex. The research he had published prior to the release
of the Explcrations in 1938 had reached only a 1limited

audience among psychologists. His articles in the Archive

It

of -Neurolegy and Psychiatry, for imnstance, had reached an
audience ccmpcsed primarily of physicians and psychiatrists,

while the articles he published in the Journal of Esychology

seem to have been ignored by most psychologists. This
latter journal had been founded in 1934 by Carl Murchison
for the purrcse of providing psychologists with a source for
rapid disseriration for research. Papers submitted for
publication were not subjected to peer review, rpublication
being contingent upon the author paying the printing costs.
This tended to foster a suspicion ({one that is still
prevalent today) that the articles published in this journal
were of 1lower quality than articles appearing in a journal

that used a peer review selection process.[ 161 Only the four

articles that Murray had published in the Journal of

among psycheclcgists.[17]

The Explorations in Personality did not initially fare

much better either. The first scholarly reviews were not
§ posi ti ve. Richard ©Flliott was bhiqhly critical of the
multiform method in a review appearing in the American

Jourpal-of Psychology in 1939. He felt that Murray's

research methods were too wunique, too far regoved from

accepted psycholcgical practice to constitute a significant

|
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contributicn to the discipline. Elliott stated that:

the experimental program [of the Explorations] is
not brought sufficiently into line with what has
been dcne outside Harvard, a fault which taints
all that the clinic [sic) did with idiosyrcracy,
and worse. . . . One clear fact about the «clinic
group is that it is working in semi-detachment
from the main traditions of differential
psychology. They have derived little of positive
value from this field and have so far contributed
little to it.[ 18]

A similar conclusion was expressed in a review published in
the American Journal of Seciology. In particular, Murray's
work was criticized for the use of only fifty subjects in
the study, and for the complete presentation of the data
from only one subject. This, the reviewer claimed, cast
serious doubts on the reliability and gemeralizability of

Murray's methodoloqy and findings.[ 191

: Elliott, however, was not totally critical of the

Explorations. He felt that even with the methcdological

flaws, Murray's work did contain many valuable sSuggestions
for new research ideas that might bear fruit if adequately
pursued. For example, Elliott felt that psychoanalysts and
psychiatrists would find the  Explorations valuable
reading.[ 207 E1liott would not, however, make any statement
about the ultimate scientific impact of Murray's work. He
; would only venture to speculate that:

fa psychclogist]l is faced with a task too
overwhelmingly dqreat to justify him in refusing,
either c¢n a priori grounds, or on the grounds of
his brief past experience, to make use cf help
, that is cffered him from any quarter, even by an
{ often fantastic-seeming intraceptist. For if he

does, then someday Henry Murray may be able to
taunt him, or a Murray disciple in some later day
may taunt kis imitator, in the words used by Henry

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



et iAo ke

,i

IV of France: "Hang yourself, brave Crillon, We

fought at Arques and you were not there!"[21]

Thus, recognition for Murray's work was to come slowly.
Not until the 1late 1940's did the American psychological
community take note of his contributions to the discipline.
The most obvious reason for Murray's eventual recognition
was the publication in 1948 of Assessment of - Memn.[22]1 This
book summarized the research Murray conducted during the
Second World War in developing techniques for the selection
of agents for the Office of Strategic Services (0SS). 0SS
agents were c¢ften required to carry out dangerous missions
behind enemy lines, and the United States goverrment needed
a means for selecting the most capable agents. Murray's
contribution to this effort consisted of wmcdifying the
nultiform methcd so that the individual assessment
techniques were directly relevant to the tasks an 0SS agent
would have tc perform. W®While Murray did not feel that this
work had proven totally successful, many psychologists were
impressed by this demcnstration of the application of the
nultiform method to a specific selection task. This did

nmuch to generate renewed interest in the research presented

ten yvears earlier in the Exploratioms.[231

A more important, but less visible reason fcr Murray's
growing prestiqe was a function of the graduate students who
studied under him at the Clinic. These students 1left
Harvard to make their own careers in academia, and through

their work they spread the word about Murray. Many of those
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students whc pursued academic careers used the Explorations
as a textbcok when they taught courses on personality theory
and psychopathology. They also conducted research derived
from their specific ccntributions to the research at the
Clinic.f2471 In this way knowledge of Murray's methodology
and theory cspread gradually throughout academia. The
prestige conveyed by a Harvard Ph.D. did much to place
Murray's students in positions at other prominent

universities, and they, in turn, produced their cwn students

to carry the message further.

The continued access to qraduate students vwas one of
the most irrortant conditions for the ultimate success of
Murray in disseminating his approach to the study of
personality. Graduate students vere crucial for
establishing the acceptance of Murray's work within academic
circles. Graduate students were, in essence, the core of
the "invisitle colleqe"™ that grew up around Murray and
assured him his position as a leading figure in American

psychologv.[25]

In light of his contributions to the discipline, it is
surprising that Murray nas either been iqnored or
trivialized by previous histories of psychology. Current
textbooks in the history of psychology make scant reference
to either Murray or the Harvard Psychological Clinic.[26]
Despite his close adherance to psychoanalytic theory in his

work, Murray is not mentioned in any of the histcries of the
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movement .f 27] Even though Murray was the director of the

Clinic for almost thirty vyears, he 1is given only brief

mention in Reisman's A History of Clinical Psychology, and

the second edition of Boring's A History of Experimental

One reascn for this neql ect in the textbock literature
is that Murray's work crossed the standard disciplinary
boundaries. From the viewpoint of psychoanalysis, Murray
was too eclectic. He did not belong to any of the usual
orthodox psychoanalytic schools, striving instead to devise
his own thecry. Furthermore, his research orientation went
counter to the strictly applied interests of the majority of
American and European psychoanalysts.[29] Consequently,
Murray's research orientation has resulted in his work being
ignored by historians of <clinical ©psychology, while his
research is viewed as too clinically oriented for inclusion
in histories of experimental psvcholoqy.[3014 What this
suggests is that historians of psychology have tended to
follow traditional disciplinary and sub-disciplinary
distinctions in their writings, and that theory and research

not directly fitting these distinctions are overlooked.

Clearly, the evidence for Murray's contributions to
academic psychclogy, and the neqlect of his work by previous

histories, invites a thorough historical and theoretical
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analysis. However, this analysis must not take the form of

a presentistic search for the intellectuwal precursors of
current psychological research and theory. A much more
historically sensitive approach 1is called for. The
particulars of Murray's career development involve a highly
complex interaction of determining factors. One issue is
that of Murray's desire to create an interdisciplinary,
wholistic thecry of human personality including elements of
medicine, tiochemistry, psychoanalysis, and acadenic
research psychology. The disciplinary boundary issue of
what topics were to constitute acadernic psychclogy, was
represented in-Murray's unorthodox educational credentials
as an M.D. and Ph.D. bYiochemist who came to hcld a major
university rosition as a psychologist. Also involved here
were questions surrounding his involvement in non-academic
pursuits, such as the Boston Psychoanalytic Society, and in
i non-psychological groups like the Harvard Pareto Circle.[31]
Murray's education and varied intellectual 1interests thus
provide a significant contrast to the tendency of acadenic
disciplines tc establish and maintain their institutional
basis through the delineation of specialized intellectual,

% methodological, and affiliational boundaries.[ 321

Another issue has to do with the role of institutional

and departmental politics in the development of Murray's
career. This is seen especially in the efforts of Edwin G.
Boring and Karl S. Lashley to have Murray removed from his

position as the Clinic's director in 1936.[331 Particularly
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important were the issues of individual faculty autonomy,
versus centralized hierarchical departmental organization.
Issues of the criteria for faculty promotion and tenure were
also at stake. Harvard was in the midst of changing from an
adherence to the ‘"gentleman scholar" mcdel to a
"publish-or-gperish” approach. This underlay the
institutional debates surrounding the role c¢f research
specializaticn and rproductivity as indices of acadenmic

merit.[341

Finally, the study of Murray's career raises the issue
of the role of non-academic forces--in Murray's case the
financial backing of the Rockefeller Foundation--in
influencing disciplinary development. Those whc give momey
rarely give it without attached conditions. They sometimes
stipulate that that their own particular interests be
institutionalized by the recipient of their gift. This has
made philanthropy a mixed blessing for academia that has, in
some instances, resulted in a major reorientation in
institutional policies. This is of particular relevance as
the role <c¢f philanthropies in the development of the
discipline has been generally overlooked by social histories
of psychology.f357 Philanthropies and philanthropists have
been involved with the setting of policy in American higher
education ever since the founding of Harvard University in
1636, and their influence is greatest when institutions find
themselves in reriods of financial need. Harvard during the

1930's was feeling the impact of the Depressicn (although
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not to the extent of many other colleges and universities),
and this raved the way for external pressure to influence

internal policy.l36]

"'Mn

Methodology of tle The

Given the number of issues to be raised in the present
work, no single historical methodology will be adequate to
present a complete analysis. Instead, three different
historical arprroaches will be interwoven in the attempt to
provide a complete and accurate account of Murray's research
at the Harvard Psychological Clinic. The basis of the
present work will be tiographical. The details cf Murray's
life from his birth on May 13, 1893 to the publication of
Explorations ip Persenality- in 1938 will be discussed in
terms of their relevance to his choice of psychclogy as a
career. Urcn this  foundationm, elements of social,
institutional, and intellectual history will be added to
further detail the development of his career; each
nethodology will contributg a unique perspective upon the

whole thesis.

This is particularly important because througqh the use
of multirle historical methodologies a more complete
analysis can be made of the diverse factors involved in the
origins of modern American psychology than if any one
methodology alone was employed. The limitations of single

methodology works can be easily seen in a brief analysis of
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several recent books ¢n figures of historical importance to
psycholoqgy. The bioqraphy of Sigmund Freud by Ronald W.
Clark, while acceptable as a popular biography, £fails to
offer a cogent analysis of either the inteilectual origins
of psychoanalysis or of the social and instituticnal factors
in its develcrment.[371 On the other hand, Frank Sulloway in
his Freud: Biologist of the-Mind is so intent urcn making a
particular intellectual argument that he either overlooks or
ignores bicgraphical and social-historical evidence that

suggests an alternative analysis.[ 381

An examrle of a more complete work in the existing
literature is Dorothy Ross' biography of G. Stanley
Hall.” 3971 In this work, Ross does intermingle elements of
biography, intellectual history, and social histcry, but not
with total success. In particular, the shortceming of her
social/institutional analysis 1lies in her failure to draw
parallels between institutional politics at Clark University
and American academia in general. Therefore, the reader is
left with the impression that Hall 's experience as President
of Clark was an isolated incident, rather than a reflection
of broader sccial trends in American psychology and American

hiqher education.
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———— ———— A i A S S o S

Due to the number of issues being addressed, the
present work is organized according to the madjor
methodological issue({s) raised in each chapter. Chapter Two
presents a discussion of the social and institutional
backqround of academic psychology in the 1930's. Particular
emphasis is given not only to the rise of acadenmic
psychology, but also to the general context of the
development c¢f a professionalized system of post-secondary
education in America.f 407 Chapter Three provides a detailed
analysis of Murray's intellectual development, tracing his
education and research in history, medicine, and
biochemistry. Finally, the <chapter concludes with an
analysis of Murray's ®conversion" to psychoanalysis and a

career in psychologqgy.

Chapters Four through Six deal with the operation of
the Harvard Psychological Clinic from its incepticn in 1926

to the publication of Explorations in Personality in 1938.

The financial status of ‘the Clinic is covered in Chapter
Four, with emphasis given to the close relationship that
developed between Murray and the Medical Sciences Division
of the Rcckefeller Foundation. Departmental and
institutional politics at Harvard are the focus cf Chapter
Five, while Chapter Six details the intellectual origins and
interdisciplinary nature of Murray's theory and research.

Taken as a whole, these three chapters are crucial to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



16

applying the conceptual issues of academic
professionalization and disciplinary boundaries to an
understanding of the specific case of the development of
personality theory and research by Murray at the Clinic at

Harvard University.[41]

Finally, Chapters Seven and Eight present an analysis
of Murray's 1937 promotion and tenure review, and the impact
of Harvard's decision to continue Murray's contract upon the
developnent of academic psychology. Chapter Seven presents
a discussicn c¢f how conflicting intellectual, institutional,
disciplinary, personal, and financial issues interacted in
the promoticn and tenure review process at Harvard. Chapter
Eight focuses on the underlying assumptions of this process;
raising and discussing the issue of how the disciplinary
boundaries of academic psycholoqy were established, and the
role that external funding sources have played in this
process. Finally, Chapter Eight seeks to bring together the
various narrative and analytical strands to form a coherent

understanding of the present thesis in its full ccroplexity.
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CHAPTER 2
PSYCHOLOGY EMERGES AS AN ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE

IN THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

Introduction-

During the final decades of the nineteenth century a
major change was Occuring in academia. The all-powerful
college president who ruled paternalistically over his
faculty and students was raplaced by a complex bureaucracy
overseen by leqions of administrators. The old-time
professor whc frequently had to 1lecture on such diverse
topics as physics and moral philosophy within the course of
any given academic year, gave way to a new generation of
eager young specialists fresh from their advanced training
in the Eurcrean graduate schools. No longer could a college
education be thought to consist solely of the traditiomal
classical curriculun. Increasing attention had to be paid
to the advances in science and the qgrowing awareness of the
uniqueness and specialization of methods within the various

disciplines. Academia was beccming professionalized.[ 11

24
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As research specialization increased, sc did the
distinctions between the various segqments of the university
population--student s, faculty, and administration.
Enrollment requir ements vere increasingly tightened,
culminating in the near-universal acceptance of the
successful completion of a prescribed high schocl course as
mandatory fcr matriculation. This had the effect of
increasing sliqghtly the age of the average college
student.f 27 Faculty, also, were on the average older,
reflecting the new emphasis on the Ph.D. o1 some other
certificate ¢f advanced study as a prerequisite for a
professorship.[31 Administrators came to focus mcre on the
financial exransion and operation of their institution, and
less on fostering the moral well-being of the college
ceonnunity. 9Therefore, in much the same way that separate
academic departments developed as a result of increasing
specializaticn in research, the university bureaucracy
becane increasingly specialized. The number of Deans
proliferated to head the various bureaucratic specialities.
Full-time 1litrarians were hired, and the Registrar often

wielded more rower than the President.[ 4]

The spirit of specialized intazllectual pursvit that
characterized the new universities quickly spread throughout
American higher educaticn. This was especially true among
the new state universities., The stimulus for their growth
was the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862, which put the

income from the sale of federal lands at the disposal of the
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states for use in the establishment of colleges emphasizing
technical and agricultural training.[5]1 It was scon learned,
however, that the audience for these practically-oriented
courses was limited because of a deep-seated suspicion of
formal education among the American working classes.
Students came, instead, primarily from the burgecning middle
class. The scns {and eventually daughters) of the middle
class flocked to the state colleges and universities seeking
the educaticnal and career opportunities afforded by a
collegiate and qraduate education, and hitherto available
only to those within the financial and geographical reach of

a few elite Fastern institutions.[6]

Psychology was undergoing changes at the turn of the
twentieth century that paralleled the develorment of the
modern university. These changes involved the recognition
of psychology as a discipline distinct from philosophy in
both content and methcdology, and the establishment of an
institutional basis for this new discipline. Prior to the
1870's, psychology was conceived of as a topic of
philosophical speculation, focusing primarily on the issues
of mental 1lcgic and personal ethics.[71 The rise of
evolutionary theory, though, revolutionized the way scholars
could investigate human action. By emphasizing the
biological and historical oriqins of man's capabilities, it
was now possible to study psychology as a natural science,

rather than as philosophy.[ 8)
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As psychology tegan its rise fo disciplinary status, it
was necessary for its founders to delineate its intellectual
and methodological boundaries. This was an act necessary
for psychology to justify its existence as a separate
discipline.l 91 There were, however, a number of distinct,
and often competing, areas of research that laid claim to
the title of "psycholegy." In particular, a tension soon
developed tbetween proponents of pure scientific research on
the topics of sensation, perception, and physiological
psychology, and advocates of applied research in the areas
of educaticn, psychometrics, and psychopathology.l10] Given
this gqrowing debate within the fledqling disciplire, it was
inevitable that controversies would arise cver which
approach to psychology would be institutionalized at any
given university. This would serve to raise concerns over
whether psychology wculd ever be able to achieve the status

of a unified discipline.

The Professionalization of Academia

The state of American higher education during the early
yvears of the twentieth century represented the cc¢nsolidation
of a series ¢f reforms that had been vigorously pursued
since the 1860's. The Civil War culminated a series of
events that served to shake the country out of a
backwards-looking idyll and thrust it forward into the
industrial age. The traditional college curriculum that

emphasized the development of moral character over issues of
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intellectual qrowth found itself at odds with the pragmatic
orientation c¢f an increasingly technological society. VNo
longer could the ideal college consist of "[the professor)
on one end of a log and a student on the other."[11] The old
curriculum was:

too narrow, elementary, and superficial. There

vas insufficient attention to the

German-university ideals of free teaching, study,

and research. There was insufficient attention to

the technical and practical. The colleges were

too sectarian, tco undemocratic. Their psychology

was faulty; their philosophy, wanting.[12)]

One exrression of this reform movement was the election
of research-oriented men to the presidencies c¢f a number of
America's leading educational institutions. In 1869,
Charles William Eliot was elected to the presidency of
Harvard. Elict was not overly concerned with Harvard's role
in shaping the moral fiber of its students. The requirement
that all students live in college housing was dropped, thus
drastically reducing the paternal ccntrol of the college
over the student's lives. In a similar move, Eliot also
backed Harvard away from strictly controlling the students!
intellectual 1life. Rigid curriculum requirements were
replaced by the elective system, and this freedcm to learn
went hand-inr-hand with the faculty's‘ freedom to teach.
Eliot's 1liberal ideals were coupled with [for the time)
generous faculty salaries and benefits. 1In this way, Eliot

was able to attract to Harvard many of the 1leading

scientific researchers of the davy.[ 13]
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These educational reforms were also evidenced by the
formation of new institutions dedicated to advanced research
in the sciences and the applications of technology. In
several instances, wealthy industrialists turped their
philanthropic attentions towards the foundation of
research-oriented universities modeled on the German
university system. Examples of this included Johns Hopkins
University, Stanford University, Clark University, and the
University of Chicago.[14 ] Of these, Johns Hopkins was the
prototype of the new style American university, with its
enmphasis op advanced graduate research training. Daniel
Coit Gilman was appointed as the president of the as-yet
unopened university in 1874, and was to quide it through its
formative years until 1902. Gilman, however, did not impose
a strict copy of the German university system upon his
faculty and students. Instead, he fostered an atmosphere of
intellectual freedon tempered only by a strong sense of
dedication to intellectual achievement as demonstrated

through original, scientific research.[15]

As a number of the American institutions of higher
education took on the status of universities, new forms of
institutional administration became necessary. Unlike the
traditional college presenting only the 1liberal arts
curriculum, the new university tried to be all things to all
people. Especially imn +the land-qrant state universities,
the liberal arts undergraduate curriculum would be coupled

with practical courses 1in aqriculture, engineering, and
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teacher training, as well as wit@ graduate courses 1in the
sciences.[16]1 This increase in course offerings, with the
concomitant increase in enrollments and faculty, resulted in
an expansicn of administrative responsibilities. Given the
emphasis on research, professors trained in the German
universities found the activities of the day-to-day
operation of the university distasteful. Increasing the
ranks of the administration vas thus necessary to insure
that the mnundane tasks of running the wuniversity were

vrerformed .l 17

Also, the pursuit of advanced research focused
attention on the disorganized state of scientific knowledge.
As scientific research became more technical during the
nineteenth century, the +traditional collegiate model of a
unified approach to'knowledqe crumbled under the vweight of
the professors' desire to establish their reputations
through their work. = This disorganization was  then
institutionalized by bringing together under the heading of
a "department" those researchers sharing common
methodologies and topics of investigation. The
establishment of departments thus served twc purposes.
First, it was a logical extension of the advanced training
for the Ph.D. to recognize administratively a srecific area
of research, and second, once thus established, it served as
a base from which researchers could further their

professional careers.l18]
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However, ¢the nmove towards departmentalization of
academia did not always proceed smoothly. The formation of
new disciplirary boundaries meant, in some «cases, the
dissolution of existing scholarly domains and the split-up
of older departments. Also, newly formed disciplines were
sometimes unable to carve out a unique intellectval niche,
and they were absorbed by more wvital departments. An
example of the 1latter was the demise of the Sccial Ethics
Department at Barvard in 1931. The department had been
inauqurated in 1906 wunder the leadership of the Unitarian
minister Francis G. Peabody and funded by the ©New York
philanthropist Alfred T. White for the purpose of studying
the ethical problems of modern society and proposing
solutions fcr them.[197 But, the department was never able
to secure its status at Harvard. Questions were continually
raised as to whether Social Ethics was in actuality a
sub-area of theoloqy,'economics, or psychology. Even the
appointment of the charismatic Richard C. Cabot as
Peabody's successor in 1920 only served to delay the
inevitable reorganization of the department. In 1928,
Social Ethics was partially merged with the newly-formed
Sociology Derartment. In 1931, Social Ethics was totally
subsuned into the Sociology Department, as it was felt by
the Harvard administration +that sociology would be the

stronger and more lasting of the two disciplines.[201
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The sense of professional identification fostered by
academic and administrative specialization manifested itself
at the inter- as well as intra-collegiate 1level. Various
agencies and publications were founded in the 1late
nineteenth century as a means of expressing group
identifications. By 1900, -journals and scientific societies
catered to the specific interests of philosophers,
mathematicians, chenists, biologists, physiologists,
sociologists, and psychologists. Issues affecting all of
academia were addressed by administrators in the forum
provided by the Association of American Universities, while
the faculty responded via the American Asscciation of
University Prcfessors.f21] Thus, academicians were able to
express their new status and roles in the uriversity in
three ways--the organization of academic disciplines into
specialized departments, the designation of a variety of new
administrative functiqns, and the foundation of topically

defined national and international organizations.

By 1910, the Ame:ican system of higher education had
basically achieved its present form, as the period of
greatest exransion had passed.[22] Effort was now directed
towards consolidating the changes that had occurred. One
area that held particular promise was the effort to provide
a consistent set of standards for the elements of a college
education, and thereby to determine what constituted a
college. While first-rate institutions such as Harvard,

Chicago, and the University of Wisconsin flourished, many
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smaller, academically marginal cclleqges also managed to eke
out a meager existence. Some of these marginal institutioms
even had pretentions to university status, offering a Ph.D.
degree thouch having neither faculty nor facilities to
support advanced training. Activities such as this were an
ocbvious affrcnt +to the status and position of the
established universities, and men in the tfosition of
Harvard's President Eliot and Chicago's President Harper
called for and predicted the early demise cf the small

colleges.l 23]

Not all changes, however, were the result c¢f forces
within the acadenic community. In particular,
philanthropists have played a major role in <shaping the
development <¢f American higher education. Philanthropy was
instrumental in the.foundinq of almost all American colleges
and universities. The vast majority of the early colleges
were church affiliated, and drew part of their suprort from
the donaticns of local congregations. Other contributions
cane from wealthy landpvners and merchants, as well as fron
the municigality in which the <college was located.
Donations, though, often came with strings attached. It was
frequently stipulated that a college be 1located in a
specific locale, that endowed professorial chairs in
specific academic areas be created, and that many other
special interests be catered to. Given the tenuous

financial situation that most colleges frequently found
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themselves in, donations were only rarely refused reqardless

of the conditions that were imposed.[ 24

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, a major
change tock rlace that was to drastically effect American
philanthropy. A few industrialists, such as John D.
Rockefeller, Sr. and Andrew Carneqie, had anmassed vast
fortunes and began to turn their attention towards
distributing their wealth for the betterment of society.
The amount of their giving was so great that it served to
effectively centralize American philanthropy and its impact
on higher education. Their philanthropy was not motivated
by purely altruistic goals, though. Their wealth had been
made possible by the rapid mechanization of industry, and
through their qifts they sought to seek answvers to the one

ma-jor unanswered industrial problem--the human proklem.[25]

In 1905, both the Carnegie Foundation and John D.
Rockefeller's General Education Board  turned their
attentions tcwards the proliferation of diploma mills and
the generally 1low academic standards found in the smaller
colleges. In particular, the Carnegie Foundation's efforts
to establish a mnational pension fund for ccllege and
university faculty was to impose the first effective and
enforceable definition of a ccllege upon American higher

education.l 261
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To be considered eligible for pension funds, a college
or university had to require (within reasonable limits) a
four-year high school education involving a specified number
of course credits as an entrance requirement for its
students. It was also stipulated that all colleges offer a
four-year curriculum with course offerings in a minimum of
six different departments, and that the teaching staff
consist of at least six full professors. Colleges catering
to narrow-interest groups, such as denominational colleges
offering only ministerial training, were thereby discouraged

from applying for pension funds.l 271

Finally, the Carnegie Foundation set educational
standards for the faculty. It was required that all
department chairmen pcssess the Ph.D. in their field of
specialization. This was a far more stringent standard than
had previously been employed by the various accrediting
agencies created during the 1890's to monitor the activities
of American cclleges and universities.[2871 The <effect of
this requirement vas to establish the Ph.D. as almost a
prerequisite for a college teaching position. This, along
with the increasing emphasis on specialization brought on by
the departmentalization of college faculties, furthered the

cause of professionalization within academia.

The Rockefeller philanthropies addressed a wider
variety of issues than did the Carnegie Foundation.

Rockefeller endowments for liberal-arts undergraduate
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institutions were primarily limited to Southerm, all-black
colleges. However, the example set by these gifts had the
effect of stirulating donations from other sources for other
Southern schools. This proved to have an overall positive
impact on Southern education in general.[29] For the most
part, the Rockefeller philanthropies focused on funding
teaching and research on topics that were thought to have a
particular importance for solving the problems c¢f American
industrial scciety. Particular attention was given to
improving the standards of +training in Americamn medical
schools, and to improving the quality of medical care
available to the general publi=. Also, research in the
social sciences was supported because of the promise these
disciplines held for providing solutions to numerouys social

ills.T 301

Psychology Takes Its Place in the Modern University

It was in this context of professional specialization
and practical application of knowledge that rpsychology
evolved as a separate discipline within the American
university. It is generally agreed that academic gsychology
had its origins in Germany during the 1850's as a result of
the hybridization of philosophy and physioclogy. By
combining the traditional subject matter of philcscphy with
the experimental methods of the natural sciences, it was
thought <that precise answers could be found for many

questions concerning human mental activity. This new
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discipline was christened by its founders as either

empirical philosophy or physiological psychology.[31]

A few leading proponents of the "mew psychology," such
as Wilhelm wWwundt, were able to secure professorial chairs
within the German university system. Based on the status
conferred by their academic position they were able to do
much to promote their new discipline, although the major
impact was to be felt abroad. Given the limited range of
graduate training that existed in the United States prior to
1890, Germany provided almost the only source of advanced
training in the discipline. The status acccmpanying a
professorial chair was not 1lost upon the career-oriented
American academics, and many went to Germany to receive the
Ph.D. level training that would secure them positions in
the many new American institutions of higher education. By
1900, except for a few psychologists who had taken their
Ph.D.'s wunder William James at Harvard, all American
academic psychologists had either studied in Germany, or

studied under German-trained psychologists.[321

While the Americans flocked to Germany for graduate
training, they generally ignored or failed to see the many
shortcomings of the German professorial systen. In
particular, they overlooked the inapplicability of the
German intellectual caste system for the more egalitarian
American cclleges and universities. German academia was

rigidly controlled by the recipients of the few

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



38

state-endowed professorial chairs, thereby creating a
situation where theoretical and methodological dcctrine wvas
inflexibly ccntrolled, practical applications of knowledge
was discouraqged, and opportunities for career advancement
was severely 1linmited. Because of the extreme inertia
inherent in this system, psychology was not able to
establish a <secure, independent institutional basis in

Germany until the 1940's.[ 337

The Arericans, on the other hand, were aggressively
upwardly mobile in their career orientation. They were
motivated by the wide range of professional orfportunities
that waited for them at home, and by the encouragement for
research on applied topics to be found in the American
universities. Thus, their work in psychology tended to
focus on the application of the methodology of pure research
to issues c¢f practical concern, such as the measurement of

individual differences and educational technology.[341]

The new psychology was quick to establish itself in
American academia. G. Stanley Hall founded the first
officially recognized psychological laboratory in this
country at Johns Hopkins in 1883, and he also fcunded The
American- Jourmal- of Psychology, the first scholarly
psychological Fjournmal in this country, in 1887. By 1893,
eighteen university psychological laboratories were in

operation, at least a dozen more Americans had taken their

Ph.D.'s in Germany, another journal had been 1inaugquratead,
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and most significantly, the American Psychological

Association {APA) had been established.[ 351

The formation of the APA was to prove the rpajor force
for the prcfessionalization of American psychology. Basing
the srganization on established scientific societies, the
founders of the APA:

sought to develop, and to utilize in the interest

of the advancement of the new psycholoqy, a

single, national, multipurrose professional body.

The T[APA] was to symbolize the distinctiveness of

their special field, give structure and corpcrate

weight +tc their common goals, and promote, in a

multiplicity of ways, both the scientific and

social rrogress of their discipline.[36]

At this task the APA excelled. Official ties were
quickly established between the APA and the American Society
of VNaturalists amd the American Association for the
Advancement of Science. Also, several -journals, including
the Psycholegical Review, the Psychological Index, and the
Psychological Mcnographs- were launched to serve as a means

for the dissemination of psychological research and APA

policy statements.[ 371

At the same time that these external indices of a
professional organization were established for the APA, the
internal criteria for membership in the APA were being made
increasingly stringent. At first, membership in the APA was
open to virtually anyone who wanted +to Join. In 1906,
however, nmembership criteria were tightened to require

full-time participation in psychological research, and 1in
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1916, it was required that applicants for membership supply
information ccncerning their academic deqrees.[3€1 Also by
this time, +the APA leadership was taking an active role in
promoting ©psycholegy's disciplinary status in American
colleges and universities, especially by decrying the
subsidiary role that psycholoqy played in mcst college

curricula .l 391

In spite of their generally low institutional status,
the research productivity of American psychologists soon
overshadowed that of their German colleaques. From its

beginning with the American Journal of Psychology,

. i . s s — i ooy o T, o s

publication c¢f psychological research in this country
increased over 800 percent between 1886 and 1896. This
equaled the research productivity of the more established
German psychologists.T40]1 The rise 1in research activity
reflected the influx of students into American universities
who wanted to take advanced deqrees in psychcloqy under the
German-trained Ph.D.'s. When G. S. Hall took the first
American Ph.D. in psycholoqgy under William James in 1878,
there were no official laboratories, no separate
departments, no djournals, and no professional organization
to cater to rsychologists in this country. The rush of
students intc psychology can easily be seen in the fact that
by 1917 the APA was well established, twenty-cre American
psychological journals were being published, and thirty-five

university psycholoqy departments had produced closs to
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three hundred new Ph.D.'s. Academic psychology was here to

stayv.[U41]

While psychology was solidly entrenching itself within
the academic community, a great debate was ensuing over its
disciplinary boundaries. Specifically, a few vocal
proponents of the German model of pure research led a
campaign to purgqe American psychology of its applied
orientation. The classic example of this was Edward B.
Titchener at Cornmell University from 1892 to 1927. An
Englishman ty birth and a Germanophile by education and
temperament, Titchener was the staunchest proponent in
America of the view that psychology was the study of the
elements of conscious experience. In his opinion,
psychology was a pure science. It was to be free of all
elements of rhilcsophical speculation, focusing instead on
the barest aspects of sensory phenomena. Psychology was
not, in his crinion, to provide an explanation for the
apparently meaningful interpretations that are made based
upon sensory experience. Also, psychology as defined by
Titchener had no room for the study of the applications of
the knowledqe gained through research. It was to be a pure
science, and the applications of knowledge were to be left

for the non-scientist practitioner or technician.[ 421

#hile Titchener produced a number of devoted followers
(he was personally charRing and gregqarious as well as

possessing an an exceptional intellect), his dogmatic
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pronouncements on the discipline were agreed with by only a
minority in psychology. The majority cf American
psychologists favored a more practically-oriented approach
to research and theory. One of the 1leading examples of
applied psychclogy was the functionalist school led from
1894 to 1920 by James R. Angell and John Dewey at the
University c¢f Chicago. Influenced largely by the Darwinian
notion of adaptation and James's pragmatic rhilosophy,
Angell and Dewey focused their psychological research on the
ways in which consciousness aided the individual in
functioning in a complex environment. Consciousness was not
seen as made up of static elements toc be analyzed, but as an
ongoing activity. By emphasizing the adaptive relationship
between the acting individual and his/her envircnment, the

functionalists were quite open to studying the practical

implications of psychology, and thus devoted much effort to
the testing of individual differences and on research to

educational issues.[ 431

While this emphasis on the practical implications of
psychology reflected the concerns of most American
psychologists, applied psychologqgy never became the central
feature of any school or system. The closest thing to an
applied school that existed was at Columbia University, and
was directed by James McKeen Cattell from 1891 to 1917, and
by Robert S. Woodworth from 1917 to 1942, Derived in large
part from Cattell's deep personal interest in the study of

individual differences in human capabilities , psychology at
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Columbia was focused on the attempt to find the causes for,
and significance of, human behavior. 1Instead of a dogmatic
adherance t¢ any specific theory or method, Cattell and
Woodworth enrloyed an eclectic approach to psycholoqgy
combining bYboth pure and applied research. As a result,
psychology at Columbia came to be known as ‘'"general

experimental psycholoqy."[ 441

Most research on applied topics, however, did not fall
under any broad institutional or theoretical framework. For
example, a popular child study movement was started by G.
S. Hall in 1891, when he founded the journal Pedagogical
of collecting vast volumes of data. While mcst of this
reseaClch on children was performed by, and was of immediate
interest to educators, Hall and his colleagues at Clark
University also extended their work to address the problenms

of adolescent emotional adjustment.[ 45

Initially rela ted to the child study movement, research
on the testing of human abilities was also a toric of great
popular and academic interest. Alfred Binet's work to
develop an accurate test of a child's intellectual ability
was publicized widely in America between 1910 and 1916 by H.
H. Goddard, 1. M. Terman, and Robert M. Yerkes.[46]
While the American adaptations of Binet's test fiqured
prominently in research on childhood education, the outbreak

of World War I served to extend intelligence testing to
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adults. In crder to separate the mentally incompetent from
the multitude of draftees who were being processed into the
Army, tests had to be developed that were both accurate and
suitable for administration to large qgroups of 1men at a
time. To this end, a group of psychologists under the
direction of Yerkes were brought together to develop the
Army Alpha and Beta Examinations. These tests vwere
supplemented by a variety of vocational skills tests to aid
in assigning mentally competent draftees to their proper
jobs. After the war, many of <these new measurement
techniques were adapted for civilian use in both acadenmic

and industrial settings.{ 471

Research techniques developed in the study of
intelligence and vocational ability were also aprlied to the
more general study of human personality. Largely in
response to their repeated failure to discover any direct
correspondence between emotional and physiological states,
personality researchers +turned increasingly tc the use of
questionnaire research methods after 1918.[ 48] The enormous
quantities of data generated by these paper-and-terncil tests
of intelligence, aptitude, and personality necessitated the
development c¢f new statistical techniques. 1In response,
psychologists devised new applications for Rcbert A.
Fisher's methods for determining the significance of the
differences letween sets of test scores. This vas a

development that was to be of great importance to the
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increasing statistical sophistication of experimental

psychology.[49]

However disorganized American psychology may have been,
there were many psychologists who wished for a more
conceptually and theoretically unified discipline. It was
especially desired by many that even if psychology was to be
practically oriented, that it should become ncre riqidly
empirical, thereby making it more "scientific." A major
impetus for this movement came during the 1880's from the
writings of the British comparative psychologist C. Lloyd
Morgan. His application of the 1law of parsimony and
Darwinian evolutionary theory to the study c¢f animal
behavior led him tc always propose the evolutionarily
simplest explanation for behavior. For exarrle, Morgan
arqued that there was no need to claim conscious motivation
for animal behavior if it was possible +to explain the
behavior as the result of a simple biological reflex
mechanism. Bis work, and similar lines of research being
pursued by the German physiologist Jacques ©Loeb and the
Russian physiologist Ivan P. Pavlov, caught the attention

of American psychologists.[ 501

Psychological research on animals began in this country
with +the ©publication in 1898 of Edward L. Thorndike's
"Animal TIntelligence: An Experinmental Study of the

Associative Process in Animals."[ 5117 In this paper,

Thorndike described how he tad placed cats, dogs, and
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chickens in a box or maze from which they could learn to
escape through a process of trial-and-error. Various
quantitative measures of the animals performance were used
to monitor the rate at which it learned. What 1is usuvally
considered tc be Thorndike's most important finding was that
success in performing the task (defined as escaping from the
maze or box) served to greatly facilitate learning. Once
the task had been successfully performed, the animal
performed in a less trial-and-error fashion. This phenomena
Thorndike called the "law of effect."[521 While he later
abandoned this area of research to pursue a career in
educational rsychology, the cause of animal research was

furthered by Margaret Washburn and Robert M. Yerkes.[53]

The escsential feature of animal research was the
reliance upon observable, quantifiable sources of data.
Given the prevailing emphasis in American scientific circles
on materialistic and positivistic theories, and the desire
of many American psychologists to make their discirline more
of a "hard" science, the time was ripe for an extension of

the methods of animal psychology to the study of humans:

That American psychology was ready for such a
program had teen made abundantly plain by the
hospitality it had shown functionalisn. For the
same conditions that had ensured for functicmalism
an interested hearing paved the way for
behaviorism's more spectacular
victory. « . . [Behaviorism] called upon its
followers to fight an enemy who must be uvtterly
destroyed, not merely to parley with one who might
be induced to modify his ways.{54]
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This program, this call to action known as behaviorism,
was largely initiated by the publication in 1913 of John B.
Watson's "Psychology as the Behaviorist views It."[5571 What
Watson proposed was simple and straiqhtforward. The
subject-matter of psychology was to be observable behavior,
not inferred conscious states or mental operations. Any
research methcd could be used as long as it was objective.
To this list was added in 1915 the Pavlovian concept of the

conditioned reflex as the primary mechanism of behavior.[56]

Despite Watson's early retirement from academia in 1920
as a result of a personal scandal, the movement he founded
spread rapidly through academic and popular psychology.l57]
Many new Ph.D.'s were won over to the behaviorist position
through its emrhasies cn scientific rigor and its rigidly
environmentalist view of human nature, the latter of which
appealed to Arerican democratic social ideals. However, it
became increasingly felt within psychology that Watson's
radical view cf behaviorism was naive and over-simplistic.
Except for Karl. S. Lashley {who took his Ph.D. under
Watson), the second generation of behaviorists tended to
expand their research into areas ignored by Watson. For
example, Edward C. Tolman proposed in 1922 a psYchological
theory that he called purposive behaviorism. According to

Tolman, while behavior could be purposive--that is, directed

towards specifiable end states--it 4did not have to bhe
conscious. Since the bYehavior and its goal could be

observed, ©purpose could be "observed" in the kehavior and
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thus studied objectively.[ 581 A somewhat different approach
was taken, begqinning in 1925, by Clark L. Hull. He sought
t0 comnbine the principle of conditioning with a deductive
system derived from formal logic to develop a theory that
would mechanistically account for all organismic

phenomena .l 591

While a diversity of opinion existed as to what
constituted academic psychology, there was general agreement
that the discipline's intellectual boundaries be drawn to
exclude certain topics. Even though psychology owed a great
debt to philosophy, the consensus opinion «within the
discipline was that purely speculative approaches to the
study of psychology were totally unacceptable. Psychology
wvas conceived of as a science, and thus could only proceed
on the basis of experimentally derived empirical data.[60]
Even so, several prominent psychologists managed to maintain
close, although not generally well publicized, ties with the

philosophic community.l611

Another area of research that was excluded from
academic psychclogy was that of ©psychical researche.
Research on the topics of thought transference,
precognition, and communication with the dead had been a

major interest of many early American and British

psychologists. However, interest in these issues had waned
as no verifiatle instances of psychic phenomena had been

identified, and only numerous cases of fraud had been
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uncovered. Finally, the rise of behaviorism with its
rejection of mentalism in psychological theory and research
served to remove the last ounce of respectability £rom

psychical research.[62]

Other topics of psychological research vere only
grudgingly accepted within the discipline. 1In these cases
the problems dealt with areas of research that +were also
claimed by cther disciplines as well as by psychology. An
example of this was the clinical study and treatment of the
psychologically disturbed. Although many American
psychologists were interested in these issues, mcst of the
strictly clinical werk was done by researchers trained in
medicine. An example was the informal Boston School of
abnormal psychclogy and psychotherapy. While the membership
of the Boston School included such prorminent psychologists
as Williar James and Hugo Minsterberqg, most of the research
on and the practise of clinical psycholoqy was ccnducted by
men active in medicine. In particular, the leading members
of the group were the psychiatrists Morton Prince and Boris

Sidis, and the physiologist James J. Putnam.[63]

Some psychologists began to take tentative steps
towards bringing c¢linical issues within academia. In 1896
Lightner Witmer founded a psychological «clinic at the
University of Pennsylvania, with the purpose of offering
training in diagnostic and therapeutic techniques.[ 64}

Several other universities followed suit; Icwa in 1908,
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Clark in 1909, By 1914, clinics also existed at the
universities of Cormnell, Tulane, and Rutgers.65] The
training offered at these clinics, however, emphasized areas
that have previously been discussed under the topic of
applied psychclogy--mental tests and educational psychology.
Little attention was given to thke diagnosis and treatment of
the seriously disturbed. Those psychologists wishing to
study the latter had to turn +to hospitals and medical

schools for post-graduate internships in psychiatry.[ 661

Even though the number of university clinices indicated
that a demand existed for traininqg im clinical psychology,
this was not initially reflected in the membership rolls of
the APA. In 1917, only sixteen of the APA's 307 members
listed clinical psychology as their primary interest
area.[677 At the same time, while the leadership of the APA
was often critical of clinical research, the organization
was inexorably involving itself imn the requlation of
clinical training and practise. This, of course, net with
the opposition of the American psychiatric community.
However, with requlatory precedents being set by a number of
state legislatures, the APA moved in 1917 to establish
professional c¢riteria for clinical psychology.[681 This
important step towards professionalization was fcllowed by
the establishment in 1919 of the Clinical Section as the
first separate division of the APA. Clinical psychology was
further leqgitimized in 1921, when the Journai c¢f Abporml.

Psychology- expanded to include the publication of research
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in experimental social psychology. This formed an important
professional alliance between areas of applied and pure

psychological research.[69]

Another instance of this process can be found in the
gradual acceptance of psychoanalytic theory by acadenic

psychologists. With the publication in 1895 of Studies in

s S -

American psychological and psychiatric community. Not
surprisingly, the earliest references to and applications of
psychoanalysis in this country came from the Boston School
of abnormal psychology, in particular from Boris Sidis, J.
J. Putnam, and William James.[ 70] These early adoptions of
Freud's work, though, were often notable for the liberties
that were taken with Freud's interpretations and uses of
psychoanalysis. Putnam, Sidis, and others often
reinterpreted psychoanalysis to more closely coincide with
their own theories on subliminal states of consciousness and
the therapeutic uses of hypnosis than a careful reading of
Freud would have permitted. Also, there was an
understandable reticence on the part of American
psychologists and psychiatrists to wholeheartedly endorse
Freud's views on infantile sexuality. This tended to keep

psychoanalysis in the background of accepted theories of

psychopatholoqy.[71]
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However, between 1905 and 1909, psychoanalysis gained
greatly in popularity. One reason for this was Carl Gustav
Jung's research on the word association test as a diagnostic
tool. Thic technique appealed to the growing American
interest in psychological testing and empirical research
method s, as well as lending crucial support to the
psychoanalytic theory of neurotic functioning.{727 Also, the
invitation from G. S. Hall to Freud, Jung, Sandor
Ferenzci, and Frnest Jones to participate in the festivities
commenorating the twentieth anniversary of the fcunding of
Clark University helped bring psychoanalysis to the

attention of a wide psychological and popular audience.[731

While rsychoanalysis generated much interest among
American psychologists at the time of the Clark ccnference,
few, if any, incorporated it directly into their research
activities. At best, as in the case of J. B. HWatson and
Clark Hull, attempts were made to show how behavioral theory
could account for intrapsychic phenomena. Most
psychologists were either neutral or outright antagomnistic
towards psychoanalysis. Even several early advccates, such
as Morton Prince, had by 1920 become dissatisfied with
psychoanalysis due in part to the increasing doctrinal
orthodoxy of the American analysts, and withdrew support
from efforts to gain converts to Freud's theory.[74 ] Only
William McDougall, in his hormic theory of social instincts,

showed any affinity for psychoanalysis, and his work was not
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well received within academic circles due to controversies

surrounding the validity of his research methods.f75]

Another factor influencing the acceptance of
psychoanalysis by American psychologists was that of
language. Tue to protlems with A. A. Brill's English
translations cf Freud 's writings, many of the nuances of the
psychological theory underlying psychoanalysis was lost.[76]
Instead, only the therapeutic aspects of psychoanalysis came
through. Given the tendency of American academic
psychologists tc¢ consider bpsvchotherapy to be outside the
boundaries of their research interests, psychoanalysis was
to have 1its greatest impact upon psychiatrists. Slowly,
through cautious experimentation with Freudian therapeutic
techniques, and through the continued advocacy of Jones and
Brill in the psychiatric journals, a number of psychiatrists
became converted to psychoanalysis. By 1920, psychoanalysis
had become accepted as ' a therapeutic technique in many
mental hosritals and psychiatric clinics. It had become
part of the curriculum at many medical schools, and was at
least menticned in every textbook on psychopathology.l 77]
Therefore, while psychoanalysis had become a ma jor
psychiatric theory in just over a decade, perhaps the only
contact an average academic psychologist had with Freud was

in the general survey course in abnormal psychology.
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Psychology at-Harvard-and Its Institutional Status

From its humble origins in the 1890's, acadenic
psychology had by the 1920's grown into a vital, though
somewhat disorganized and internally quarrelsome discipline.
Many colleges and universities had independent psychology
departments. Psychology Ph.D.'s were being turped out in
increasing onpumbers, and research reports were flowing from
the laboratories. One major institution, however, stood out
as an anomaly in the rapid institutional rise of psychology.
At Harvard University, psycholoqy was in a state of decline.
During the 1880's and 1890's, William James had made
psychology a major focus of the Harvard Philosophy
Department, and had come close to creating an indigenous
alternative tc the German experimental psychology. James's
interests soon began to shift towards philosophical
speculation, however, and by the turn of the century he had
for all intents and purposes abandoned psychology

altogether.[ 78]

In James's place, psychology at Harvard was handled by
Josiah Royce and Huqo Minsterberqg. 1like James, Royce was
primarily a philosopher, and Minsterberqg, although he was
the director of the psychological laboratory, also saw his
work as ultimately 1leading to a ma jor philosophical
statement. Thus, no great internal pressures existed at
Harvard to make psychologqy a department serarate fron

philosophy.[ 791
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The decade from 1910 to 1920 was to cause sweeping
changes in the face of psycholoqy at Harvard. In 1910 James
died, followed by both Royce and Minsterberq in 1916. This,
and other faculty turnovers, 1left both psychology and
philosophy at Barvard in a shambles.f80] The task of
rebuilding the department to its former prominence fell to
Harvard's new president, A. Lawrence Lowell. Elected to
office in 1909, 1Llowell was to achieve fame as one of the
greatest institutional builders in American acadenic
history. He was not destined, however, to rise to greatness
based on his actions to revitalize psychology. Early in the
Philosophy Department's crisis of 1910-1916, Lowell set as
his first opriority the rebuilding of the philosophical

faculty, leaving psychology to take second place.[ 81]

One aoffect of this decision was that psychology was to
remain institutionally subordinate to philosophy. This made
it virtually impossible " for 1lowell to hire a prominent
psychologist to replace Minsterberq. The leading internal
candidate, Rchert M. Yerkes, an Assistant Professor at
Harvard, resiqned in 1917 because of Lowell's 1efusal to
grant psychclcgy independent departmental status. E. B.
Titchener was briefly considered for the job, but the offer
was withdrawn when he too demanded a separate department.
Finally, J. M. Cattell, who had been fired from Columbia
in 1917 because of his political vievs, was denied

enployment at Harvard for the same reason.l 821
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In the absence of any clear program for psychology's
development at Harvard, the laboratory continued to operate
until 1920 under the direction of Assistant Professor
Herbert S. Langfeld, and Instructor Leomard Trcland. 1In
1920, despite the rise of behaviorism and the empiricist
orientation of psychology in general, the philosophy faculty
persuaded LlLowell to hire a theoretically-oriented
psychologist to £fill the vacancy left by Munsterberg. The
British psychologist William McDougall was chosen for the
position. Although he had built an international reputation
on the basis of his 1908 Apn Introduction t¢ Social:

Psychology and 1911 Body and Mind, his American colleaques
vwere less than enthusiastic about his more recent research.
The effect of Lowell's mistake in filling this position was
that the ccntinued existence of psychology at Harvard was
put in serious 9jeopardy; a point that was underscored by the
decreasing enrcllment of graduate students and the

diminishing prestige of the department amcng American

psychologists.[ 831

In 1922, Edwin G. Boring was <called to the Harvard
Psychological ILaboratory as an Associate Professor. A
disciple of Titchener's, Boring seized upon his arfrpointment
as an opportunity to carry out his mentor's unfulfilled
mission to make psychology at Harvard a separate department.
Furthermore, he was a ruthless political in-fighter when
issues involving psycholody's status wele at stake. He

managed to supplant McDougall as director of the laboratory
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in 1924, and then forced Langfeld to seek enployment
elsevhere. Bcring envisioned making psychology at Harvard a
showcase for Titchener's view of the discipline as a pure
science devoid of philosophical and practical overtones.[84]
As much success as he had in getting his way within the
Department, the fact still remained ‘that he was not yvet
totally in ccntrol of psychology's destiny at Harvard. This
point was made excruciatingly clear when Lowell established
the Harvard Psychological Clinic under the direction of
Morton Prince in January of 1926, entirely withcut Boring's
knowledge cr ccnsent.[857 It was in this institutionally
unstable situation that Murray found himself when he came to

Harvard and academic psychology in 1926,
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CHAPTER 3:
MURRAY'S EDUCATICNAI BACKGRCUND:

TRAINING IN MEDICINE AND BIOCHEMISTRY

Introduction

812

Henry A. Murray was an anonmaly among academnic
psychologists in the United States. By his own admission,
he had virtually nothing in common with the vast majority of
his professional colleaquies. He stated in his autcbiography
that his

past history differed from all but a smll

fracticn of one per cent (as a crude estimate) of

the nmemtership of the American Psychological

Associaticn ([as it was then and it has been over

the years, so far as I can tell) in most - cf ten

respects.l[1]

Murray then proceeded to list such factors as his education
in private schools, his advanced training in medicine and
biochemistry, his personal wealth, and his advocacy of
psychoanalysis as exanples of his professional idiosyncracy.
This is of particular importance in the context of the
increasing specialization required for academic positions in
American colleges and universities, and of the growving

acceptance of defined disciplinary boundaries in academic

disicplines.
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Especially among psychologists at Harvard during the
1930's, issues of professional credentials and merit would
come to play an important role in faculty promotion and
tenure decisions. This would prove ¢to be a significant
factor in Murray's efforts to drawv upon his
interdisciplinary backqround in the <creation of a broad,
multifaceted approach to research and theory on human
personality. That he was to eventually succeed in these
efforts was, in large degree, dependent upon the
intellectual and professional contacts he @made prior to
1926. It were these experiences that 1laid the foundation
for his '"need-press" theory of personality, the "multiform
method" of research, and the funding from the Rockefeller

Foundation that secured his position at Harvard.

Childhood and Education

Murray was born on ‘May 13, 1893, into a life of wealth
and comfort. He was the second of three children. The
eldest was a sister, and the youngest--a brother named
Cecil--was to later prove instrumental in Murray's career
development. The inheritance from his maternal grandfather,
a highly successful merchant and president of the Mutual
Life Insurance Company of New York, guaranteed Murray a life
of ease.l21 His earliest memories reflect his rrivileged
origins-- summers spent on Long Island, winters spent in one
of the most fashionable neighborhoods in New York City,

extended vacations in Europe. These memories do not reveal
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any single decisive event that may have predisposed Murray
to take up as an adult the study of the depths of the human
psyche. TInstead, only a few, relatively minor events can be
seen as in any way foreshadowing his later choice of

psychology as a career.[ 3]

Probably the most important event was his exposure in
early life +to relatives who had psychiatric disorders of
varying deqrees of severity. Two aunts from his mother's
side of the family suffered from fairly severe psychological
disorders. One had bouts of a paranoid psychosis, while the
other had physiological symptoms resulting from a hysteric
conversion reaction.l 41 Also, Murray's mother was prone to
anxiety-provoked miqraine headaches. While aprarently not
suffering frcm any serious dJisorder, she was quite open
about expressing her innermost feelings and anxieties to the
rest of the family. Murray somehcw felt responsible for her
headaches, rperhaps since he tended to feel that they
accompanied periods of misbehavior on his part. In
response, he developed a deep sense of empathy for her
sufferings, and took it upon himself to try to alleviate her

discomfort by being a "good boy."[5]

While Murray was thus sensitized to the suffering of
the psycholcgically disturbed and to ‘the need to relieve
their suffering, his specific approach to rsychology
developed frcma much different source. Murray's childhood

heroes were the famous explorers of unknown territories,
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exemplified by the Norwegian explorer Fridtjof Nansen and by
Defoe's Robinscn- Crusoce. Murray feels that this later
influenced his adherance to psychoanalytic approaclkes to the
study of perscnality. In particular, he draws the parallel
between the desire to explore the uncharted territories of
the Artic and Africa and his life's work in investigating

the depths of the unconscious mind.[ 61

These two factors--early exposure to psychologically
disturbed people and an interest in exrlering the
unknown--rprcbhably predisposed Murray towards his later work
in psychology. But this interest developed only gradually
and indirectly, for Murray's career interests first turned
toward research in medicine and biochemistry. Murray traces
this indirect route to psychology through an undistinquished
undergraduate career to brief interludes with surgery,

physiology, biochemistry, and finally, embryology.[ 7]

Murray was educateé at some of the npost exclusive
private schccls on the East Coast. His elementary education
was received at two small private schools in New York City,
and his secondary education at Groton Academy in
Massachusetts.[87 By his own admission, Murray was not much
of a scholar. 1Instead, he preferred to devote mcst of his
energqgy to athletics, although he did not excel there
either.l9 1] However, Murray's lack of performance in
scholarly activities was probably not totally due to lack of

effort on his part. He <claims that the educational
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atmosphere at Groton was not conducive to effective
learning. The instructors there tended toward the dogmatic
and authoritarian, leaving little or no room for questioning
or debate. Murray's interest in intellectual matters was
captured only by the study of history, and he did win a
prize in his senior year for a short paper on the life of
John Brown of Osawatomie.[ 101 Murray further claims that the
stifling classroom atmosphere, coupled with a social
environment stressing competition for high gqrades, resulted
in memorization, rather than the development of a critical
intellect. Thus, the average Groton student went on to
college simply because that was the expected thing for
vell-to-do ycung men to do. Murray followed this course as
well, even though he had little desire to actively pursue

intellectual goals.[11]

Murray graduated from Groton in May of 1911, and
entered Harvard Colleqe that fall. True to his preparation
at Groton, he spent his Harvard vyears in pursuit of the
"Gentleman's C."[12] Students with money lived fairly well
in Cawmbridqe, most obtaining room and board in the
prestigious "Gold Coast" secticn of Mount Auburn Street.
College life was a time for social activities, sports, and
an avoidance of academic pursuits.f 131 Murray fit in well
with the wealthy Harvard undergraduate society. He made the
crew tean. He courted, and eventually married, Josephine
Rantoul, a Radcliffe student and heiress to the DuPont

family fortunes. He majored in History, but was not
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inspired by his studies. He even went so far as to avoid
all classes he <judged uninteresting. For example, he
dropped out of Professor Hugo Miinsterberq's introductory
psychology class after two lectures, because he thought the
course was irrelevant. Minsterberg began the semester with
an examinaticn of the physiology of the ear as it related to
phenomena of auditory perception, and Murray could not see
what this had to do with the way people thought and felt
about their everyday existence, which he assumed to be the

proper subject matter of psychology.l 141

However, as much as he did fit the stereotype of the
playboy Harvard undergraduate, Murray began to feel
discontented with the course he was following. While
Harvard was a haven for the scions of the East Coast
aristocracy, it did expose Murray to a wider range of
experiences thamn he had known in New York or at Groton.
Harvard maintained its tradition of academic freedom and
free speech in the face of the qrowing, strident patriotic
fervor that swept the country prior to its entry into Worlad
War 1I. Therefore, even though student opinich generally
favored American intervention in the war, a vocal anti-war
and socialist minority thrived on campus.[15] In this
context of congoing social and political controversy, Murray
came to question his conservative and elitist urbringing and
values. He decided to make a break with his past. Rather
than pursve a career in his family's insurance business,

Murray chose to follow his childhood interest in helping
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people. He thus decided to take up a career in

medicine.l 161}

Murray entered the Columbia University Ccllege of
Physicians and Surgeomns in 1915, and received his M.D. in
1919. His initial intention was to become a ¢gracticing
surgeon, and toward this end he began his studies by
focusing on gpractical courses in surgery and anatomy. This
plan, though, was cut short due tc a problem with Murray's
visual acuity. As a child, he had been troubleéd by a
tendency for his eves to cross. When physical therapy
failed to rrcduce an improvement in this condition by the
age of nine, several of the orbital muscles of his eyes were
surgically severed. While this ended +the problem of his
evyes crossing, it left another problem in its rlace. Now,
Murray was unable to focus both eyes on a single obiject.[17]
The extent of this new visual problem was diagnosed during
his first yvear of medical school. Murray went to see Dr.
Smith Ely Jeliffe, a prominent New York rsychiatrist, about
a problem he had with stuttering whenever he had to speak in
public. Jeliffe immediately noticed Murray's problem with
focusing, and suggested this as possibly being related to
his speech imrediment. While the psychological significance
of this diagnosis was lost on Murray at that time, the
realization cf the extent of his visual impairment forced

him to abandon his plans of becoming a surgeon.f 18)
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Since surgery was now out of the question as a career,
Murray decided to change his area of concentration and
devote himself to medical research. He began studying
physiology under the direction of Dr. George Draper, and
soon became one of Draper's research assistants.[191 Murray
was associated with Draper while the preliminary research
was being conducted for Draper's major publication on the
relationship between physical constitution and disease.
Draper was ccnvinced that many physical disorders were the
result of psychological, rather than biological, causes. He
was also ccnvinced that the psychological factors
responsible for disease expressed themselves in the overall
make-up of the body structure. Draper thought, therefore,
that insights about an individual's personality could be
gained by correlating ob served psychological and
immunological tendencies with measurable physical
characteristics. This information could then be used in

diagnosing and treating diseases.[ 201}

Draper was an excellent teacher, but Murray was still a
slow learner. Draper saw that Murray possessed a keen nind,
but that his Groton and Harvard education had not
sufficiently rrepared him to take on the critical, observant
attitude that was necessary for excellence in scientific
work. Draper suggested that Murray spend a summer at the
Woods Hole Biological Laboratory in order to improve his
powers of chservation. Murray, however, did not follow up

on this suggestion.[ 21]
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While Draper failed to prod Murray intc preparing
himself sufficiently for a scientific career, several other
factors ccmbined to produce the same effect. One of
Murray's closest friends in medical school was Alvan Barach,
a brilliant scholar who was destined for a distinquished
career in medical research.[ 227 Barach was the first Jew
with whom Murray developed a close friendship, and their
relationship provided a contrast in cultural backgrounds
that forced Murray to question further the values he held as
a result cf his privileged upbringing. This self analysis
led Murray to make a permanent break with the ccrservative

attitudes of his family.[23)]

The critical and questioning attitude he developed as a
result of this self analysis was to be reinforced by the
practical emghasis of the training Murray received during
his 1last two yvears in medical school. The first two yvears
had been devoted to ccurse work, while the final two years
were spent in the wards of New York's Presbyterian Hospital,
working and studying alongside practicing physicians. As a
major teaching hospital, the Presbyterian Hospital boasted
many prominent specialists as members of its staff. An
important feature of the training Murray received there was
the "Grand Rounds." Each incoming patient was examined by
the chief practitioner of each medical speciality area, with
the examination being observed by the students. Upon
completion of all the examinations, the specialists would

confer, share their various insights, and through discussion
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reach a diaqnosis of the patient's problem.[ 247 From this
diagnostic procedure Murray learned the value of being open
to many divergent sources of information. He saw the
importance of this for both medical practise and research,
in that the careful analysis of different viewpoints was
crucial for being atle to claim some deqree of certainty
about one's cwn opinicns. This was to prove significant for
the development of the "Multiform Method" of research that

he later picneered at the Harvard Psychological Clinic.{25]

Research-in Medicine and Biochemistry:

Upon graduation from medical school in 1919, Murray
begqan work on a Master's deqree imn Biology at Columbia
University. This was a direct result of his decision to
pursue a career in research instead of a medical practise.
Since Murray was by now fully aware of the 1limitations of
his educational background for a potential researcher, he
saw the benefits to be gained in pursuing a research
deqree.[ 261 While at work on his Master's, Murray received a
letter from his younger brother Cecil that was to change the
course of his 1life. Cecil Murray was four years younger
than Henry Murray, and was at that time finishing his deqree
in Biology at Harvard. Cecil wrote to inquire about his
brother's cpinion of the Harvard biochemist lawrence J.
Henderson. It was Cecil's opinion that Henderson was

America’s leading biochemist, but Henry had to admit that he
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had never heard of Henderson, neither during his four vyears

at Harvard, nor during his time at Columbia.[27]

Conversations with Cecil <convinced Murray that
Henderson was indeed a very important figure in biochemical
research, and Murray decided that he should 1z1eturn to
Harvard to study and work with Henderson.[ 28] First, though,
he had to finish the work on his Master's degqree. The vyear
1919-1920 was devoted to this, and to several other
projects. Not only did Murray receive his Master's degree
for research on the role of calcium in metabolism, he
engaged in an investigation of the development of the
cardiac 1loop in rabtit embryos, and published a paper based
on this latter work.i 291 Murray also published three other
papers that vyear. One paper presented a report cn the use
of microscopic examination of biopsy material in the
diagnosis of two unusual cases of skin cancer.[30]1 A second
paper, coauthcred with his friend Alvan Barach, presented
clinical evidence of the development of tetants as a side
effect in cases of sprue, a tropical gastrc-intestinal
disease.[ 311 The final paper, coauthored with George King,
was a brief report of the construction and wuse of a new
instrument for measuring the rate of blood coagulation as an

aid in the diagnosis of hemophilia.f32]

During the summer of 1920, Cecil Murray arranged for
his brother to meet with Henderson at Harvard. Henderson

was sufficiently impressed with Murray to offer him a
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position as a part-time lecturer in physioleqy, and as a
research assistant in Henderson's laboratory.[ 33] Murray was
apparently offereid this position for two reasons. Henderson
had studied physical chemistry under Harvard's T. W.
Richards, received his M.D. from Harvard in 1902, and had
studied biochemistry with Franz Hofmeister at Strassburgqg.
While Henderson had devoted his career entirely to
scientific research, his medical training led hir to admire
the practicing physician who had been trained to be
decisive, yet self-critical in his diaqgnosis. This was
exactly the type of diagnostic training Murray had received
under Draper and at the Presbyterian Hospital.[347 Also,
Henderson thought Murray would make a good research
assistant because he had some experience in blood-analytic
work and other topics related to vascular functicning. This
was important as Henderson was at that time engaged in a
major investigation of the self-requlating chenical

properties of the blccd plasma that was to result in the
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1928 publication of Blood:

Physiology.l 351

Henderson had first achieved prominence in American
biochemical «circles for his advocacy of the methcdological
and theoretical views of the French biochemist Claude
Bernard, and the American physicist Josiah Willard Gibbs, in
his own work cn the acid-base equilibrium of the blood.[36]
Henderson saw Bernard's work as crucial for establishing the

self-requlating chemical properties of the blood, while he
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saw Gibbs as pioneering a mathematical systems analysis of
chemical properties.lf 371 While Bernard had studied only a
limited set of chemical reactions in developing his concept
of the consistency of the piliew  intérieur, cr intermal
environment, Henderson used Gibbs' systems model to extend
Bernard's concept to conceive of all biological activity as
a self-requlating system. For example, in his 1¢13 book The
Fitness of the Environment, Henderson arqued that 1life
exists on earth not only due to the ability of organisms to
adapt to the environment, but also due to the ¢fresence on
earth of ar environment that tends to remain constant and is
uniquely suited for the support of life. Thus, he claimed
that organic 1life and the environment formed a biological
system, and that even relatively minor changes in the latter
could result in the total eradication of the former.[38]
Henderson later extended this view to his analysis of the
structure of human society, greatly influenced by his study

of the social theory of Vilfredo Paretc in the

mid-1920's.[ 39

A consequence of Henderson's systems approach to the
study of biological phenomena was his belief in the
necessity of a teleological, rather than a deterministic,
explanation for the functions of any system. This was a
direct elaboration on Bernard's and Gibbs's cbhservations
that a ccmplex biological system could not be accurately
described through a simple enumeration of 1its ccnstituent

chenical reactions.f40] Henderson arqued that statistical
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probability alcne could not account for the evolution of
living systems €from all the cherical interactions that the
environment made possible. Instead, he arqued that a
definite functional relationship existed between 1living
organisms and their environment, and that this relationship

was of a purposive nature.[ 411

Thus, while Murray was working on detaileG chemical
investigations of the blood for Henderson, he was also being
exposed to Henderson's views on biology as a teleological
systemn. Henderson inteqrated this systems view of biology
into his research methodology. Each day's activities began
with Murray and a fellow research assistant, Franklin C..
Mclean, visiting a Cambridge slaughter house tc¢ collect
several pails of fresh cattle blood. They would then rush
back to Harvard and subject the blood samples to a series of
chemical analyses. While they could at that time only
describe their results- verbally, Henderson was soon to
develop a srecial technique he referred to as the "Cartesian
Nomograph."[421 Using this technique, Henderscn could
graphically display the relationship between seven chemical
compounds in the blood, showing how a change 1in any one
compound affected the remaining six. An early presentation
of this work occurred in 1920. Murray, McLlean, and
Henderson published a report describing the results of some
preliminary research on the interrelations between the
concentraticn of chloride compounds in the blood plasma and

its deqree of acidity.l 431
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After completing his work with Henderscn, Murray
returned to New York in 1921 to undertake a two-vear
surgical irternship at the Presbyterian Hospital.[44] This
internship was to prove crucial in his turn frcm medicine
and biocheristry to psychology. Ever mindful of Draper's
admonitions that psychological factors lay at the root of
many physical illnesses, Murray saw a gqreat deal of evidence
for this among his patients. In particular, he was
impressed by the case histories of two patients; a mobster
trying to kick a drug addiction and a politician suffering
from polio. These two patients took Murray into their
confidence, and from their self-revelations he gained a
great appreciation for the role of their subjective
experience in determining the course cf their

convalescence.[45]

While doing this internship, Murray maintained an
active involvement in  biochemical research with several
colleaques frcm the Columbia University College of
Physicians and Surgqeons. This research was carried out
under the direction of Dr. A. B. Hastings, the Assistant
Sanitary Chemist of the United States Public Health Service,
and focused c¢n inteqgrating the findings of Murray's earlier
research on tetanus resulting from gastrc-intestinal
disorders with Henderson's work on blocd chemistrye. Their
basic procedure was to experimentally induce tetanus in
dogs, either by surgically closing the pylorus [the aperture

between the stomach and the doudenum) or by removing the
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parathyroid gland. Blood samples would then be taken
periodically up to and including the time the subject had to
be destroyed. The blood samples were then analyzed to
determine the calcium content, pH level, hydrogen ion
concentraticn, blood sugar 1level, non-protein nitrogen
content, and the amount of urea in the blood plasma.f46]
They concluded from this research that tetanus resulted from
a disturbance in the blood pH 1level stemming from a
gastro-intestinal blockage which prevented the reabsorbtion
of acids found in the digestive fluid.[ 471 The imrortance of
this experimental finding was underscored by the clinical
observation of identical phenomena in several human tetanus

patients.[ 48]

This research resulted in Murray's nominaticn in 1923
as an Assistant Member of the Rockefeller Institute for
Medical Research in New York City.[ 491 Murray went to wvork
there under the direction of Dr. Alfred E. Cohn, who was
investigating the many biochenical, metakclic, and
physiological changes that occurred in develofing chicken
embryos.[ 507 Cohn was an excellent example of a scientist
who had managed to strike a working balance between his
interest in rure research and a concern for the pragmatic
impact of that research on the well-being cf society. He
was keenly aware of the social forces that indirectly
influenced the course of scientific research. He was also
appreciative of the fact that science was ultimately

accountable +to the qreater society for the fruits of its
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research.l 51] The work that he and Murray conducted on the
subject of embryolodical development was motivated by just
such an awareness of the social importance of scientific
knowledge, in this case, the need for knowledge about the
processes involved in the early development of 1living

organisms.(52]

This research required Murray to spend many long hours
inside a 1large incubator studying the physical changes
occurring in the developing embryo. This was accomplished
by placing a small window in the eqqg shell and observing the
eqq's intericr using a microscope. Also, numerous samples
were extracted from within the eqg in order to mcnitor the
biochemical changes taking place.[53]1 Between 1923 and 1925,
Murray and Cohn published three articles based on their work

f General Physiology and the Journal of

in the Jourpal
Experimental Medicin under the general title of

"Physiological Ontogenvy."[541

The first article dealt with the rate by which nutrient
substances fcund in the eqg shell were metabolized for use
by the developing emdbryo.l 557 The second article presented a
mathematical description of the rate of embryonic growth, in
terns of both gross weight and velocity of grcwth [the
percentage increase in weight). Their findings indicated
that while qross weight increased exponentially with agqge,
the velocity of growth decreased, being inversely

proportional to age.[567 The last of these three articles
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dealt with a more detailed investigation of the decrease of
growth velocity with age. Murray and Cohn found that the
decrease in the growth rate was a function of the general
condition of the organism, and not a feature of cells
developing in isolation. By removing tissue samples from
embryos in an advanced state of development and rlacing them
in a fresh nutrient medium, they found that the tissue
cultures would soon revert to the rapid rate of qrowth

exhibited by embryos in an early state of development.[57]

Conversion to Psychoapalysis

The appointment to the Rockefeller Institute offered
Murray more than <Fust an opportunity to engage in serious
research. The Institute was organized in such a manner as
to encourage social and intellectual exchange among the
staff. The staff met daily for 1lunch to discuss their
research, or to hear ran 1invited gquest give an informal
talk. 587 Murray was present at the luncheons, and had the
opportunity +to hear a number of renowned scientists expound
upon their wcrk. For example, in 1924 the behavioral
psychologist John B. Watson, who was at that time a
vice-president of the J. Walter Thompson advertising
agency, gave a rather caustic talk on his view of what was
good and bad in psychological theory and research.[59]1 Most

of the time, however, the luncheon discussants vwere members

of the Institute's staff, and the most heated arguments
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occurred whenever Jacques Loeb and Alexis Carrel brrought up

the topic of biological theory.[60]

While both conducted research in biochemistry at the
Institute, their interpretatioas of the sams data differed
drastically. Loeb, who had been trained in the German
reductionistic approach +to biology at the Universities of
Berlin, Munich, and Strassburg, saw all activities of living
organisms as resulting from the operation of rigidly
mechanistic chemical rrocesses.[61]1 Carrel, on the other
hand, had taken his M.D. deqgree at the University of Lyon
in France, and insisted that a mechanistic science
overlooked the psychological and spiritual aspects of life.
Thus, he claimed, mechanistic science could only present a
partial view of reality.lf 6271 Murray found this difference of
opinion quite confusing. He wondered how two researchers
vho studied the same problems with the sale exrerimental
techniques could disaqree so completely as to what their

findings meant.[631]

Murray felt that the explanation of this situvation was
probably of a psychological nature, but what 1little
knowledge he had of this discipline led him no closer to an
answer. Acside from his extremely brief tenure in Professor
Munsterberqg's introductory psychoclogy course, Murray's
exposure to psychology consisted solely of one psychiatry
course in medical school, an unsuccessful attempt at reading

Freud's The Interpretation of Dreams, and a more successful
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reading of William James's The YVarieties of Religious
Experience.f 641 However, as 1limited as his background in
psychology was, his interest in the topic had been greatly
increased bty his knowledgqe of Draper's theories of
psychosomatic illnesses and his interest in the plays of
Eugene O'Neill. In particular, Murray had been extremely
impressed by O'Neill's adept portrayals of the psychological
motivations of his characters.[65] As a result, Murray's
interest in psychology was greater than outward appearances

indicated, but the proper <catalyst had not yet presented

itself to prcduce a complete expression of this interest.

This catalyst was to appear in the quise of Carl G.
Junq's Psychoclogical Types.f{66] Murray happened to be
browsing in a New York bookstore on the same day in 1923
when the English translation of the book was released for
sale. He picked up a copy, glanced quickly through it, and
immediately krew that he had to read it. He bought the book
and took the next two days off from work im order to read
it.f 671 The reading of Psychological Types was an act of
revelation for Murray. He felt that Junq's description of
eight psychclogical types representing different modes of
consciously dealing with one's environment allowed him to
understand the arquments between Loeb and Carrel. If their
"psychological types® were indeed different, then their
arquments were a consequence of the different ways of
perceiving reality that were characteristic of their

personalities.l681
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Murray immediately went on to read all cf Jung's
published writings, and went back a second time to read the
works of Freud--this time successfully. He began attending
lectures on psycholoqy and psychoanalysis at New York's New
School for Social Research.[69 7 He became so involved in the
study of ©psychoanalysis that in 1924 he wrote to Jung in
Zurich, Switzerland, asking if he could come to visit and
discuss psychological theory. Jung responded

affirmatively.[701

Even though Murray was by now devoting the majority of
his time and effort to the study of psychology, he was still
actively engaged in his research at the Rockefeller
Institute. His research with Cohn was proqgressing well, and
he decided that he shculd take a year's leave of aksence to
take his Ph.D. in biochemistry. Since Murray's recent
research was based in part on the work of Cambridge
University's Nobel Laureate Professor of Biochemistry, Sir
Frederick G. Hopkins, F.R.S., Murray applied for and
received permission to travel to England to take his Ph.D.
at Trinity College's Biochemical Laboratory.[ 711 This plan
was also advantageous as it would give Murray an opportunity

to travel to Switzerland to meet with Jung.

Murray left for England in September of 1924. A friend
had given him a copy of Herman Melville's Moby Lick to read
during the voyage, and Murray was taken by this bock in much

the same way that he had been affected by Jung's
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Psychological Typres. Murray was struck by the depth of
Melville's characterizations, the conplexity of his
metaphors, ard most important, by his 1literary premonition
of many of the psychological insights of Freud and Jung.[72]
This impressicn of Melville was further strengthened by his
conversations with a fellow-passenqger, the British surqgeon

and Melville scholar, Sir John Bland-Sutton.[ 73]

Once in Cambridge, Murray went to work at  the
Biochemical Laboratory. At first, his work centered on
completing twc experiments that had been begun at the
Rockefeller Institute. The first experiment shcwed that as
chicken embryos developed, the nutrients in the egg were
metabolized and converted into enmbryonic tissue. This
change occurred as an orderly progression through the
following chemical conversions: materials in sclution were
converted intc solids; inorganic compounds were converted
into organic compounds; carbohydrates were ccnverted into
proteins; and finally, proteins vere converted into
fats.[741 The second study presented evidence critical of
the assumpticn generally held by embryvologists that as the
growth rate decreased, the slowing metabolism was correlated
with increasing tissue differentiation. Murray's research
suggested, instead, that growth and differentiation occurred
in separate phases, with periods of overall growth being

followed by periods of tissue differentiation.[75]
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Finally, Murray undertook the research for his Ph.D.
This work  focused in part on extending Hopkins's
investigaticns of the role of the chemical glutathione in
cell metabolism, to the overall development of the embryo.
Murray's results indicated that glutathione was incorporated
into the developing embryo at the same rate as other
chemical cchorcunds, indicating that mnetabolism developed
according to the same schedule as did all cther life

processes.l 761

As productive as the yvear in Cambridge was fcr Murray
in terms of research, he also found time to take advantage
of the stimulating social environment there. Murray's
co-workers in the Biochemical Laboratory were J. B. S.
Haldane and Joseph Needhan. These two men rresented a
contrast in ideologies that was nearly equal to that
presented by Loeb and Carrel at the Rockefeller 1Institute.
Haldane was an outspoken Marxist and atheist, while Needhan
generally avcided politics but professed a sincere belief in
traditional Anglican Christianity as well as an intellectual
interest in eastern philosoph y.[771 Murray also en-joyed the
company of several philosophers and 1literary scholars,
including I. A. Richards, C. D. Broad, and C. K.

Ogden, while in Cambridge.[78 1

The high point of the yvear abroad, however, did not
involve Murray's work towards the Ph.D. Rather, it involved

his daily meetings with Jung that took place in Zurich
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during his three-week Easter vacation from Cambridge.[79]
Although Murray's intention had been merely to discuss with
Jung a number of questions reqarding some of the more
complex theoretical issues raised in the Psychological
Types, after only two days of polite talk the subject
shifted dramatically. Jung was a very open and exuberant
individual, and did most of the talking. It soon became
clear that what Jung wanted to talk about would be the day's
topic, and Jung simply did not want to talk about the
Psychological Types. Instead, he wanted to discuss his

recent work c¢n the concept of the anima, the feminine

element of each man's psychological makeup.[ 80]

This unexpected topic created an intense ehotional
response in Murray. Jung spoke of the anima~--the "she who
mnust be obeyed"--as a powerful directive force among one's
psychological motivations.f 811 This was a profound
revelaticn tc Murray, as it offered an explanation for his
long-standing empathy for the sufferings of his mother and

two aunts, and for several similar, more recent

incidents.[82

The rest of their three weeks together were spent
analyzing a flood of psychological material that was
released as a result of Murray's growing awareness of the
feminine-intuitive aspect of his personality, especially as
it contrasted with the masculine, rational, and scientific

aspects that he emphasized in his medical and biochemical
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research. This encounter left Murray a drastically changed

man. He later described this experience in the following

terns:
Dr. Jung [was] the first full-blooded,
spherical--and Goethean, I should

say--intelligence I had ever met. . . . We talked

for hours, sailing down the lake and smcking

before the hearth of his Faustian retreat ([Jung's

home at Bollingen on Lake Zurich]. "The qreat

flood-gates of the wonder-world swung open," and I

savw things that my philosophy had never dreamt of.

Within a month a score of bi-~-horned problems were

resolved. . . I had experienced- the

unconscious.l 831

Murray came away from this encounter resolved to
abandon bicchemistry and to pursue a career in
psycholoqy.[84 ] He was, however, not someone who would walk
away from ¢frior commitments. He had to first complete his
Ph.D. research and the remainder of his appointment to the
Rockefeller Institute. Murray finished his research at
Cambridge and returned to work in Cohn's laboratory in New
York. Oonce back with Cohn, their embryological research
progressed rapidly. First, Murray published a parer showing
that previously determined relationships between temperature
and biological functions depended upon the maintaimance of
the inteqrity of the internal environment of the living
organism. Once this inteqrity had been disturbed, the
previously cbserved relationships vanished.l 857 Murray then
published a second paper reporting his exrerimental
replications of a number of important findings in

embryoloqy, but arquing that the data supported the view

that embrycnic develcpment was characterized by orderly and
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directed grcwth rather than by riqidly deterministic
processes of chemical equilibria.[8671 Finally, Murray
reconfirmed ty the use of newer and more precise
experimental method s, his earlier finding that the metabolic

rate of the embryo decreased with age.[ 87]

Even though his research was progressing well, Murray
was spending less of his time in the laboratory, and more of
it attending lectures on psychology and psychoanalysis at
the New School for Social Research.l[88] His changing
interests found expression in an article he wrote £for The
written as a review of current psychological publications,
provides an important insiqht into Murray's initial
orientation to the discipline. What is immediately striking
is that while he professed to present an eclectic survey of
the psycholcgical literature, it is implicitly clear that he
considered only the works of a few theorists to be of any
importance. 1Indeed, for the most part this article focused
exclusively upon the area of abnormal psycholecgy, and in
particular urcn Sigmund Freud 's Collected Paper and Carl

Gustav Junq's Psychological Types.[907 While he did direct
the reader to several other sources-- notably the writings
of Hart, McDougall, Prince, and Janet--these too dealt

primarily with abnormal psychology.f911

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



In light of Murray's opening statements in  The
Independent article expressing his breadth of knowledge of
psychology, it is surprising that he glossed over the rest
of the available psychological literature with only a
reference to Koffka's The Growth of the Mind and to a survey
textbook on biological and Dbehavioral theories of
psychology.[92] In place of any significant discevssion of
current work in experimental psychology, Murray directed the
reader instead to the philosophical writings of C. K.

0gden and C. D. Broad, as well as to works on religion and

literary criticism.[931

Murray's new professional identity was thus
established. He decided that he should transfer his medical
and biochemical training to psycholoqy, by becoming a
psychotherarist and pursuing research on psychopathology in
a clinic or hospital setting.{941 Cohn was naturally
dissappointed that Murray was planning to leave a promising
future in biochemical research, but he did not try to
dissuade Murray as he also had more than a passing interest
in the therapeutic uses of psychoanalysis.[95] Therefore,
when the irvitation came in the spring of 1926 from
Harvard's President A. Lawrence lLowell, asking Murray to be
Dr. Morton Prince's assistant at the newly-formed Harvard
Psychological Clinic, Murray left New York with Cohn's best

wishes for his future success.l 961
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Several important themes emerge from this discussion of
Murray's vyouth and education that bear directly upon his
career in psychology at Harvard. One theme is that of the
sensitizing effects of early exposure to a particular
phenomenon and the later choice of a career related to 1it.
Murray was exrosed early in his life to psychopathology--in
one instance his own stuttering, and in other instances
involving close family members. These experiences helped
lead him first to a career in medicine, and 1later to a
career in psychology. Another theme focuses on the
direction his work in psychology would take once the career
choice had been made. His research with L. J. Henderson
showed Murray that rore complete results could te obtained
from systematic, wholistic research methodologies than that
resulting frce reductionistic strategies. This was to be

perhaps the most important influence on his later work.

Murray's advocacy of psychoanalysis points out another
major theme--his disdain for irrelevance in acadenmic
disciplines. Murray was opposed to traditional academic
psychology because it did not address the questions of
importance to the everyday lives of real people, whereas
psychoanalysis not only raised these questions, but
attempted answers as well. Finally, the theme <¢f Murray's
professional contacts takes on great importance. These

contacts were not only significant in terms of their
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intellectual impact, but also in reqards to the rersonal and
financial support they provided to Murray in his times of

greatest need.
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CHAPTER 4:
FUNCING THE EARVARD PSYCHOLOGICAL CLINIC:

THE POWER OF MONEY AT HARVARD

In Chapter 3 it was pointed out that the professional
contacts that Murray had established during his graduate
education in medicine and biochemistry vwere tc play a
crucial rtle in his career as a psychologist. One of the
most important of these contacts was with Dr. RAlan Greqq of
the Medical Sciences Division of the Rockefeller Foundation.
This relationship had bequn during Murray's tenure as an
Assistant Member of the Rockefeller Imnstitute for Medical
kesearch frcr 1923 +to 1926. Murray was to later rely
heavily upon +this relationship when he turred to the
Rockefeller Fcundation in 1934 for aid for the financially

floundering Harvard Psycholoqical Clinic.

Dr. Morton Prince was 72 years old when he approached
his o0ld friend President A. Lawrence Lowell of Harvard in

January of 1926 with his plan to establish the Harvard
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Psychological Clinic. As far as most nmen would be
concerned, Lr. Prince had already lived a 1long,
intellectually and professionally fulfilling life. He had
received the A.B. from Harvard in 1875 and the M.D. from
the same institution in 1879. He served on rmany Boston
civic organizations, and held appointments with the Boston
Dispensary and the Department of Nervous Diseases at the
Boston City Hospital. However, while he initially had
specialized in the diseases of the =nose ard throat, his
interests soon shifted to psychopathology. This new
interest was to become the driving force of the bulk of his

professional life.l 1]

Morton Prince was to become one of the fcunders of
American psychopathology. He formed, along with William
James, Josiah Royce, Hugo Munsterberqg, Boris Sidis, and
James J. Putnam, the nucleus of the informal Boston School
of abnormal psycholoqy and psychotherapy.[271 He published
six books and scores of scientific papers on neurology and
psychopatholoqy, of which The-Dissociation of a Persomality,
published in 1906, still stands as his greatest achievement
and a seminal work on the +topic.[3] Aalso in 1906, in
responsSe tc the growing scientific interest in
psychopathology, Prince founded +the Journal <c¢f Abnormal

Psychology, and was actively involved in the editorial

supervision cf this journal until his semi-retirement fron

the editorshir in 1921.74 ]
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However much Dr. Prince was involved in his research
and writing, he still devoted a large portion of his time to
teaching. He was an instructor in neurology at the Harvard
Medical Schcecl from 1895 +to 1898, and was appointed
Professor of Nervous Diseases at the Tufts Medical College
in 1902, retiring as Professor-Emeritus in 1912. He was
invited to give a series of lectures on abnormal fsychology
at the University of california in 1910, and at the
Universities of Oxford, Cambridge, Edinburgh, and London in
1924.7571 Being an active teacher of both wmedicine and
abnormal psychology brought home clearly to Prince the need
to separate these two disciplines. He felt that if
psychopathclegy were to be taught solely in the m=dical
schools, the research necessary for the =scientific
advancement of the discipline would take a back seat to the
practical concerns of operating a university hospital
psychiatric ward. Instead, he felt that abnormal psychology
could only be advanced scientifically in the atmosphere of
academic freedcm found in the university setting. With this

goal in mind, he approached Harvard's President Lowell.[6)

Prince's plan for his "Psychological Clinic," as he

related it to Lowell, was threefold:

e« « «B) Research. B) Systematic lectures on
abnormal and normal dynanic psychology for
underqraduates as a pre-medical course, and cther
students desiring to take them and graduate
students of medicine as a post-medical course.

C) Education and training of post-graduate
students in medical psychology.[ 71

The oriqgins cf this plan probably date back to 1880. In
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that vyear Prince took his mother, who suffered from an
unknown neurotic disorder, to Paris to consult with Jean
Martin Charcot, the pre-eminent French psychiatrist. While
there Prince had the opportunity to observe Charcot at work
in the wards and lecture halls of the Salpétriére, and to
see the impact of dramatic c¢linical demonstration as a
teaching tool. In fact, this experience most likely had a
significant influence on initiating his 1life's work on

abnormal psychology.f 8]

While it was important to have the goals of the
Psychological Clinic worked out before presenting the plan
to President Lowell, it was far more important to have the
finances fcr the Psychological Clinic already in hand.
Since the early 1800's the fiscal policy at Harvard had been
"every tub stands on its own bottom."[ 91 Acadenmic
departhents, faculty chairs, and research laboratories were
not funded from University monies. Basic expenses had to be
covered by the interest from endowments given specifically
to the department, chair, or 1laboratory. Once basic
expenses had been covered, then the University would supply
the share of the tuition-generated fumds ore's course
enrollments justified. The necessity of having the funds
already on hand before initiating any acaderic project
sometimes terded to retard growth and development at
Rarvard. Particular instances of this occurred during the
early years of the Harvard School of Education.[ 107 However,

Prince had support for his planned Psychological Clinic in
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the sum of $75,344.18, later increased to $140,€45.92. of
this sum, $25,000 came from Prince's brother, Frederick H.
Prince, a wealthy Boston lawyer, and the rest came £from
several anonymous sources.l 111 It seems that while Frederick
Prince was not particularly fond of Harvard as an
institution, he was even less fond of the Internal Revenue
Service, and by financially helping his brotherts
psychological clinic he would end up with a much desired tax
shelter. This opened Harvard's door to Prince and his plans
for establishing a psychological clinic devcted to the
teaching and scientific investigation of abnormal

psychology.

It was nct hard for Prince to convince President Lowell
to accept his proposal. The two men were old friends. Both
belonged to the Boston Brahmin aristocracy. Both were
excellent athletes during their underqraduate vyears at
Harvard. Prince, who graduated in 1875, was instrumental in
establishing football at Harvard, and Lowell, who graduated
in 1877, was an outstanding distance runner.[12] Conming
from the =same social milieu, they shared similar views on
many subjects, one of which was the need for Harvard to be
at the forefrcnt of all academic endeavors. Because of this
shared view of Harvard's intellectual mission, and because
of Prince's skills of persuasion, Lowell readily saw the

merits of Prince's plan.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



108

But even more important for Lowell was the fact that
the nmoney for the Psychological Clinic was already in hand.
Lowell was perhaps +the archetypal university fundraiser.
puring his presidency BHarvard's endowment rose fiom around
$23,000,000 to over $128,000;000, and this fiqure does not
even include the additional millions of dollars given and
expended as unrestricted funds or special purpose gifts.l[13]
When lowell took over the Harvard presidency in 1909, the
University was not in a sound financial condition. Faculty
salaries were distressingly 1low due to lack of funds, and
the expense of operating and maintaining the physical plant
only strained the budget further. Instituting new
bookkeeping procedures helped the situation somewhat, but
nothing cculd take the place of the never-ending quest for
nev funds. Lowell carried out the greatest program of
building in the history of the University. At this task
Lowell excelled, for the University's endownent grew

dramatically under his direction.[ 141}

However, as important as raising money was for Lowell,
he maintained a discreet New Englander's reticence about
publicizing this aspect of his presidency. It was as 1if
there was something inherently distasteful abcut a man of
learning invclving himself with matters of business and
finance.[ 151 This point is corroborated by Professor Nevitt
Ssanford of the Wright Institute, who recalls that during his

student vyears at Harvard in the 1930's: "I knew that money
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was important in New Enqgland, the evidence being that it was

never talked about."[ 161}

As one ancnymous critic put it, "Morton Prince bought
his professorship."[ 171 Lowell appointed him Prcfessor of
Abnormal Psychology fcr a one year term, and handed the
entire matter over to the Department of Philosophy and
Psychology fcr implementation.[ 187 A1l this came as quite a
surprise to the Harvard philosophers and psychclogists, as
this was the first that they had heard of the negotiations
‘between Prince and Lowell. A debate ensued between the
psychologists Edwin G. Boring and William McDcugall, and
the philoscrhers, headed by Alfred N. Whitehead, over how,
if at all, Prince's planned teaching clinic could be put
into operation. Boring was not convinced that abnormal
psychology was a clearly distinct field of study separate
from normal psychology and therefore able to support a
separate professorship. Whitehead also had several
reservations about this proiject. His first reservation
followed Boring's line of reasoning. If the terms of the
endowment were too narrowly defined, then the Iepartment
night find itself in the position of being unmable to live up
to the endowment's terms if the discipline of abnormal
psychology developed into something substantially different
in the future. Whitehead's second reservation was that as
chairman of the Department, he felt uncomfortable about
accepting the responsibility of overseeing a clinic where

psychologically disturted individuals would be tnderqoing
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treatment. This fear was mostly allayed by the assurance
that the Clinic would not compete with +the Derartment of
Hygiene in administering to the counseling needs of the
student body, and that therapeutic services would be
restricted to carefully selected cases of educational

value.[19]

The terms of the endowment became the omnly stumbling
block for the creation of the Psychological Clinic.
Whitehead recalled a case at London University where a prize
fund for scholarly research concerning the reign of King
William IT became ' unssable after a century of research
exhausted the topic.T201 Also, they were all aware of the
outcome of the MHcKay Bequest Affair of 1904-~-1917. The
inventor Gordon McKay had bequeathed his entire estate,
estimated tc be worth approximately $23,000,000, tc Harvard
for the specific purpose of creating an institute of applied
science. President Lowell felt that this gcal could best be
achieved thrcugh a merger with, and transfer of funds to,
the vyounqg Massachusetts 1Institute of Technology, thus
avoiding wasteful duplication of effort. Several attempts
to put this merger into effect were made, generating great
emotion bcth pro and con among the respective faculties and
the Boston-Cambridge community. Finally, im ©November of
1917, the Ma ssachusetts Supreme Court ruled that a
Harvard-MIT merger would be illegal, as it would violate the

intent of McKay's will.[21] With these precedents in mind,
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the Harvard ghilosophers and psychologists had to make their

decision.

Boring, McDougall, Whitehead, and colleagues realized
that while some changes would have to be made in the terms
of the endcwment in order to prevent the Psychological
Clinic from becoming a white-elephant like the King William
ITI prize, Prince would have to get virtually everything he
wanted from this position. The pressure was on the
Department of Philosophy and Psychology since Prince had
hinted that he would turn his attentions to Yale if Harvard
did not satisfactorily accept his offer. Boring suggested
that the phrase "and Dynamic Psycholoqy" be added to the
title of Prince's professorship. This added sufficient
ambiquity to the endowment, and would allow it to be used
for research in other areas, such as human personality, as
well as abnormal psychology. This suqgestion was aqreeable
to all the parties involved, and in the Fall Semester of the
1926-1927 academic year the Harvard Psychological Clinic

became a reality.[22]

The Clinic was initially housed in two rooms that were
borrowed from the Psychological lLaboratory on the top floor
of Emerson Hall. Emerson Hall was at that time the
headquarters cf the Department of Philosophy and Psychology.
Prince was the sole full-time faculty member, and on the
suggestion c¢f Professor lLawrence J. Henderson of the

Chemistry Department, and with the approval of the
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Department of Philosophy and Psycholoqy, Dr. Henry A.

Murray was brought in as Prince's research assistant.[23]

Space was a problem for the Harvard psychologists. For
several vyears course enrollments and faculty research had
had to be artificially limited as a result. The formation
of the Psychological Clinic now only made matters worse.
Space was found in an old, University-owned house at 19
Beaver Street in Cambridge, and the Clinic was relocated to
that address. This was a fortunate move, because in 1929,
it was learned that the will of the late Edgar Pierce, an
1895 Ph. D. of Hugo Minsterterq, left $872,802 +to the
Department o¢f Philosophy and Psychology, stipulating that a
portion of the income be used for the development of a
psychological laboratory. Had the Clinic not been moved two
years earlier, the added pressure to expand the work of
experimental psycholoqy would have forced a move at that

point.[ 241

The vears 1927-1929 were marked by great changes at the
Clinic. Prince was reappointed to another one year term in
1927, but his failing health forced him to retire as
Director of the Clinic in 1928. Henry Murray, after serving
two vears as Prince's assistant, was appointed as the new
Director and promoted to the rank of Assistant Frofessor.
This change of leadership was to have a profound effect on
the develcrment of new lines of research at the Clinic,

which will be the focus of the next chaptere. Due to
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lowell's gqgrand plan for the construction of residential
houses for Harvard's students, the Clinic had to be
relocated again during the summer of 1929, this time from
the house c¢n Beaver street, to more spacious and convenient
guarters at 64 Plympton Street in Cambridge.[2571 For the
immediate future, however, these changes were overshadowed
by a national catastrophe that would ultimately threaten the
very existence of the Clinic. On October 29, 1929, a panic
selling wave swept the New York Stock Exchange. Ey the end
of that day's trading, 16,410,030 shares of stock had
exchanged hands, and the total dollar loss was estimated to
be in the area of $30,000,000,000. The Great Derression had

bequn.

The Psychological Clinic had always operated on a
shoestring budget. The income from the endowment amounted
to over $6,500 a year. Initially this was enough to cover
the Director's salary of 4,500, leaving $1,000 for Murray's
salary, and over $1,000 for other expenses. Fortunmately for
the fiscal =sclvency of the Clinic, both Prince and Murray
were men of independent means, and they paid many of the
Clinic's expenses out of their own pockets. As a result,
the Clinic's budget was able +to effectively exceed the
income from its endowment. For example, when Murray became
Director of the Clinic in 1928, the Clinic's expenses had

risen to the point that he bhad to use over half of his
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salary just to meet these expenses, which included a
full-time =secretary, books, scholarly -ournals, research
supplies, and pay for research subjects.[26]1 Also, 1limited
support for the <Clinic's small group of gqraduate students
came in the fcrm of one $1,000-a~year assistantship from the
Department of Philosophy and Psycholoqy.[27] However, if the
Clinic was to fulfill its stated purpose of training
qualified students in abnormal psycholoqy, another source of
financial suprort had to be located in order +to help the
rest of the Clinic's graduate students through the final

vears of their education.

Help first came from +the Committee on Industrial
Fatique at the Harvard Business School. This group was
operating under a gqrant from the Rockefeller Foundation to
study the effects of fatique on worker productivity, the
culmination of their efforts being the 1933 study of the
Western Electric Company's Hawthorne Plant at Chicaqgo,
Illinois.[28] In 1930, $2,000 of the Committee's funds were
transferred to the Clinic to establish four research
fellowships of $500 each. This support continued through
the 1933-1934 academic vyear. Five graduate students were
thus supported during their training at the <Clinic: Walter
C. Langer, Saul Rosenzweiq, Rotert N. Sears, Carl E.
Smith, and David R. Wheeler.l 291 Also, from September 1932
through June 1935, +the Committee provided the Clinic with
$2,500 a year for the support of Dr. William G. Barrett as

a clinical fellow and half-time instructor.[ 30]
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However, by 1933, the full impact of the Depression was
making itself felt on the nation and on Harvard. While
millions lost their jobs and life savings in the closings of
factories and banks and millions more stood in soup lines,
Harvard tightened its belt and struggled on. The Widerer
Library operated on reduced hours. The athletic tudget was
drastically cut. Scholarship funds were unable tc keep up
with the increasing needs of students, and as a response, a
$40,000 surplus in the dining hall budget was used to
establish a student employment program. In large part due
to the fund-raising atilities of Fresident Lowell, Harvard
was in no danger of financial ccllapse, as were many other
institutions of higher education. However, James B.
Conant, who succeeded Lowell as Harvard's President in 1933,
was incorrect when he claimed that there was "no 1likelihood
of salaries being cut."f311 At the Clinic, the income from
its endowment had dwindled from over $7,500 to under $5,600
a vear, and the situation showed all signs of sorsening.
The Department of Philosophy and Psychology had to reduce
the amount of the Clinic's one assistantship to $400 a year.
Even worse, the Department's offer to pick wup part of
Murray's salary out of their unrestricted funds was rejected
by the Harvard administration. There was even scme concern
that the Clinic might have to be transferred to the control
of the more financially sound Harvard Medical Schccl if the
situation did not dramatically improve. Murray, whose

salary had risen to $5,500 a vyear as part of a
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University-wide program to raise faculty pay, vcluntarily
took a cut in salary in order to keep their doors open.
Even so, virtually nothing was left in the budget to pay the
rest of the Clinic's expenses. As a last resort, Murray
paid these expenses out of his own pocket.[ 321 At this point
Murray beqgan to explore a number of sources of potential

funding.

Murray first appealed for aid to the Derartment of
Neuropathology of the Harvard Medical School. In an
unpublished paper entitled "Researches conducted at the
Harvard Psychological Clinic during the year 1933," Murray
arqued the case for financially helping the Clinic. He
began the parer by briefly summarizing the origins and ainms
of the Clinic. Then he devoted the bulk of the paper to a
discussion of the general research orientation and specific
topics of investigation of the Clinic's ongoing worke. The
main point of the paper, <though, was Murray's plea for
financial assistance. After citing the inadequacy of the
Clinic's endowment, and its precarious present financial
condition, Murray asked for $5,400 from the Department of
Neuropathology. 0f this sum, $1,500 was tc¢ qo for a
secretary's salary, $700 for supplies, $300 for paying
research subjects, 3400 for books and -journals, and $2,500

for research fellowships.
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To support this request, Murray stressed €four points.
One, he enmghasized the positive potential outccme of the
combined cormpitment to research, therapy, and teaching at
the Clinic. T™wo, he pointed out that the theoretical
outlook of the work conducted at the Clinic combined
traditional academic psychology with the recent advances of
medical psychclogy. Three, mindful of the potential biases
of his audience, Murray downplayed  his ties to
psychoanalytic theory, emphasizing instead his interest in
the social-psychological theories of Jean Piaget, FKurt
Lewin, and A. R. Luria. Finally, Murray noted the fact
that the Clinic was the only place where pre-medical
students cculd learn abnormal psychology from an active

practitioner of psychotherapy.fl 331

This aprlication was to prove fruitless. Murray had
foreshadowed the reason for the rejection in his own
proposal when he wrote that, "financial conditiors have made
it impossible for the University to increase the budget of
the Clinic."[341 The financial situation was hitting
everyone hard at Harvard. The Department of Neuropathology
simply d4id not have the resources to assist the Clinic,
however ably Murray had demonstrated his need. Murray was
able to generate some private support for the Clinic through
his numerous social and professional contacts, though not
enough to meet the deficit.[ 3571 In 1935, MWurray made his
campaign fcr private funds public. In an article for the

Harvacrd Alumni Bulletin he wrote:

—_— s .
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So many persons have inquired: "The Harvard
Psychclecgical Clinic? What sort of place is that?
What do you do there? Why is it at the College?"
that I am prompted--now that something can be
said--tc answer publicly in the  BULLFTIN.
Moreover, if by any chance a statement from the
Clinic of its function, works, and aims could win
the ecchomic backing which it might not be
unreasonably desirous of, then such a statement
should be made. For, in the hope of eking out an
insufficient income, the Clinic has been 1long
enough a beqgar at the door of Charity.[36]

Only one record exists of how successful Murray's appeal for
private financial support was, and according to it, only
$800 was generated in this manner.[3771 However, extensive
records do exist of Murray's success in obtaining support
from the Medical Division of the Rockefeller
Foundation--surport that was to insure the survival of the

Clinic.

Aid From the Rockefeller Foundation Begins

In turning to the Rockefeller Foundation, Murray had
the full support of Boring, and the advantage of being on
personal terms with Dr. Alan Greqq, Director of the Medical
Services Division. Dr. Gregq had been associated with the
Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research while Murray was
engaged in embryological research there in 1923-1926.[ 38
This must have helped to reduce the anxiety that any
prospective gqgrant-seeker feels, when Murray first wrote to
Greqgqqg on February 6, 1934:

1f you knew of a psychological
laboratory-clinic vwhere the most original and

promising research in this country was being done,
and where the best opportunity for pre-medical and
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pre-psychiatric training in the elements of normal
and abnormal psychology prevailed, and if ycu also
discovered that this laboratory-clinic was the
most impoverished organization of its kind in this
country, would you be inclined to assist it?

T have been told by seven or more visitors
from various parts of Europe and America that the
statements contained in the preceding paragraph
are precisely and scientifically correct. My own

opinion is that they are a bit too modest, but
nodesty is such an imbedded trait with me that I

have always found it difficult to give a rroper
value tc anything with which I am associated.

In dead earnest, I should 1like tc¢ know
whether it would be possible for you to visit the
Harvard Psychological Clinic some time in the near
future. It is a very young thing but I think it
has made a qood start. Its future, however, is
precarious. Ve are running on a
shoestring. . .739]

No doubt Murray would not have been so immodestly "modest"
had it not been for his previous acquaintance with Greqq.
To support the request made in his letter, Murray sent to
Greqqg under separate cover a brief proposal stating the
ongoing research and financial needs of the Clinic.
Interestingly, this ©proposal was exactly the same document
that Murray had already submitted to the Harvard Department

of Neuropathcleqy.l 401

This time, however, the proposal would bear fruit.
Murray's success was probably not a result of his persomal
relationshiyp with Greqq, as all grant requests had to be
reviewed and approved by the Foundation Board, thus gquarding
against perscnal favoritism as a deciding factor. However,

what was important for Murray getting the grant was that he

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



120

had the support of some very important people for his work
at the Clinic. Evidence for this support came almost
immediately in the form of a 1letter to Greqq from Dr.
Alfred E. Cchn, Murray's former mentor at the Rockefeller

Institute. ©On May 7, 1934, Cohn wrote:

Four vyears of very close cooperation,
intellectually at least as intimately as
experimentally, assured me that Murray was no
ordinary person. He belongs to the order, to me
the most admiratle in 1lovers of 1learning, the
disinterested amateur, the private scholar. The
wealth of Murray's 1learning, his sympathy, his
insight, his ingenuity, are not the gifts which
are to be found often in any walk of 1life; they
seem tc me to be extraordinarily rare in our own.
These he has been devoting, not to the well vworn
avenues along which he would no doubt have won
certain success, but to those trails through dark
woods, the darker because we have chosen to regard
them as essentially beclouded, along which te has
convinced himself that it was his duty to move.
He saw there, with his unusually good and broad
training in the methods of natural science, an
opportunity, by the use of all his
accomplishments, of bringing into focus natural
and pathological phenomena and scientific method,
out of the welding of which a step in advance of
contemporary understanding might issue. But it
was nct merely a vaque and pious eclectic
enterprise which suqgested activity to Murravys
through vyears of unremittirq reflection and of
testing, he has come upon psychological
concepticns, the analysis of which would, had he
the opportunity, demonstrate the value of a method
of study. His recent report is evidence of the
careful development of his thouqht.[ 41

A more emphatic or effective letter of support it would have

been impossible to write.

Greqgg's 1initial response to Murrayvy's Trequest was
understandably very favorable, though he noted in his letter

to Murray that the first step in approving a grant to the
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Clinic would involve an inspection of their facilities.
While Gregq looked forward to this visit as a means of
renewing his acquaintance with Murray, he could not say
definitely when he would have the time for a trip to
Harvard.f 4271 Finmally, Greqq was able to propose April 6,
1934, as the date of his visit, much to the distress of
Murray, who had planned to be out of town on that date. 1In
desperation, Murray wrote a hurried, hand-written note to
Gregq stating that:
I am so anxious to see you that I shall gqgladly
rearrange my schedule in anyway that is necessary.
It happens that April 6th- is about the worst day
you could have chosen. In the first place it is
Easter Vacation at Harvard, & the men here will be
home writing papers rather than experimenting in
the labcratory. In the second place I had planned
to spend that week in New York with my mother who
is very much depressed at this moment--my father
having <Hust died. I don't feel that I can leave
her alcne. What can be done? Can you stay over
until Monday, April 9th? Or can you see me in New
York? The condition of the Clinic is rather
desperate, & I don't want to leave a stone
unturned, so that I shall stay here if you cannot
possibly change.l 431
Fortunately for Murray, Greqq was able to reschedule the

visit.

As it turned out, there was no need for Murray to have
been so anxicus about showing off the Clinic to Greggqg. Any
decision about funding the Clinic would have to be postponed
until the fall of 1934, as Fresident Conant was in the
process of reviewing the organization of the Derartment of
Philosophy and Psychology. Depending on what changes, if

any, were to te made in the organization of the Department,
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the Clinic's official status, and hence need for support,
could be drastically altered.f 447 With this in wmind, Gregg
made his first visit to the Clinic on April 27, 1934,
recording his impressions later that mniqht in his diary.
After a fairly lengthy discussion of the Clinic's facilities
and Murravy's general research plans, Greqq made the
following ccrment on the Clinic's financial condition:
Endowment left by Dr. Prince provides ncw for
only a small part of the expenditures of the
Inst., i.e. Murray's salary [reduced) plus bal.
of $118. . . Urgent need will arise next
year.[ 451
Despite the urgency of the need, Greqq could only advise

Murray to sit tight and await the outcome of Conant's

departmental review.

Conant's decision was to be characteristically slow in
coming. The independent review conmittee arrcinted by
Conant during the first weeks of his Presidency was not to
mneet until October of 1934, and no report was exrected until
November at the earliest. No change could therefore be
expected in the Clinic's departmental or financial status
until the fall of 1935, and it was obvious that the Clinic
night not be able to financially survive that long on its
endowment. With this in mind, and at the urging of Dr.
Stanley Cobt, Professor of Neuropatholoqy at Harvard and a
friend of both Murray and Greqq, Gregq decided to act on

Murray's request for aid.[ 461
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While irclined to financially support Murray's Clinic,
Greqq felt that +the Clinic's researchers would have to
support themselves at least for the immediate future.
Murray respcnded to this suqgestion by arguing forcefully
for aid for his colleaques and graduate students. In a
letter dated September 26, 1934, Murray wrote to Greqgqg that:

You said last spring that you were not interested

to hear about the research work. I did not quite

understand what you meant by that. Why shouldn't

financial help be given to those experimenters who

have the mcst prcmising researches in mind, and

have developed the best methods of pursuing them?

There are a multitude of first-rate psychological

or psychiatric 1laboratories in America which are

organized up to the nines. Cn paper, they seenm to

be first-rate; they seem to be working in

conjunction with related departments, etc. But

they are failures because no effective

imaginaticns inhabit them.[47]

Greqq remained unconvinced on this issue, though. The
Rockefeller Foundation had not at that time clearly defined
its approach to the field of psychology, and therefore could
consider only a short-term grant. Also, since the
fellowship mcney from the Committee on Industrial Fatique
was to continue through June, 1935, no further consideration

of this issue would be necessary until then.[ 48]

Greqq made a second visit to Harvard on Octcber 3-4,
1934, Thies time his purpose Was twofold; to press Conant
for a decisicn on the Clinic's official University status,
and discuss with Murray the limited nature of any possible
support for the Clinic. In reqard to his first purpose,
Greqqg was not successful. While Conant had no objections to

Rockefeller Fcundation support for the Clinic, he had no
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conmment about his plans for the Clinic's future at Harvard.
Greqq's visit with Murray was more productive, however. ©Not
only was Murray convinced of the rationale of limiting the
amount of support he <could expect from the Rockefeller
Foundation, but he was also able to impress upon Greqg even

more convincingly the urgency of the Clinic's financial

situation.l49]

Based on the information gathered during Gregg's visit
to Harvard, the Board of the Rockefeller Foundation acted
quickly. On October 19, 1934, the following proposal was

considered and approved:
GRANT-IN-AID, NEW YORK

0BJECT-Purchase of scientific apparatus and
equipment for psychological testing, and
conpensation for special statistical and
secretarial services in connection with the
research in normal and abnormal psychology of
Doctor BHenry A. Murray, Jr., and his asscciates
in the Psychological Clinic of Harvard University

at Cambridge, Mass.

AMOUNT-$2,450
FORM OF PAYMENT-Treasurer of Harvard University;
$1,000 as of VNovember 1, 1934, and balance upon
presentation of bills or salary expenses under
headings noted herewith. . .

A grant of $2,450 to the Psychological Clinic
of Harvard University as a contribution to the
purchase of scientific apparatus and equirment,
and the special expenses of statistician and
secretarial service is approved. This grant to be
nade available from November 1, 1934: any
unexpended balance as of October 31, 1935, to be
returned to the Foundation. Equipment purchased
to be considered property of the Psychological
Clinic cf Harvard University.[ 501

The document was signed by Alan Greqq, Director of Medical
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Services; George J. Beal, Comptroller of the Rockefeller
Foundation; and Max Mason, President of the Rockefeller

Foundation.

Ay

The particulars of the Board's decision were appended
to the above dJdocument. As suprorting evidence for their
decision, the Board noted that:

Dr. Stanley Cobt, Dr. Alfred Cohn and Dr. L.
Je Henderson all have spoken of Dr. Murray and
his work inm terms of wunusual earnestness and
approval, and successive visits to the clinic show
that it is composed of a group of workers within
the field of psychology whose breadth of training
and viewpoint, whose sincerity and modesty and
whose ccmmon sense are not to be found easily
elsevhere.[51]

Also, the financial need of the Clinic was cited along with
the specific itemization of the grant's budget as follows:

The Clinic was endowed by the late Dr. Morton
Prince. Previously the income was $6,900
annually. It is now $5,500. Dr. Murray's salary
was fixed at $5,000, but of +this he has used
$3,000 annually for routine expenditures during
the past seven years. He cannot afford to sugport
the clinic further to this extent . . .The
principal financial difficulty is to hear the cost
of necessary equipment and running expenses during
the current acaderic vear.

The wutilization of aid proposed is as
follows:

Expenses of installation of sound recording
room and apparatusS « « « « « ¢ o« o« o o« « « « $1,000
Purchase of apparatus for measuring skin

temperature and muscular tremor « « « « o 450
Equipment for children's clinics and cost

of intelligence and aptitude tests « « « « . 400
Employment of statistical and secretarial

ASSIiStanCe « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« o o o e & o o o o 600

$2,450 [52]
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With this grant, a long relationship between the Harvard

Psychological Clinic and the Rockefeller Foundation began.

The Harvard Psychological Clinic was to be, except for
the small income from the Prince endowment, totally funded
by the Rockefeller Foundation until 1945. In that yvear the
Harvard social rsychologists split away from the Psychology
Department to <join with Harvard's cultural anthrcrologists
and empirical sociologists in forming the Department of
Social Relatioms. The Clinic became rpart of this new
department and shared in its endowment and University
funding.[531 For the present, however, only the funding of

the Clinic through 1938 will be considered.

Murray was understandably overjoyed to learn of the
Rockefeller PFcundation grant of Cctober 19, 1934. But in
writing Greqq to officially accept the award, Murray was

already thinking about the future needs of the Clinic:

I was of course deliqghted to receive vyour
letter informing me of the grant-in-aid which was
voted to the Psychological Clinic. . . This aid
will make it possible for us to carry on otr work
this vear and bring our preliminary studies to a
close. . .

In our conversation you suggested that you
night be willing to propose to yvyour Committee that
a grant for one year, with the possibility of
renewal for +two more years, amounting for about
$8,000, might be awarded the Clinic. . . After
hearing of your willingness to help us this year,
I am hesitant to push the other matter, but the
situation is now as it was when you expressed your
willingness to put our case before the
Committee.l 541
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But, with Greqq's approval, push this matter he did, and

with greater monetary success than before.

At the March 25, 1935, meeting of the Board of the
Rockefeller Foundation it was noted that:

No material change in the financial situation has
occurred since the [initial] grant was made. It
is now certain that the annual contribution of
$4,500 from the Committee on Industrial Fatique
will nct continue after June, 1935, and Doctor
Murray has been informed by the Director of the
Department of Education that his request for funds
from the university has had to be declined. Thus,
the only assured income for 1935-1936 is the
$5,500 vielded by the Prince endowment and which
provides Doctor Murray's salary. Doctor HMurray
will continue to contribute $3,000 of this tc the
expenses of the clinic, but he needs in addition
at least $6,000, of which $3,000 would go for his
running expenses, secretarial assistance,
apparatus, supplies, etc., and $3,0C0 for
part-time staff and research workers.l 551

In response to this demonstration of need, the Board
approved a gqrant of $5,000 to the Clinic for the 1935-1936
acadenic year. This time the grant included funds for the

payment of research assistants.[56]

This grant, though, was for one yvear only, and did not
include the extension <clause that Murray had originally
sought. This meant that a whole new grant proposal would
have to be made again the following year. The reason for
the Rockefeller Foundation's refusal to provide long-ternm
support was quite simple. Harvard's President Conmant had
still not decided upon the future of the Clinic. It was
decided that the Foundation would consider no further aid to

the Clinic wuntil Ccnant made his decision.[ 571 This
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information was passed on to Conant by Greqgg. Conant
responded on April 24, 1936, by writing to Gregqg that:

I should like to have the decision 1in regard to

the future of Harry Murray put off for another

vyear. « «

In view of these circumstances, I should
greatly appreciate it if the Rockefeller
Foundation were willing to continue for one more
vear on the same basis the support of the
Psycholcgical Clinic; and this 1letter may be
reqarded as a formal application to yvou fcr such
support.l 58]

While this could hardly have been the desired responsc
from Conant, Greqg and his colleaques at the Rockefeller
Foundation knew that a decision on their part would have to
be made ncnetheless. Three weeks prior to Conant's letter,
Murray had paid a visit to the Rockefeller Foundation
offices ir V¥New VYork. He was apprised of the position the
Foundation was taking towards the qranting of further
support. Murray responded by predicting that the University

< would allow the Clinic to die if the grant was not
continued. He added further that he would ask for no more
aid after the 1936-1937 academic year if Conant had still
not made his decision about the Clinic.l 597 Paced with these
alternatives, the decision was made omn May 15, 1936, to
extend for another year the $5,000 grant to the Clinic. 1In
an appendix to the grant award it was noted that: "No
connitment for future aid is implied," but that if Conant
decided in favor of permanently establishing the Clinic at

Harvard, "a request for aid over a period of years will be

presented in 1937."[60] This secured the existence of the
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Clinic for the immediate future, and put the pressure on

Conant to finally make his decision.

The fate of Murray and the Clinic was finally decided
in March of 1937. Murray was promoted to the rank of
Associate Professor but was not tenured. Instead, he was
appointed tc a ten yvear term, with an administrative review
of his record in five years. Tenure was not denied, but
merely delayed. This final recognition of academic standing
and professional security was at last bestowed on Murray in
1948, when he vas advanced to the rank of full
Professor.[61] Murray nov set as his primary goal for his
sabbatical the completion of the manuscript of a book based
on the work he had been directing at the Clipnic since
Prince's retirement. This manuscript was to become the
Explorations in Personality published in 1938. In order
that Murray might finish this manuscript, Conant agreed to

give Murray a sabbatical and leave of absence for two years

without pav.[ 621

With Murray gone for +the 1937-1938 and 1938-1939
academic vears, the financial need of the Clinic was
siqnificantly changed. The $2,000 a Year that Murray kept
from the income of the Prince endowment as his salary could
now be used tc help defray the operating expenses of the
Clinic. The main need now was for the hiring cf someone to
carry on the mnew research program that Murray recently

initiated, as he planned to spend most of his sabbatical in
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Europe. Preferably, this bérson was to be a younqg,
energetic researcher familiar with psychoanalytic theory and
methods, and would be hired at the level of an instructor or
research assistant. Dr. Walter Dyk, formerly of the Boston
Children's Hcspital and the Boston Department of Pablic
Health, was chosen by Murray for this position. Murray made
a request of the Rockefeller Foundation to provide a $2,500
a vear fellowship for Dyk for the two years that Murray
would be on sabbatical, and the Foundation agreed to do so.
Now, with Dyk in charge of the Clinic's new research
program, and Robert W. White, a 1937 Ph.D. from the
Clinic, acting as the Clinic's chief administrative officer,

Murray was free to take his leave.f63]

In the last letter that Murray sent to Greqq before
leaving on his satbatical, he wrote concerning the backing
that the Clinic had received from the Rockefeller
Foundation. In this letter he stated:

« « <how grateful we are for past benefits. A

good part of our work would have been impcssible

without your backing and financial aid.[ 64]

It would be impossible to state the situation at the Clinic
more concisely or more accurately, The total amount of aid
the Clinic received from the Rockefeller Foundation from
1934 to 1939 was $17,450.7657 Without this aid the Clinic
would not have been able to function on the income from the
Prince endowment for very long past 1934. More important

though, was the non-monetary support that Murray received

from Alan Greqg. It will be shown in the next chapter that
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it was Gregg's personal support for Murray's work that
secured his rromoticn to associate professor, and along with
it the continued existence of the Psychological <Clinic at

Harvard.

Conclusion

TWo very important issues are raised in this discussion
of the establishment and financial situation of the Harvard
Psychological Clinic. One issue is that of Boring's and
President Conant's reluctance to support research in applied
psychology at Harvard. This would prove to Lke a ma‘jor
stumbling block in the way of Murray's prcmotion to
Associate Prcfessor in 1937, and will be discussed in detail

in Chapters 7 and 8.

The seccnd issue deals with the role played by Murray's
professional contacts in securing his position at Harvard.
Lavwrence J. Henderson was instrumental in obtaining a
position at Harvard for Murray, first as Prince's assistant,
and later as his successor. This point will be discussed
further in Chapter 5. Henderson's Industrial Fatique
Research Grour also provided vital financial support for the
Clinic's operations during 1930-1934. Another important
contact was Dr. Stanley Cobb of ' Harvarad. Cobb was
important as an influential reference in Murray's efforts to
obtain funding from the Rockefeller Foundation, and he would

later prove to be a major surporter of Murray during the
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1936-1937 promotion and tenure review. Finally, Murray's
greatest ally was Dr. Alan Greqq of the Medical Sciemces
Division of the Rockefeller Foundation. His support of
Murray's work quaranteed the financial survival of the
Clinic. Purthermore, as shall be detailed in Chapter 7,
Greqq was to use his financial influence tc¢ convince
President Ccnant to promote Murray to Associate Frofessor in

1937.
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CHAPTER 5:
CCNTROVERSY AND THE CLINIC, 1926-1936:

THE INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES OF HIRING, TEACHING, AND RESEARCH

Introduction-

Parallel to the Clinic's strugqqle for financial
survival, ancther drama ¥was shaping up concerning Murray's
professional credentials for holding an academic position in
psychology. The fact that Murray, who had absclutely no
formal training in academic psychology, was appointed to a
major position at Harvard raises three important issues.
The first deals with the role played by President Lowell of
Harvard University in making faculty appointments and
setting departmental policy. In particular, were these
decisions based on the merit of the job candidate or policy
proposal, or were contacts within the "o0ld boy" rnetwork the
crucial factcr? 1In contrast to this were Boring's attempts
to reform psychology at Harvard by emphasizing the
importance cf professional credentials and academic merit as
measured by research productivity as the criteria for
faculty hiring, promotion, and tenure. Finally, the issue

of departmental power politics is analyzed in terms of
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Boring's efforts to shape psycholoqgy alecng pute
experimentalist 1lines in the face of administrative apathy

and opposition.

The Imperial Presidency at Harvard

President Lowell accepted Morton Prince's offer of an
endownent to create the Harvard Psychological Clinic without
consulting anyone about the proposal, Furthermore, Lowell
consulted with no one before appointing Prince as the first
director of the Clinic. The initial arrangement to create
the Clinic and hire Prince was the result of a verbal
agreement between Prince and Lowell that was concluded
during the first few days of January, 1926. This verbal
agreement was then ratified almost immediately when Lowell
presented the plan to the Harvard Corporation cr January 4,
1926.[ 171 Tt is significant to note that it was not until
three weeks later, on January 26, that Prince officially
communicated to Lowell the conditions of the endowment, and
not until three vweeks after that, on February 19, that
Prince transferred the endowment from his bank account to

the Harvard Treasurer's Office.([2]

It was commonplace that Harvard presidents had this
much autoncmy from bureaucratic red tape in running the
affairs of the University. For example, alsc in 1926,
Lowell obtained a gift in excess of $10,000,000 from Edward

S. Harkness to build residential houses for all HarIvard
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underqraduates simply because he <could give Harkness an
immediate yes or no answer to the offer. Harkmess had
initially cffered the gift to his alma mater, VYale
University, but had turned instead to Harvard when informed
by Yale's President James R. Anqgell that the gift could not
be accepted until approved by the Yale Board of Trustees and
by the faculty.[3) Harkness was apparently a very impatient
man, and Lovell was able to use this character trait to his,
and Harvard's, advantage. Yet another case illustrates the
near-legendary autonomy of the Harvard ©Presidency in the
1920's and 1930's. 1In the summer of 1933, President-elect
James B. Ccnant visited Oxford and Cambridge Universities
in Enqgland in order to get some tackground knowledge of the
educational system that had served as the model of his
predecessor!s institutional reforms. At one roint during
his visit, he was greeted by an English colleagque who
exclaimed:

Oh, you are the new president of Harvard; I

understand that vyou will be all-powerful and,

unlike an English vice chancellor, can do exactly

what vyou 1like. TIf vou have the authority I anm

told you have, I give you one piece of advice:

Draw your salary and stay right here in Eurcpe!l 4]

At Harvard, when the President made a policy decision,
the decision technically had to ke approved by tuc separate
bodies: the Ccrporation and the Board of Overseers. The
approval of the President's decisions by the Corporation was

virtually quaranteed. The Corporation was comprised of only

six members plus the President, and since it was empowered
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to £ill its cwn vacancies no chance existed of the status
guo- being disrupted. Approval of the President's decisions
by the Board of Overseers was nearly as certain. Though the
Board of Overseers was a much larger and more pclitically
diverse body, its chartered role of providing advice and
consent was largely short-circuited by the rapidity with
which the Precsident and Corporation could make and implement
policy. In essence, then, the Board of Overseers was little
more than a rubber stamp for the decisions of the President
and Corporation, mnuch to the consternation of many members
of the Board. This is a state of affairs that has continued
virtually unchanged up to the ©present day.[51 So, while
something c¢f an overstatement, the remark of the English Don
to Conant is an indication of the feeling of awe that the
rest of academia had for the power of the Harvard

Presidency.

Naturally, the hiring of Prince and the fcrmation of
the Harvard Psychological Clinic by order of President
lowell was not particularly well received by the Department
of Philosophy and Psychology. There was some debate within
the Department as to whether tte Clinic's endowment could
even be accerted under the terms of its offer. Eventually,
a compromise was achieved that allowed the Clinic to begqgin
operation in the fall of 1926.[61 Boring, in his
autobiography, glossed over the fact that the rlanm to create
the C1linic <criginated without the knowledge or consent of

the Department of Philosophy and Psychology, claiming
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instead a major role for himself in its founding. In 1960

he wrote:

Tt is interesting to see the deliberate
forces c¢f History working here through the wills
of Prince and me. Dynamic psychology was getting
itself born near the turn of the century, when
Freud in Vienna was discovering the role <c¢f the
unconscious and Kul pe in Wurzburg the
imagelessness of thouqght. Prince's act was
designed to help bring the two trends of
psycholoqy together, <just as Janet had tried to do
in Paris back in 1895, Prince helped Bistory
along, but he was also a consequence of Histcry'!s
inevitability. By the 1920 's many psychologists
were beginning to think along similar 1lines,
especially those who wanted psychology to do more
about motivation of "human nature" or what was
called rersonality. Similarly I thought that I

was making a novel suggestion about the addition
of the word dynamic- to the deed of the qift,
whereas T too was being little more than History's
agent.l 71
Regardless of the reasons for the Clinic's eXistence at
Harvard, the fact remained for all concerned that it did
exist and that Prince, the psychologists, and the
philosophers would all have to cooperate if the venture was

to succeed.

Once the Clinic had been officially established,
Prince's first order of business was to appoint an assistant
to help him with administrative, research, and teaching
duties. Rhile Prince had retired from teaching
psychopathology at the Tufts University Medical School in
1912, he had kept in touch with that institution in the
meantime. However, he knew of no one from there vwhom he
could «call c¢n to be his assistant. All his former

colleaques and students from Tufts had qone on intc medical
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practice, and as he wanted the Clinic tc focus c¢n research
rather than vpractice, none of these people seemed
appropriate.[8]1 Seeing that Prince was having difficulty in
choosing an assistant, Professor Llawrence J. Benderson,
Harvard's preeminent biochemist and also a close friend of
President Lowell, suggested that lLowell recommend to Prince

the name of Dr. Henry A. MHurray.[9]

By all the standard criteria of <faculty appointments,
Murray appeared to be an unlikely candidate for the
position. He was an M.D., his M.A. Was in Biolcqgy, and his
Ph.D. was in Biochemistry. He was, however, a close friend
of Henderson. Murray's friendship with Henderson had bequn
in 1920 when he assisted in Henderson's research on the
chemical make-up of the blood, and had continued via
Henderson's frequent visits to the Rockefeller Institute for
Medical Research in VNew York City.[10] Based on their
personal relationship, Henderson felt confident to make the
proposal to Lowell that Murray be appointed as Prince's
assistant. Lowell accepted Henderson's suggestion, and
invited Murray to come up to Harvard from New Ycrk for an
interview. During the interview, Murray impressed everyone
with his personal charm, wit, knowledge of psychology, and
background in scientific research. Everyone, that is,
except Prince. Prince liked Murray as a person, but was
quite critical of psychoanalysis, and felt that Murray was
far too psychoanalytically oriented to be able to fit in

with the —rrcgram of instruction and research that he had
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planned for the Clinic. But Prince vwas outvoted by the rest
of the Department who felt +that Murray's background in
experimental research would bring a needed element of
'scientific riqor into the Clinié's program.{11] So with this

matter settled, the Clinic began cperation.

The Clinic-Stagnates Under-Pringce; - 1926-1928

From the very start, the relations between the Clinic
and the rest of Harvard's psychologists were marred by
controversy. First came the issue of how the limited space
on the top floor of Emerson Hall was going to be shared by
the Clinic and the Psychological Latoratory. The conditions
of the endowment =cspecified that the Clinic ke given two
roons for its own use, and that it have full access to the
facilities of the Psychological Laboratory.[12] This put
quite a strain on the already over-extended facilities for
psychology. For the past several vyears Boring had been
continually complaining about the fact that <course
enrollments and ongoing research had had to be artificially
limited due to lack of classroom and 1laboratory space.[13]
What brought the matter to a head, though, was Prince's
insistence that the two rooms that had been given over to
the Clinic were totally inadequate. Prince felt that much
mnore space was needed if the Clinic was to fulfill its
stated ©purpose. He went as far as to suggest that the
Clinic needed at least six to eight rooms, and looked upon

Boring and the rest of the Harvard psychologists as being
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ungenerous in providing only the space stipulated by the

Clinic's endcwment.[14]

Prince's teaching also proved to be controversial. He
based his lecture style on that of the French reuroloyist,
Jean Martin Charcot, wusingy classroom demonstrations of
hypnotic phenonena and of patients suffering fron
psychological disturbances to illustrate the various topics
under discussion. However, Prince's dewonstraticns proved
to be far less dramatic than Charcot's. A former patient of
Prince's was summoned from her new home in St. Louis to
return to Cambridge in order for Prince to display her split
personality to the class. Having put a great deal of time
and effort intc helping her integrate her personalities into
a functioning unit, Prince was understandably reluctant to
have her break completely "apart" again. So he would have
her dissociate only slightly during class, but nct enough to
provide an effective demonstration.f 157 Aside from the
ineffectiveness of his demonstrations, Prince's teaching
drew substantial criticism for other reasons. He Wvas
becoming rather forgetful in his o0ld aqe, and would
frequently repeat the same points over and over aqain in
class unless some student was able to muster the courage to
interrupt him and point out the situation. Alsc, Prince
always arrived late for class, and would compensate for this
by holding the class long past its scheduled time. The
students found Prince to be poorly organized and unprepared

for class, and they felt he devoted an inordinate amount of
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attention to minor details in the material he was
covering.[ 16] As a result, the class, which began with an
enrollment of eighty students, was down to only twenty

students by the end of the semester.[ 17}

A certain amount of friction also arose from the
contrast between Prince and Murray's manner of professional
conduct and that of Boring and the rest of the Degartment's
psychologists. Prince and Murray were members of the
wealthy elite, while their psychology colleaques wWere men
wvho had worked their way up the academic ladder from humble
beginnings. There was a certain deqree of resentment for
the way Prince and Murray openly lived "the good life."
Also, they tended to flaunt their status as medical doctors
around the Department. Prince and Murray made a point of
always wearing their white doctor's coats whenever they were
in Emerscn Hall, a gesture that for some unknown reason d4id

not sit well with the rest of the psychologists.[ 181

Furthermore, there was some concern that Prince and
Murray were not taking their professional academic quties
seriously enough. Prince, complaining of fpcor health,
showed up cnly to teach his class and did not engage in any
research. Murray frequently was not around at all, and had
a bad habit cf forge tting to show up for appointments, even
when they had teen made well in advance. However, some hope

vas held cut for Murray since he at least was actively
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pursuing several research problems and had several gradnate

students who were enthusiastic about working with him.[19]

What was perhaps the most troubling thing about the
Clinic for the rest of the Department, though, was Prince's
habit of bypassing established Departmental procedures and
going straight to President Lowell whenever he wanted
anything for the Clinic.[ 201 As far as Boring, Whitehead,
and the rest cf the Department of Philosophy and Psychology
were concerned, this constituted a direct violation of the
conditions under which the endowment for the Clinic had been
accepted. The conditions of the endowment specifically
stated that the Clinic was to conduct "“research and
instruction to be carried on under the Faculty of Arts and
Sciences," and was to le "a special department with research
and instructicn in psychology," and that furthermore this
special department was a "sub-department of abmormal and
dynamic psychology under the present Psychological
Department."f 21] Under these terms, Prince should have taken
his requests through reqgular Departmental channels instead
of qoing directly to the Presidemt. But go over the head of
the Department he did, and as a result cf their
long-standing friendship Llowell gave Prince everything he
asked for. 1In this manner Prince obtained the remodelling
of one of the Clinic's rooms in Emerson Hall and the
extension of his initial one-year contract to add a second

vear to his term as the Clinic's director. Additionally, in
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1927, the University gave the Clinic the use of a house at

19 Beaver Street in Cambridge for its headquarters.{22]

The Clinic's move from Emerson Hall to the Beaver
Street address resulted in a degree of isolation for the
Clinic that was to have both good and bad effects. On the
negative side, the Clinic was to be effectively cut off from
any close collaborative work with the rest of the
Department, a situation that was to become a major issue
vhen Murray's promotion and tenure case was being decided in
1937. On the gpositive side, though, the departure of Prince
and Murray from Emerson Hall helped to reduce some of the
immediate friction that existed between them and the rest of
the Department. Also, the Beaver Street house was large
enough for Prince to have the six to eight laboratory roonms
that he felt he needed 1in order to conduct his planned
research. As a result of the expanded facilities, two
research projects on hypnotic phenomena were initiated in
the fall c¢f 1927 under Murray's direction. The effect of
hypnosis on the galvanic skin resronse (GSR) was conducted
by Murray, MacKinnon, and Oxnard, while Lundholm, Mitchell,
and Weiss studied the effect of hypnosis on conditioned
reflexes.[23]1 This marked the beginning of the Clinic's

research program.
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The Clinic Flourishes Under Murray: 1928-1936

Prince's health continued to fail throughout the
1927-1928 acadenic year. He had always had trouble
negotiating the three flights of stairs up to his classroon
in Emerson Hall, and had even collapsed several times from
the exerticn. By the spring of 1928, his health had
deteriorated to the point that he had to turn mcst of his
teaching over tc Murray. Prince would teach one class a
week while Murray would teach the other two. The rest of
the time Prince stayed at his home on Beacon Street in
Boston, writing and seeinqg his patients.f241 It finally came
to the point that Prince knew that he would have to retire
as the Clinic's director at the end of the 1927-1928
academic year. The issue then arose as to who would be
Prince's replacement. As much as Prince had disaqreed with
MurraY over theoretical questions, he felt that Mtrray was
the most qualified rerson to succeed him.[25] There were two
reasons for this. One, the Clinic's endowment specifically
stipulated that the director should be "an experienced
physician and psychologist  trained in laboratory
technique."[261 Murray fit these criteria well; he was both
an experienced physician and a trained laboratory scientist.
Finally, Murray had spent two years as Prince's assistant so
he already kpnew how tc carry out the Clinic's program of
research and instruction. If nothing else, appointing
Murray as Prince's successor would therefore be the nmost

expedient choice.
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However, Boring led the rest of the Derartment of
Philosophy and Psychology in opposing Murray as Prince's
successor. While they had initially favored his afpointment
as Prince's assistant, a number of questions had arisen
during the tvwo intervening vears about his qualifications
for advancenment. The most serious originated when it was
learned, after Murray had bequn his duties as Prince's
assistant, that his Ph.D. was in Biochemistry and not in
Psycholoqy. It had naturally been assumed that when
Henderson recommended Murray to President Lowell as a good
psychologist, that Murray was in fact trained as a
psychologist and had been involved in biochemical research
only as a side-interest. While Boring and the rest of the
Department admitted their negligence in not having checked
Murray's credentials more closely at that time, they were
not about tc let this matter slip by them again. Also,
there was gqgrowing concern over Murray's interest in
psychoanalysis. It had originally been thought that Murray
would be more scientifically rigorous than Prince, but now
his interest in the theories of Freud and Junqg raised
serioas questions about this assumption.[27] Boring, as
director of the Psychological Laboratory, arqued fcr finding
someone else to replace Prince who would not only meet the
requirements of the Clinic's endowment, but who would also
fit in better with the increasingly experimental orientation
of the work being conducted in the laboratory.[ 281 The final

decision, however, was up to President Lowell, and true to
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his past rerformance, he sided with his o0ld friends Prince
and Henderson, and appointed Murray to succeed Morton Prince
as director of the Harvard Psychological Clinic beginning

with the start of the 1928-1929 academic year.[29]

Oonce he had taken over as the Clinic's new director,
Murray moved rapidly to exert his authority and set a new
course for the Clinic's operations. His first move was to
phase out the medical orientation of the Cliric's course
materials. The clinical demonstrations that had been s0
important +to Prince were immediately eliminated. Hypmosis,
which had been the primary method of research for Prihce,
was phased out more gradually because of graduvate student
research that was still in progress. In place of the
medical/clinical orientation of Prince's lectures, Murray
put his emrhasis on teaching psychology graduate students
psychoanalytic interpretations of the abnormal and normal
humpan personality. In terms of his research activities,
Murray increasingly focused on developing and irrlementing
new research techniques to test his theoretical ideas for a
descriptive eqo psycholoqy.[ 3071 It is a testimcny to the
strength of Murray's personality and to the deqree of
charisma he exuded, that he was singlehandedly able to
totally reshare the character of the Clinic in Jjust a few
years. The extent to which he was successful in this task
can be seen in his 1935 article in the Harvard Alumni
Bulletin. He stated in this article that the Clinic had

three goals:
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{1) to impart by lectures and demcnstrations a
systematic knowledge of abnormal psychology to
qualified students; [2) to conduct researches in
the field of dynamic (behavioral)( sic] psychclogy;
and (3) to study and treat patients suffering from
emotional disorders.[311
While superficially similar to the goals originally proposed
by Prince iz 1926, the Clinic under Murray was oriented
significantly more towards the needs of students of
psycholoqgy, rather than towards the needs of students of

medicine.

Murray's style of teaching was markedly different from
that of ©Prince. Despite a tendency to stutter, Murray was
an extremely pcpular and stimulating lecturer. Instead of
driving students away, as did Prince, Murray had more
students trying to enroll in his courses than he could
accommodate.[321 His primary teaching responsibility was a
course entitled "Psychology  24--Abnormal and Dynamic
Psychology," which was 1listed as beinqg primarily for
graduate students, though open to undergraduates with the
pernmission of the instructor. This course was offered every
year, as was a course entitled "Research in Abnormal
Psycholoqy," which was open only to advanced graduate
students. Other courses were also offered from time to time
by Murray. Be taught a seminar in personality theory during
the 1927-1¢28 academic year. In both of the next two vears
he taught a course on individual psychology. In the
1933-1934 academic 7year Murray team-taught with Gordon

Allport a course on the ©psychology of humar action and
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motivation. Also, Murray collaborated from tire to time
with varicus psychologists fronm the Derartment in
supervising undergraduate Honors Thesis research and

graduate student independent studies.[331

For the first three years of the Clinic's existence,
all of its courses were taught in Emerson Hall along with
the rest of the Department of Philosophy and Psychology.
The 1928-1929 academic year--Murray's first as the Clinic's
Director--marked the last year that the Clinic's courses
vere taught in Emerson Hall,.[34 7 When the Clinic was moved a
second time to the house at 64 Plympton Street dvuring the
sumnmer of 1929, the basement of the house was remodelled and
made into a lecture hall with a capacitv of forty-five
students. From this time on, all of the Clinic's classes
met in this rccm and its capacity became the major 1limiting
factor in determining the size of Murray's classes.
Starting in 1929-1930 and continuing through the following
decade, enrollment in Psycholody 24 hovered between 39 and
56 students. The number admitted in any given vyear was
dependent <¢r only two factors: Murray's refusal to enroll
unprepared and/or unmotivated students, and the willingness
of the enrclled students to either sit on the floor or stand
in the aisles when all of the available seats had been
filled. Under Murray's instructorship Psychology 24 was
consistently one of the most popular psychology cocurses at

Harvard. Only the Department's two introductory psychology
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courses and Gerdon W. Allport's social psychology course

attracted more students.[351

The Clinic's research output also greatly expanded
under Murray's leadership. While detailed records of the
research conducted at the Clinic exist only up thrcugh 1933,
it is obvious that the Clinic had become an important center
for graduate student research in psychology at Harvard.
From a beqginning with only two research projects under way
during the 1927-1928 academic vyvear, research activity
expanded to five studies in 1928-1929, six studies in both
1929-1930 and 1930~1931, ten studies 1in 1931-1932, and
finally to seventeen studies during the 1932-1633 acadenic
yvear.[ 361 Perhaps the best analysis of the Clinic's role
during the first seven years of its existence in the growth
of psychological research at Harvard was made by Poring in
his report to the Harvard President of the activities in
1932-1933 of tﬁe Psychological laboratory. In this report
he presented the following chart:

Number of Researches
1926-1927 1931-1932

Human Normal Psychology . . 12 25
Abnormal and Dynamic

Psychology « o o o o o & 3 17
Animal Psycholoqy . . « « 2 10
Educaticnal Psychology . . 6 8
Social Psychologdy « . « « 0 7

23 67 [371
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Boring alsoc noted that:

Abnormal and dynamic psycholoqy, favored by the

founding of the Psychological Clinic, has come

during this period to represent about a quarter of

the research in the laboratory.{381

The reason for the rapid qrowth of research in the
Clinic was quite simple, The Clinic under Murray's
leadership had quickly qgained a reputation within the
Harvard comrunity as a socially vibrant, intellectually
invigorating center of learninqg. Initially, a small qroup
of graduate students had been attracted to the Clinic, lured
by rumors of Murray's adherance to psychoanalytic theories
of personality. Generally, these students had found
themselves dissatisfied and intellectually stifled by the
predominantly Titchenerian brand of experimental psychology
favored at the Psychological Laboratory in Emerson Hall.
They wanted something more relevant +to the concerns of
everyday human experience than the study of psychophysics
and animal rpsychology could offer.[ 3971 Once at the Clinic,
however, they quickly learned that Murray had much more to
offer them than Fjust an introduction to psYchoanalvytic
theory, for the Clinic was a place where divergent ideas
could be discussed in lively debate, and where research

could be conducted in an atmosphere of exuberant

camaraderie.f 40]

Life and work at the Clinic was centered in the library
of the old house at 62 Plympton Street in Cambridge that had

become the Clinic's headquarters after its second move in
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1929. This room served many functions. It was a place for
the Clinic's graduate students to study; it was the place
where their weekly seminars and colloquia were held; and it
was the site c¢f the Clinic's daily 1luncheons and annual
Christmas parties. The daily luncheons, in particular,
became one of the major sources of intellectual stimulation
for those connected with the Clinic. Coning frem a wealthy
New York family, Murray was acquainted with many prominent
individuals from a number of different walks of life.
Murray drew on these acquaintances to engineer a steady
stream of luncheon quests, all quaranteed of an apfrreciative

audience, regardless of what they wanted to talk about.[41]

Murray trought to Clinic luncheons such Harvard
luminaries as the biochemist ILawrence J. Henderson, the
philosopher Alfred N. Whitehead, and the sociologist
Talcott Parsons. There was also a standing invitation for
any of Murray's literary, artistic, or intellectual friends
to drop in whenever they happened to be in the Bcston area.
In this way people such as Felix Frankfurter, Conrad Aiken,
Katherine Cornell, Bertrand Russell, and Paul Roteson became
frequent luncheon quests. The Clinic also served as the
informal meeting rlace of the Boston Psychoanalytic
Institute, and throuqh this connection +the 1luncheons vwere
sometimes graced by the presence of the emigre analysts
Hanns Sachs and Franz Alexander,.[42]1 Perhaps the best
description of the intellectual conviviality that

characterized the Clinic vwas given bty Nevitt Sanford at a
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symposium held in Murray's honor at the 1978 Ccnvention of
the American Pesychological Association. To a
standing-rccm-cnly audience, he recalled that the Clinic:

presented a kind of civility that has 1long since
been 1lo0st. Also, diversity of point of view among
people in the same department was still valuved, as
a means for finding the truth.

I remember an interchange between Harry
[ Murray] and Fred Skinner at one of our weekly
colloquia. There was a discussion of 1levels of
analysis. Some one had drawn some examples of
levels on the tlackboard. At the top was the
person, below that the syndrome or complex, then
the need or trait, then the conditioned resrcnse,
then, I suppose, the nervous impulse. Skinner,
who as a graduate student had already worked out
most of the ideas that would make him famous,
thought one ought to focus at about the level of
the conditioned reflex, Harry said he thouqht we
should go higher.

Skinner =said, "But I domn't want to go
higher."

Harry: "I know, vou're afraid vyou'll go to
heaven."

Skinner, I think, enjoyed the joke as much as
anybody. As a matter of fact we savw him at the
T1linic mere than a few times~~once he gqave a
formal report on one of his studies of verbal
behavior. He thought it would interest us, and it

did.[u3)

Controversy Surrounds Murray's Work

s e .

Even though Murray's teaching was a vast improvement
over DPrince's; even though Murray was actively pursuing
research whereas Prince had not; even though Murray had made
the Clinic into a vital center of learning; relations with
the Emerscn Hall psychologists did not improve dramatically.

Murray, the Clinic, and almost everything that went on there
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remained highly controversial. For example, there was the
issue of Murray's teaching. It was an undisputed fact that
as an instructor, Murray was far more popular than Prince,
and more popular than most of the faculty of the Department
of Philosophy and Psychology as well. However, this very
popularity raised gquestions altout <the quality of his
teaching. Clifford H. Moore, Dean of the Faculty of Arts
and Sciences at Harvard, launched an investigation of
Murray's teaching of Psychology 24 in +the spring of 1930
because it was rumored that Murray's popularity was due to
his being an excessively 1lenient teacher. Moore was
concerned that there were too many undergraduvates enrolled
in a course that was catalogued as being primarily for
graduate students. Also, he vas suspicious that a large
nunber of these underqraduates did not have a sufficiently
high class ranking to allow them to be admitted to such an
upper- level ccurse. Surprisingly, however, even though
Moore raised ¢these allegations and investigated Murray's
teaching of the course, no solid evidence was ever found to

substantiate any of these charges.f 441

The problem seems to have been an unwritten policy at
Harvard that courses taught by new Assistant Professors
should be exceedingly difficult. It was reasoned that if a
course by a new faculty member was to be a valuable learning
experience, it had to be difficult, and hence, unpopular.

Any course taught by a new faculty member that was popular
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with the students was therefore immediately suspect as being

t00 easy.

While Murray was able to assure Dean Moore that his
concerns were unfounded, the whole incident did not sit well
with the rest of the Department. Boring, the de facto- head
of psychology at Harvard, preferred that everyone keep a low
profile as far as administrative controversies were
concerned. It was his opinion that "it would have been
better for Murray and the Department if the question had not
been raised."[451 However, questions like this were to be
raised again and again, especially after James B. Conant
became the President of Harvard in 1934. Under Conant's
administraticn greater importance was placed on excellence
of research than on excellence of teaching as a rmeasure of a
faculty member's professional merit, Therefore, the issue

of Murray's popularity as a teacher continued to be a source

of conflict between the Clinic and Emersonr Hall.{ 461

The research conducted at the Clinic alsc becanme a
point of ccntention with the Emerson Hall psychologists.
Abnormal psychclogy was recognized by the Department as a
legitimate area of specialized research. The majority of
the research carried out at the Clinic was therefore done by
graduate students in fulfilling the requirements for the
Ph.D. in psychology at Harvard. While their research was
done at the Clinic under Murray's supervisior, they were

still students in the Department and they had to fulfill all
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of the Derartment's graduation requirements. This meant
that most of the courses that the Clinic's graduate students
had to take were taugqht by the experimental psychologists in
Emerson Hall. Their only courses under Murray at the Clinic
were Psychology 24 and perhaps several independent
studies.[ 477 Even though the Clinic's graduate students went
through virtually the same course of instruction as did
those students working in the Psychological Laboratory,
their preparation as psychologists was constantly being
questioned by Boring and his colleagues. For example, in
reviewing the final draft of one of Murray's student's Ph.D.
thesis, Borirg commented that he:

lacks perspective, that he does not know what

psycholcgists know, that he mixes the new with the

0ld. So often he explains naively all about what

every first vyear graduate student must know and

what should therefore be taken for granted.[481]
This critical attitude towards the graduate student research
at the Clinic even extended into the manner in which the
final oral defense was conducted by the Emerson Hall
psychologists. The examining committee for each thesis
student consisted of the supervisor of the student's work,
and two other members of the Department who were appointed
by the Department Chairmn to act as "readers." While there
is no evidence that an actual conspiracy existed to place
readers from the Psychological laboratory who were hostile
to the Clinic on the exanmining commnittees of Clinic

students, there was a marked tendency for the examination to

focus largely on questions concerning the legitimacy of the
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research topic and the scientific merit of the research

methods used.l 491

The quality of the research conducted at the Clinic was
not the «c¢nly thing that was questioned. Questions were
raised on several occasions as to whether the work performed
at the Clinic was morally acceptable to the Harvard
community. Shortly after the Clinic had bequn c¢peration,
there were rumors circulating around Harvard that Frince and
Murray were planning to "conduct a systematic investigation
of certain enigmatical obsessions prevalent in the Faculty,"
and there is some reason to believe that the Clinic's move
out of Emerscn Hall may have been expedited in response to
this rumor, as a means of preventing the ipplementation of
the supposed rlan.[507 Even more controversial, though, was
Murray's adherance to psychoanalytic interpretations of
psychological phenomena and the use of hypnosis as a

research tool at the Clinic.

Harvard in the late 1920's and early 1930's was both
socially and politically conservative, or, as Murray put it
in a 1929 Harvard Crimsen- article: %a ccclbed of
conservatism."[51] Psychoanalysis in particular was seed by
many as more voodoo than science, and its emphasis on the
role of sexuality as the foundation of psychological
functioning made it even more suspicious among "proper"

Bostonians. Consequently, if anyone connected with the

Clinic, be he or she a student, staff member, or research
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subject, develored any personal problems, questions were
instantly raised about the propriety of the Cliric's work.
As Murray stated in the same article:

If a Radcliffe student suffers from morbid

depression and a copy of McDougall is found on her

shelves, her plight is put at the back door of the

Psychological Clinic.[52]

Given the concerns raised by the very nature of the
work being conducted at the Clinic, whenever scme problem
did arise the Department and the university administration
responded swiftly and severely. An example of this can be
seen in regards to Murray's use of hypnosis as a research
tool at the Clinic. The use of hypnosis in research was a
highly conticversial topic. At the same time that Murray
was starting his research at the Clinic, Clark 1. Hull was
coming under a lot of fire from the Yale University
administration for his hypnosis research at the Yale
Institute of Huuan Relations. Put sinmply, the Yale
administraticn felt that hypnosis was far too dangerous to
be used in psychological experimentation with ncrral human
subjects. It was thought that there was too great a risk of
the subject experiencing sone permanent psychological
damage, and Hull was forced to relent under this pressure
and abandon hypnosis as a research method.[53] Murray was
well aware of the situation faced by Hull at Yale through
his personal contacts with the New Haven medical community.
However, desrite warnings that his research was not immune

to similar <c¢riticism, Murray pressed on with hypnosis
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research at the Clinic. These criticisms arose when a
Radcliffe student, who had been participating as a subject
in a hypnosis study in 1931, complained that sexuval advances
had been made tc her by a gqraduate student researcher while
she was 1in a trance state. These charges were taken very
seriously by the Harvard administration, and Murray was
called bYbefore Dean Murdock to account for his student's
behavior. The Department also took action in this case.
Even though there was little concrete evidence against the
student, Boring gave him the option of either withdrawing
from Harvard, or facing the possibility of having charges
pressed against him. The student chose the former option,
and Boring settled the case once and for all by refusing to
allow Murray ever again to use hypnosis in any research
project involving the use of Harvard or Radcliffe students

as subijects.[ 541

Murray also found himself at the center of a storm of
controversy concerning the administrative affairs of the
Clinic. Unlike Prince, Murray did not ©purposely try to
circumvent the Derartmental chain of command in seeinqg to
the daily affairs of the Clinic's operation. Hcwever, the
physical isclation of the Clinic from Emerson Hall served,
in this <case, to disrupt the reqular administrative
channels. Faced with vaque and sometimes contradictory
instructions about how to administer the Clinic, Murray
would act in good faith only to discover that he had

unwittingly overstepped his authority, or in some other way
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committed an administrative faux pas. Technically, since
the Clinic was an auxiliary to the Psychological Laboratory,
all of the Clinic's rolicy and tudgetary decisicns had to he
approved by Boring, the Laboratory's Director.{55] Boring,
though, had as early as 1932 communicated tc Murray his
desire not to be bothered by being consulted on every issue
that came up at the Clinic. Boring felt that he lad erough
to worry about in running the Psychological Laboratory, so
he gave Murray virtually free rein in rupning the

Clinic.[ 561

The effect of this was that Murray did as he fpleased at
the Clinic, and if some important question of policy or
finance arose, he would confer directly with the Harvard
University administrators who were ultimately responsible
for handling the matter. This system worked well as long as
the interests of the Clinic and the Psychological laboratory
did not conflict. Given the different aims of the Clinic
and the Labcratory, just such a conflict was soon to arise.
For example, on January 14, 1932, Boring sent Murray a brief
note which, among other things, suggested that the
Department cf Philosophy and Psychology might be willing to
pick up part of Murray's salary out of their unrestricted
funds. In a sense, Boring was saying that the TCepartment
was ready to make a "spiritual adoption" of Murray and the
Clinic.[ 571 But Murray had received no further communication
concerning this by April, when Departmental and laboratory

budgets for the upcoming academic year had to be submitted
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to the Dean. RAs a result, Murray vwent ahead as he had done
before, and submitted his own budget independent of the
Department. Unbeknownst to him, though, the Derartment had
included his salary in their own budget request as Boring
had earlier indicated they would. Dean MNurdcck of the
Harvard Faculty of Arts and Sciences was left with the
problem of having to reconcile these conflicting budget
proposals, and he decided to follow the established
precedent and pay Murray's salary solely from the Clinic's

endowment.[ 581

This infuriated Boring, and he vented his feelings on
Murray. While denying that he had any desire to have
personal power over Murray or the Clinic, he reversed his
earlier position and demanded that Murray use the Lepartment
as the channel for all official university business. Boring
stressed this pcint by arquing that the Clinic:

() . . . can continue in the way that Mcrton

Prince and the Fresident [Lowell] started it off,

as an independent little venture which sinks or

swims by itself largely in relation to what extra

money vou can find for it. {2) Or it can ccntinue

to increase its liaison with the Department so

that it shares in the fortunes of the Department

generally. I can contemplate either possibility,

but I prefer (2). You say that vyou prefer (2).

A1l right, but then you must not do things that

make (2) difficult.[59]

A simpilar problem occurred 1in 1934, this time
concerning Murray's use of money given by the Harvard
Business School's Committee on Industrial Fatique to aid

several of ¢the Clinic's graduate students. Two of the
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students who were receiving this aid also held
assistantshirs in the newvly separate Department of
Psychology. Murray was informed by Dean Edsall c¢£f the
Business Schccl that anyone receiving money from two or more
Harvard sources would have to bhave their arpointment
confirmed by Mr. Hunnewell, the Chairman of the Harvard
Corporation, and that Murray would have to write to him
directly c¢n this matter. But first, the question arose as
to what official title should be recommended for these two
students when Murray wrote to the Corporation. Murray
conferred with lLawrence J. Henderson and Dr. Eltcn Mayo of
the Industrial Patique Committee, and they reached the
decision that the two students be given the title of
Research TFellow as this did not directly conflict with any
other official Harvard title. With this issue settled,

Murray sent his letter to Mr. Hunnewell.f60]

In the meantime, though, Bcring had written to Dean
Murdock of the PFaculty of Arts and Sciences recommending
Murray's two students for the position of Departmental
Research Assistant.[611 Also, it turned out to be the case
that Mr. Hunnewell did not actually have the avuthority to
confirm University appointmrents, and that he only rassed all
such letters on to Dean Murdock. The Dean noted the
discrepancy in Boring's and Murray's letters, and returned

the whole matter to Boring for clarification.[62]
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As a result, both Boring and Dean Murdock wrote angry
letters to Murray for fouling up the appointment procedure
by not going through the proper channels.[63] Murray angrily
responded that as far as he knew he had gome through the
proper channels, and that he could not understand why, nro
matter how hard he tried, he was always seen as being in the
wronq.[ 641 This outburst prompted Boring to re-evaluate his
position on the matter, and after reviewing all the facts on
this case, he realized that Murray had acted properly after
all. Boring wrote an apology to Murray for his earlier
letter, and the two were then able to come to an agreement
about administering the Clinic. Put simply, Murray was to
retain virtual autononmy in directing the Clinic's
operations, but Boring was to be kept informed by memoranda
of important matters of policy or finance. In this way,
conflicts 1like the above could be avoided, ensuring a
pinimum of disruption +to Murray's and Boring's usual

routines.[65]

One final administrative issue caused problems between
Murray and ©PRoring. Since the Clinic's endowment paid for
little more than Murray's salary, he had to rely on
volunteer help to supplement the research efforts of himself
and his graduate students. Some of these volunteers canme
from within the Harvard community, either <£from the
Psychological Laboratory or from other departments on
campus. The rest of the volunteers were individuvals from

around the Bcston area who were interested in the work
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Murray was conducting.[66] It was the non-Harvard volunteers
that were protlematic. Boring fredquently had to remind
Murray that as a University facility, the Clinic could not
allow non-University personnel to conduct research there.
However, this was an issue that was never resolved to
Boring's complete satisfaction, as Murray usually arranged
for these volunteers to enroll as part-time students taking
only an independent study under Murray. This allowed then
to continue their research with little alteraticn to their

actual relaticnship with Harvard.[67]

The general atmosphere fostered by Murray at the Clinic
also produced a fair amount of friction betweer Murray and
the Emerson Hall psychologists. Murray's upper-class
origins and life-style continued to be a point of contention
with Boring and his fellow experimental psychologists. The
prevailing opinion at Harvard was that scientific excellence
demanded rperscnal sacrifice, According to Murray sone
faculty went as far as to purposely fail all urper-class
graduate students who came their way, because they felt that
a wealthy student could never develop the sense of
self-sacrifice necessary for excellence in scientific
work.[68] Everything that Murray did flew in the face of
this opinion. He lavishly furnished the Clinic with
antiques and works of art. The Clinic's daily luncheuns,
weekly collcquia, and frequent parties vwere known as sone of
the outstanding social events on campus.[69) Boring and his

colleaques were quite simply jealous of the way Murray
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managed to live the good life while the deepening Depression
forced evervone else to scrimp and save just in crder to get

by.[ 701

Not only was Murray's life-style radically different
from the norm at Harvard, he also appeared to some to be
working less hard than most others as well. This only
served to deeren the already existing resentment of Murray's
personal wealth and social charm. Murray had two private
retreats, a farm in Topsfield Massachusetts, and a cottage
in New York's Thousand Islands, to which he would frequently
retire +to write and plan for future research. During some
periods, he was away from the Clinic a good deal of the
time, and nc one, except for the Clinic's secretary Mrs.
Ingalls, would know where he was or when he would be
back.] 711 1Instead of teaching summer courses in order to
make extra money, as most of the Harvard faculty ©needed to
do, Murray preferred to have one of his advanced graduate
students teach Psychology 24 during the summer session, so
he could take time off to vacation with his family and do
some writing. Even with his summers free, Murray felt that
he needed more time off from Harvard in order to conclude
some research that had been put aside for a couple of years.
So, in September of 1931, Murray asked for, and was qgranted,
a temporary leave of absence for the upcoming month of
January.l 721 211 this 1led Boring to accuse Murray of not

being sufficiently serious about his work and of not
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fulfilling his share of the Department!s teaching

responsibilities. 731

The Incident of Boring's Analysis

In Auqust of 1935, however, an opportunity arose for a
personal reconciliation between Murray and Boring. Starting
in the fall c¢f 1934, Boring underwvent an analysis with Hanns
Sachs, a leading psychoanalyst, and a friend amnd cccasional
collaborater of Murray's. Boring felt that he had reached
the end of his professional creativity. He seemed to be
unable to rroduce work of any quality since the completion
of the manuscript of his book, The Physical Dimensions of-
Consciousness in 1932. Anxiety had mounted cver this
inability to work until, at the encouragelent of his wife
and close friends, Boring had turned to Sachs for
professional he%p. ’While Boring felt that he got along well
personally with Sachs, he came to no great insight into his
problem as a result of the analysis. His feeling that the
analysis had been a failure only dramatically increased when
on June 20, 1935, Sachs announced that he was terminating
the analysis, claiming that as much proqgress as was possible
had been made, and that he wanted to vacation in Furope for
the months of July and Auqust. In desperation, Boring
turned to Murray to help him through this stressful

period.[ 741
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Murray was spending the summer at his retreat in the
Thousand Islands area of VNew York when Boring's plea for
help arrived. While sympathetic to his plight, Murray d4id
not want to conduct an analysis by mail. Therefore, Murray
wrote to Boring suggesting that perhaps the best thing that
he could dc would be to get away from Cambridge for a few
days. Murray then suggested that Boring come up for a visit
to the Thousand Islands for a week, and that there the two
of them could. discuss the situation in an undisturbed,
relaxed setting. Murray did, however, venture a guess in
this letter as to what mniqht have been Boring's major
problem with the analysis:

As far as your analysis goes I will make a guess

that with all your hopes & qood intentions & with

kindly old Sachs sitting tehind his comfcrtabie

paunch, you never got around to a real explosion

of your heaped up, sorely provoked aggression.

You never forced all of the malice out of your

nature--I am assuming for the time being that you

have as much as I have--you never fired it right
before his eyes. The right thing to do imn the
fall is to gather your forces & tell Sachs how he,

{as all the Freudians do for that matter) led you

on only to leave you high and dry with no

nourishment in sight. You must mass all the

hatred and injured hopes in vyour being & in

several sessions give him the works--don't omit a

single grievance, not one.[75]

Boring took Murray up on his offer of spending a week
in the Thousand Islands, leaving Cambridge on Augqust 17,
1935 to rendezvous with Murray in Clayton, New York.[76]
Once at Murray's island retreat, Boring apparently decided
to modify Murray's advice to vent his wrath on Sachs.

Instead, Boring vented his anger on Murray. Donald W.
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MacKinnon, R. VNevitt Sanford, and Erik Homburgex [Erikson],
three of Murray's co-workers from the Clinic who were also
visiting at the time, were witnesses to this episode.
Boring later recounted the incident as follows:
I went to see [Murray) partly in order to damn
psychoanalysis {and I did DAMN it tc him,
MacKinncn, Sanford and Homburger assembled, all in
one evening, in the middle of the St.
Lawrence) .[771
e o o« We had it out. I said: "But how does
it change personalities? How can self kncwledge
alone dc it? And there's no technique. And it's
vagque, much like the technique of any spiritist's
mind reading. And the unconscious is not so far
beneath after all." Oh, I said it, and they fell
silent; and then I realized that that very evening
was Auqust 20, the second month [after Sachs
terminated the analysis?. AnC vwe expected the
heavens to be rent asunder and the fire of insight
to descend, and it was just like any other evening
with an arqument on.[ 78]
Like his analysis, Boring's chance to achieve a personal
reconciliation with Murray ended a failure in an atmosphere

of bitterness and unfulfilled hopes.

This 1last incident was tc prove significant in
determining the nature of the arquments surrounding Murray's
promotion to Associate Professor in 1937. While Murray had
quided the Clinic to great advances in teaching and
research, these advances were clouded in contrcversy. In
the end, it all came down to a debate centered on highly
emotional issues among the members of the ad hoc committee
appointed by President Conant to review Murray's case for
promotion. Boring, @as Chairman of the DeParLtment of

Psychology, was of course arpointed to this ad hoc
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committee, and his feelings about the outcome of his
analysis weighed heavily upon him then. That this situation
would arise was on Boring's mind when he had first written
to Murray for help in 1935 and said, "how does this effect
my attitude toward analysis in the University and what can I

do to be sure that I am fair?"[ 79]

Conclusion -

Boring and Murray were caught in a professional "love
hate" relaticnship that would eventually threaten Murray's
career at Harvard. Boring was adamantly opposed to the old
"gentleman scholar" approach to academia, as no recognition
of earned rprofessional merit was acknowledged therein.
Given the persistent rumors that Prince had used his wealth
and friendshir with President Lowell to influence the
founding of the Clinic and the awarding of his professorship
and his lack cf professional productivity, it is easy to see
why his relations with Boring were strained. Likewise,
Murray was in many ways a representative of the o0ld acadenic
order. Murray was independently wealthy, and thus did not
feel the need to fight his way up the career ladder in order
to survive. Also, he obtained his position through personal
contacts, rather than by demonstrating his merit by having
the accepted academic credentials and research expertise.
Furthermore, Murray tended not to follow the departmental

chain of command regarding administrative decisions
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involving the Clinic, thus threatening Boring's sense of

control over the development of psychology at Harvard.

Murray did, however, possess a number of qualities that
were totally in line with Boring's conception of an acadenmic
psychologist. Murray established a reputation as a dynamic
teacher who consistently attracted more students than he
could accormcdate. Murray's enthusiasm carried over to the
laboratory as well, By the mid-1930's Murray was responsible
for directing more graduate student research than any other
psychologist at Harvard. Murray alsc transformed the
Clinic's ccllcquia and daily luncheons into a leading forum

for intellectual exchange at Harvard.

Murray's successes as an academic wvere not able to
outweiqh the <criticisms leveled against him thcuqh. While
he could demcnstrate through his teaching and research that
his 1lack of an advanced deqree in pSychology was of little
consequence, there still remained the disciplinary boundary
issue of his advecacy of psychoanalysis. Boring was opposed
to psychoanalysis for two reasons. First, psychoanalysis
was a form of applied psychology, and Boring rejected the
inclusion c¢f applied topics 1in the academic curriculunm.
Second, Boring had had a negative personal experience with
psychoanalysis. This further Jjaundiced his view of the
theory and cf its practitioners, and threatened his ability
to remain totally oltjective reqarding decisions involving

Murray and the Clinic.
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CHAPTER 6:
MURRAY'S THEORY AND RESFARCH:

THE INFLOENCE OF HENDERSON, FREUD, AND JUNG

Introduction

The preceeding two chapters have focused c¢n Murray's
work at the Farvard Psychological Clinic in terms of issues
of institutional and professional signifigance. In
particular, the means by which the Clinic was established,
funded, and instituticnally organized, as well as Murray's
professional credentials and conduct have been discussed in
detail. The rresent chapter focuses on the disciplinary
boundary issue of the acceptability of Murray's theoretical

views and research interests for academic psychology.

Murray claimed that "there was nothing origiral about
his [sic] ideas." 1] None theless, they offended the academic
sensibilities of Lashley and Boring, and caused Allport to
refer to him as "independent of opinion" and to criticize
him for his "brusque opposition to academic psychclogy."[21]
Clearly, scmething about Murray's approach to psycholoqgy was

very controversial.

183

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



184

What was "new" was not the elements of Murray's theory
and research methods, but their implementation within
academic psychology. Murray crossed the then accepted
disciplinary boundaries of academic psychology by basing his
work on concepts derived from psychoanalysis, medicine, and
biochemistry. This fact was to become an issue of major
importance in the debate that developed surrounding his
promotion to Associate Professor in 1937.

Murray's-Self-Education in Psychology

Murray was not a psychologist when he came to the
Clinic in 1926, but he was to develop into cne by 1938.
During this period of time a tremendous amount of
self-education took place. This process was, hovever,
selective. Murray studied only those psychologists he found
relevant to his conception of the discipline. The se
theorists can be characterized by the common themes of a
dynamic motivational system and unconscicus mental
processes. Not only do these two themes dominate Murray's
work, but they can te largely derived from the writings of
Freud and Jung. Murray thus possessed a relatively limited
backqround in traditional academic psychology. It will be
shown, instead, that he drew upon his graduate education in
the life sciences for his programmatic thecretical and
methodological ideas. These were to form the basis of his

work at the Harvard Psychological Clinic.
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Analysis of Murray's early work at the Clinic conmnfirms
the initial limits imposed by his lack of formal training in
psychology. These limitations are particularly clear in the
papers he —fpublished prior to 1934, 1In this early period,
Murray's research appears to be of a highly derivative

nature, demcnstrating clearly his previously stated interest

in the works cf Prince, James, Jung, and Freud. It also
reflects the fact that he had just taken over the
directorshir c¢f the Clinic, and therefore was committed to
overseeing the completion of several research projects that

had been initiated under Prince's sponsorshipe.

The first psychological research paper that Murray
published was a lengthy summary of the hypnosis research
that he had conducted in collaboration with Herbert Barry
and Donald Ww. MacKinnon.[ 3] This.research was simply an
extension of the proqgram that had been bequn at the Clinic
by Prince. Frequent references are made in this paper to
Prince, <citing him in reqard to data suppcrting the
importance c¢f rapport with the hypnotist as a factéf
influencing hypnotizatility, and in reference to clinical
data suggesting a possible correlation between
hypnotizability and susceptability to hysteric

conversion-reaction neuroses.[47 The purpose of this paper,

though, was to determine if hypnotizability could be

conceived as a npersonality trait associated with other
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phenomena of psychological dissociation. In this reqgard,

Murray referred frequently to Janet's work on dissociation,
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Jung's Psychological- Iypes, and McDougall's Qutlime of
were designed and conducted by MacKinnon, but contrary to
their expectations no relationship was found between
hypnotizability and dissociation.[6] Similarxly, no
significant relationship was found between hypnotizability
and other identifiablle personality traits, such as
McDougall's submission instinct or Jung's extraversion

trait.[7]

The directicn of some of Murray's early published
research was also dictated by the interests of his students,
and not by any programmatic research plan. The students
working with Murray at the Clinic were all pursuing their
Ph.D. degree in Psychology at Harvard. They took the same
courses in experimental psychology as did the rest of the
graduate students in Emerson Hall., The only difference was
that Murray's students also took courses and conducted their
research at the Clinic. Since his students spent as much
time at ©Emerson Hall as at the Clinic, their research was
often more traditionally experimental +than clinical in
orientation.[ 8] Examples of this student-originated research
include the articles Murray published with H. A. Wolff and
C. E. Smith on the ©psycholoqy of humcr.f97 They
interpreted their data as indicating that a lack of a mirth
response to a joke could be used as a reliable indicator of
the degree tc which the subject identified with the "butt"

of the Aoke. Another example was the brief rercrt Murray
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and D. R. Wheeler pullished in 1937 based on data that
they had ccllected five vyears earlier.[10] This paper
presented an analysis of 1300 dreams dealing with the
kidnapping of the Lindbergh baby. Reports of dreams had
been solicited a few days after the kidnapping, and were
analyzed for factual content after Bruno Hauptmann had been
convicted cf the crime.[111 Only seven dreams contained any
significant amount of factual information, thus leading
Murray and Wheeler to conclude that the clairvoyance of

dreams was nc¢ more than a popular misconception.

These papers, hovwever, gave no indication of the
developing rrcgrammatic approach to theory and research that
was to result in the Explorations of 1938, and form the
basis of his psychological «career. In 1932, Murray, in
collaboration with a number of co-vworkers, embarked on a
major long-term investigation of human personality. This
marked the point when he actually began to think of himself
as an inderendent research psychologist. In an unpublished

report he described this project in the following terms:

During the past vyear the members of the
Clinic staff have collaborated in an investigation
of the total percsonality. ©Each member has worked
with a particular experimental technique, by means
of which he created for the subjects a type of
stimulus-situation or environmental pressure
designed to bring into prominence a particular
aspect of personality. The persons who served as
subjects were tested in turn by each experimenter.
By means of the data collected in this way, it was
possible to study and compare the reactions of
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single individuals to many varied situations. An
attenpt could then be made to construct an
intelligible abstract portrait of each
individual.[12]

The most important feature of Murray's developing
theory of rersonality was his reliance on psychodynamic
theories as the source of many of his concepts. This point

was made explicit by Murray in his dedication of the

—— . el S e e e e e >

SIGMUND FREUD
whose genius contributed the most fruitful
working hypotheses . . .
and to
CARL G. JOUNG
whose writings were a hive of great
suggestiveness,

in the numercus references to the writings of ¥Freud and
Jung, and in the extensive use of psychoanalytic terminoloqy
throughout the book.[13] This point was stressed further
when he wrote in a 1959 analysis of his work that:

I came to psychology via Junqg's PsSycholegical
Types- and his Psychology of the Uncomscious, the
first of which initiated my interest in types of
human nature, the second, my 1interest in
unconscious processes as revealed by mythclcqgies
and religious imagery as well as 1in the more
central and inteqral transformations of
personality. What Y gained from Freud was
sonewhat more specific and applicable in practice
and, in due course, became so much a part of my
reqular and irreqular modes of thought that there
have been times when I took his huge gift for
granted.[ 141

A more vprovocative statement of this was made in
"Psycholoqy and the University," which Murray published in
1935 in the Archives of Neurelogy and Psychiatry.f153] 1In

this article, he openly stated his advocacy of
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psychoanalysis as the only approach to the science of
psychology that adequately addressed the total complexity of
human behavior. He called for the inclusion of
psychoanalysis within the academic curriculum. This, he
arqued, would not only provide a needed counterpcint to the
academic rsychologists who "are looking critically at the
wrong things," but would also lend scientific rigqor to the
psychoanalysts who "are looking with reeling brains at the

right things." 161

Murray had passed a draft of the manuscript of this
paper around to a number of his friends and colleagques prior
to its submission for publication. He was c¢crcerned not
only about the critical reception of his views on
psychoanalysis, but also that some of the statements he was
making would offend his fellow academic psychologists. 1In
particular, he was worried about how experimentalists would
react to his characterization of psychological research as
having:

contributed practically nothing to the knowledge

of human nature. It has not only failed tc bring

light to the great, hauntingly recurrent problens,

but it has no intention, omne is shocked to

realize, of attempting to investiqgate then.

Indeed--and this 1is the cream of a wry jest--an

unconcerned detachment from the natural history of

ordinary mortals has become a source of pride to

many psychologists.l17]

The cormments Murray received about this manuscript were

quite mixed. Dr. Alan Greqq, Murray's financial backer at

the Rockefeller Foundation, said, "don't tomne down vyour
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article: I 1like pickles that taste 6f brine."[187 A
contrasting crinion was expressed by Harvard's Edwin G.
Boring, who warned Murray that he "would be persona non
grata-in the APA"™ if the paper was published.[19] Murray,
however, decided that the issues raised in the pafper needed
to be aired even if they proved to be unpopular. In a
letter to Gregqq he stated that:

I feel that a bit of indignation at the shameless
provincialisnm of the separate classes of
psycholcgy is appropriate at the present time, and
I can Letter afford to make myself the goat than
many others who feel as I do but whose very
existence depends on academic faver.[20]

By 1938, Murray's opposition to the theories and
methods of traditional experimental psYchology had hardened
to the point where he would in the Explorationgs describe his
academic colleaques as:

peripheralists. . . . [Theyl have an objectivistic
inclination, that 1is, they are attracted to
clearly observable things and qualities. . . . In
this resgect they are positivists. . . . If [they]
ever do indulge in speculations about what goes on
within +the brain, they usually fall back uron the
conceptual scheme which has been found efficient
in dealing with simpler partial functions. They
resort to mechanistic or physiological
explanations. . . . {They]l have come to adcpt the
extreme behavicristic point of view. These are
the hcly zealots, the modern puritans of
science. . « . The peripheralists are . . . nen
addicted to the methodology of science. Being
chiefly interested in what is measurable, they are
forced to limit themselves to relatively
unimportant fragments of the personality.[21]

Given his adherence to psychodynamic theories, it |is
important to note that while Murray had initially been

converted to a career in psYchology as a result of his
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personal contact with Jung and had remained a devoted friend
and follower, Murray did feel that Jung's theory did not
readily lernd itself to scientific investigation. He saw
Jung's work as being far too speculative and philosophical
to be defined in the concrete terms necessary for research

application.[ 221

The 1937 paper on clairvovant dreams is igrortant in
this respect because Murray's rejection of the clairvoyance
hypothesis marked a significant departure from the Jungian
influence. Jung's concept of synchronicity--the acausal
interaction between events separated in space and time and
vyet giving rise to a meaningful psychological state--had
been viewed as an explanation for paranormal phercmena such
as clairvoyance.[231 In rejecting the hypothesis that dreanms
have a significance beyond the immediate experience of the
dreamer, Murray was in effect rejecting a major aspect of
the Jungian concept of the collective uncomscious and its
dynamic role in the psychological growth of the individual.
As Murray later said, "at no time. . . was I a good Jumngian,
a good Freudian, a gocd Adlerian, or a good schoolman of any
breed."l 247 Even considering the great personal and
intellectual debt that he owed to Jung, Murray vas too well
trained as a scientist to let such prejudices stand in the

way of his data.
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Instead, Murray turned to the writings of Freud for
concepts that could be translated into testable hypotheses
for empirical study. These concepts, according to Murray,
were:

(1) evidences of the theory of unconscious psychic

processes and their effects, [{2) evidences of the

determining importance of early family relations

and of the experiences of childhood, of the

persistence of complexes established in those

years, (3) countless illustrations of the
multifarious manifestations of the sex drive, [#)
divisicrs of the ©personality into id, ego, and

supereqo (conventional constructs), [and) {5)

definition of several mechanisms--repression,

isolaticn, denial, etc.--that operate in the

service of adjustment.[ 257

In the Explorations Murray also discussed in detail his
adoption of the psychoanalytic tripartite division of the
personality. His position was orthodox Freudian in reqgards
to the Id as "the generic term under which all innate drives
are subsumed," and the Supereqo as the M"orgarnization of
'Do's' and 'Dont's' preached and perhaps practiced by the
parents, asserted to be the only 'Right,' sarctioned by
religion and. . . internalized as a complex institution,

known commonly as conscience."{ 26]

Another concept that Murray borrowed from Freud's work
was that of projection. This issue was discussed in
particular detail ina 1933 article which presented the
results of a study on the effect of one's emoticnal state
upon the prccess of Judging others' personalities.[27)
Subjects who were asked to make a personality judgement

based on a rhctograph of the stimulus person after having
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experienced a fear vprovoking event, made judgements of a
significantly more malicious nature than did subjects who

did not experience fear prior to making the judgement.[28]

The impcrtance of this paper for Murray's work was his
use of G. F. Stout's concept of apperception to describe
the process whereby a sensory stimulus had meaning
attributed to it.[2971 This process was contrasted with
simple cases c¢f perception which Murray 1limited to the
conscious recoqnition of pattern in the sensory stimulus.
Murray arqued that in many cases the process of aprerception
was unconscicus; the apperceiving person was not aware of
the reason he or she attributed specific meaning to the
sensory stimulus. This, he speculated, could also account
for the misinterpretation of sense data when elements of an
unrelated enotion are unknowingly projected onto the
perceived stimulus. 1In this study, Murray saw his findings
as supporting this interpretation of the apperceptive effect
of fear on judging personalities, since the subijects
generally claimed to be wunaware of feeling particularly
fearful while in the act of making the personality
judgements. The significance of this discussion went well
beyond the interpretation of this specific set of data, for
Murray publicly raised for the first time the conceptual
issues that were to provide the tasis for his work with
Christiana D. Morgan in developing the Thenmatic

Apperception Test (TAT) in 1935.7 301
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Morgan, a client and student of Junq'é durirg Murray's
1925 wvisit to 2Zurich, had achieved noteriety in Jungian
circles for her ability to produce ‘"visions" of enormous
symbolic wealth. Returning to her family home in Cambridge
in 1927 to set up a therapeutic practise, Morgan renewed her
acquaintance with Murray. This led to her aprcintment as a
part-time assistant at the Clinic, an association that would
last for fifteen years. Because of her visionary
experiences, Morgan and Murray recognized the importance of
imagination and fantasy in revealing hidden psychological
processes. Hcwever, they also felt that few people could
take such flights of fantasy unaided. Therefore, they set
out to develop a structured technique to assist the

subjects' imaginal processes.[ 311

Murray and Morgan first presented their work on the TAT
in the Archives of Neurologqy and Psychiatry. They stated
that the rationale tehind the technique lay in:

the well recognized fact that when some one

attempts to interpret a complex social situation

he is apt to tell as much about himself as bhe is

about the phenomena on which attention 1is

focused. « . » The process involved 1is that of
projection~~something well known to analysts.[32]

In using the TAT, subjects were shown a series cf ambiquous
pictures:

each of which depicts a different dramatic event,

with the instructions to interpret the action in

each picture and give an imaginary recomstruction

of the preceding events and the final outcome.[33)
After presenting the procedure for using the TAT, Murray and

Morgan then interpreted the TAT responses of two subijects.
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They felt that these responses were indicative of their
subjects unconscious motivational states, and the

interpretations made heavy use of orthodox Freudian

terminoloqgy.l 341

The process of apperception, or, the assignment of
meaningy to vrperceptual stimuli, can be traced to Murray's
previous paper on the effect of fear on personality
judgements, wherein the psychoanalytic conception of
projection was contrasted with Whitehead's views on
perception.f 351 In the paper on the TAT, however, the
psychoanalytic position was stressed exclusively by Murray
and Morgan. The responses/fantasies that were reported by
their subjects were interpreted using psychoanalytic terms

wvhenever vpossible. They felt that this was appropriate

because:
This. « . represents the beginning of a
classification~--the initial step in the

construction of any science--and the practice

should te continued until all important fantasies

have been so recognized.[ 361

Murray's main divergence from the orthodox Freudian
position occured in his discussion of the Eqo. He did not
view the Egc as subservient to the TId and Superego.
Instead, he emphasized the ability of a "strong Ego" to
engage in "ccnscious, freely-willed acts" including the
formation of long-term goals and interests and the active

mediation cf ccnflicts between innate drives and social

conventions.[371
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Murray, therefore, found the orthodox psychoanalytic
view of drive as merely the expression of sexual and
agqressive tendemncies to be far toc limited. Based on his
earlier research on embryonic development and c¢n his study
of Jungian theory, Murray felt that the goal directedness of
behavior wvas as often proactive as it was reactive.
Behavior was not just a function of blind response to basic
urges and/or their socially-conditioned inhibitions, but
often invclved wvworking toward 1long-term goals implying
expectations about the future status of the organism.[ 38}
For this reason Murray concluded that the writings of
McDougall on human "instincts" were more appropriate to the
study of vpersonmality than Freud's theory of sexual
motivation. McDougall's lenqgthy list of instincts provided
for both proactive and reactive forms of motivation. Murray
was aware, though, of the inherent and rotentially
insoluable biclogical problems that accompanied the
assumption of specific inherited human patterns of thought
and behavior. This problem consisted of having to posit the
existence of a genetic factor for each trait. The way
around this rrcblem, according to Murray, was to maintain
the directional component of the ccncept of instinct, while
assuming that only those instincts directly related to
physiological survival had a biological bases. The rest of
the instincts could then be assumed to be of psychological
origin, having arisen as the result of the socialization

process.l 391 Having thus satisfied his concerns about the
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problems with McDougall's concept of instinct, Murray then
reinterpreted McDougall's theory to form the basis of his

own model of human motivation.l 40]

In Murray's opinion, however, human action was a
complex phenomena that involved much more than just motives.
Actions invclved both the motivational state of the subiject
and the stimulus—-environment in which the subject existed,
the former being referred to by the term need and the latter
by the term press. Murray did point out that if the
need~press mcdel was used to describe discrete events, the
resultant analysis would be more like behavioral

stimulus-resgcnse psychology than psychoanalysis.[ 41]

The introduction of the need-press model of human
action was the most significant theoretical contribution of
Murray and Mcrgan's paper on the TAT. The need-press model
was developed further in a 1936 publication, "Basic Concepts
for a Psychclegy of Personality."4271 In this paper Murray
reaffirmed his intent to analyze the functional crganization
of human acticn in terms of needs and press. Needs were
further defined as the conscious or unconscious perception
of an internal state (primary or biogenic need), or external
situation (secondary or psychogenic need). Needs served to
organize behavior towards achieving a specific end state by
means of an appropriate pattern of behavior. This
directional orqganization of behavior was further described

as not necessarily involving conscious purpose on the part
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of the acting organism, but as being potentially similar to
physical phenomena occuring as a function of the process of
chenical equilibria and/or the Second law of

Thermodynamics.l 431

Murray again noted the similarity between his concepts
of need and rress and the behavioral concepts of stimulus
and response. However, he now made the distincticn between
stimulus and recponse, vhich were generally used to describe
situations involving a single environmental excitation
followed by a single reflexive reaction, and need and press,
which referred to organized trends of action occurring in a
more inclusive environmental context, or press. Murray thus
defined press as a temporal gestalt of stipuli that are
perceived as a whole because they either have the same
subjective meaning to the perceiver, or because they
represent different aspects of a larger perceptual event.
In either case, the awvwareness of press is vuvltimately
connected fcr the perceiver with the development of
psychogenic needs.l 447 Murray sav this distincticn between
need-press and stimulus-re sponse as crucial for the
investigation of human personality because:

The stimulus-response pattern is adequate for
reflexes (fixed relatioms), but when, as 1is
usually the case, it is a matter of complex

behavior, we nust use the pfress}-nfeed }
formula.f45]
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Murray anchored this discussion of the need-tgress model
of personality within a theoretical framework of cenmtral
controlling esvchological processes. Arquing that the
debates between behaviorists and introspecticnists (here
loosely defimred as anyone studying consciousness) had
divided psychology into two exclusive camps, Murray called
for a new synthesis that could account for the physiology of
behavior as well as for subjective experience.[ 467 Murray's
proposed synthesis centered on the concept of regnancy,
which he defined as "the organized aqqregate of mutually
dependent fbrain] processes which momentarily determines the
functioning of the organism fas a unit.'"[477 The regnancy
involved the neural processing of sensory and motor impulses
and was dependent on the physical condition of the brain and
its supporting fluid medium. Consciousness was seen as an
aspect of =scme regnant processes, a view similar to the
double-aspect solution to the mind-body problem. Murray was
quick, though, to rpoint out that a double-aspect view of
consciousness did not mean that all reqgnant processes had to
necessarily have conscious correlates, thereby concluding
that regnant processes could also be unconscious.f 481
Theref ore, the need-press model of personality wvas
interpreted by Murray as reflecting an organized pattern of
neural activity governing a person's behavior during a given
seqment of time. Personality thus became abnalyzable as a
system of interrelated processes, a position reminiscent of

the biochemical theories of Henderson and Cohn, in
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particular Henderson's view of tlood chemistry as a system
requlated by the presence of hemoglobin, and the physical

theory of Gibts.[#9]

The ccncept of need was treated in further detail in
the 1937 article, "Facts which Support the Concert of Need
or Drive." 501 Murray £first focused on the distinction
between the action (he used here the term actone to refer to
action gua-action instigated by a need, and the effect of
the action. Murray made the point, basing his arqument on
the work c¢f B. F. Skinner, that "effects are more
fundamental ¢to life and occur more reqularly than any
observable action pattern."[51 71 Therefore, needs were seen
as more readily analvzaﬁle from an investigation of the

outcomes of behavior than from behavior itself.

Murray proceeded from this point to arque that studying
the effects of behavior led omne to the conclusion that
behavior was ultimately organized and directed, and that
psychology cculd not then develop an intelligible account of
human action without a recognition of the ccncept of
need.” 527 Furthermore, since needs were directed towards
effects and the means to the effects were of only secondary
importance, the directional influence of the need was of a
finalistic rather than mechanistic nature. This, Murray
felt, clearly placed the concept of need within the
conceptual framework of thermodymnamics and biological

equilibria .[53]
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Murray proceeded to arque for the theory of needs requiring
a psychological explanation of enerqgy. Drawing on the work
of McDougall, he declared that not only was there an energic
aspect to needs, but that the transformation of a need into
action 1invclved the expenditure of enerqgy as well. Murray
then proposed the hypothesis that needs and actions both
drew their energy frcm a common source, possibly related to

the basic processes of metabolism.[ 541

Murray then presented a 1lengthy (100 page) chapter
devoted to the description of a new taxonomy of personality.
Murray felt that the personality researchers c¢f his day
generally held a far too limited scope for their research.
Individual researchers tended to focus on a single topic,
with the discipline-wide result of a fragmented view of
personality characterized by a hodge-podge of classification
schemes. In response to his perception of these problens,
Murray felt that a new systematic taxonomy was needed.
This, he arqued, would bring psychology in line with biology
and the rest of the life sciences, which he considered to be
a more arrropriate disciplinary model for psychology than

physics.[551

Murray acknowledged that the taxonomy he was proposing
was at best tentative, but he was convinced that this first
step had to be taken.[56] In all, Murray proposed a total of

twenty needs (notationally identifiable by the prefix "n")
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and their attitudinal counterparts as follows:

1. nAba = nAbasement {Abasive attitude).

2. nAch = nAchievement [Achievant attitude).

3. nAff = nAffiliation (Affiliative attitude).

4. nAgg = nAqgression [Aggressive attitude).

S. nAuto= nAutonomy {Autonomous attitude).

6. ncCnt = nCounteraction (Counteractive attitude).
7. nDef = nDeference [{Deferent attitude).

8. nDfd = nDefendance (Defendant attitude).

9. nDom = nDPominance ({Dominative attitude).

10. nExh = nExhibition (Exhibitionistic attitude).

11. nHarm= nHarmavoidance {Fearful attitude).

12. nInf = nInfavoidance {Infavoidant [ shy)
attitude).

13. nNur = nNurturance (Nurturant attitude).

14. nOord = norder (Orderly attitunde).

15. nPlay= nPlay (Playful attitude).

16. nRej = nRejection [Rejective attitude).
nSec = nSeclusion (Seclusive attitude). This
need has leen taken as the opposite of
Exhibition, not as a separate variable.

17. nSen = nSentience {Sentient attitude).

18. nSex = nSex [Erotic attitude).

19. nSuc = nSuccorance [Succorant attitude).
nSup = nSuperiority {(Amdbitious attitude).

This need is considered to be a composite
of Achievement and Recognition [see also
Exhibition].
20. nUnd = nUnderstanding (Intellectual attitude) .[57]
Oonce Murray had set forth this list of needs he then
discussed each one in much further detail. He gave a
conplete definition of each need in terms of its intended
effects, emctional =states, and trait names. Fach need was
also discussed in terms of the press, sensory modalities,
and physical and verbal actions most commonly associated
with it. Finally, each need was discussed in regqards to its
relation to cther needs. Particular attention was given to

issues of fusion and conflict between different needs, and

to the relative priorities among them.[ 58]
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Needs and press, however, were not the wultimate 1level
of psychological analysis for Murray. Instead, he proposed
the more wholistic concept of thema in his 1934 rapers on
the psycholcqgy of humor. Thema was defined as "the dynamic
constitution of the total situation."(597 Murray arqued that
the unit c¢f observation for psychological research should
not be the most elemental, yet observable event, but a
larger and more intuitively meaningful event. For example,
the subject of the joke and the reaction to it was the level
of analysis in these studies, rather than specific elements
of the joke and specific elements of the restgcnse. Put
another way, the joke was a meaningful whole, and its effect
could not be adequately assessed through using a
reduct ionistic research methodology. Likewise, in Murray
and Morgan's 1935 article on the TAT, the responses of the
subjects were seen as representing a complex meaningful

event, or thema.[601

While this arqument was reminiscent of the Gestalt
critiques <¢f experimental psychology, and also of Murray's
interest in the psychological insights afforded by a study
of literature, the concept of thema was more closely related
to Alfred ©North Whitehead's philosophy of organisnm.
Specifically, Murray has cited Whitehead's discyssion of an

event-as an crganic ccmbination of perceptual entities in

support of the concept of thema.[61]
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The thecry of personality espoused by Murray in the
Explorations can thus be seen as a synthesis of a number of
different theories--"the incorporation into the sphere of
academic concern of a large portion of Freud's theoretical
system integrated with contributions from Jung, Adler,
McDougall, Lewin, and others."[ 627 What held this assemblage
of theories tcgether for Murray was a metatheory of human
nature that he developed from his research in biochemistry.
As he later stated:

what seemed both most obvious and most important

about the interior of the embryo were (a) the

giveness, the inherent spontaneity, of its
cellular activities and (b} the continuous
sequence of orderly me tamorphoses. . .« Which
resulted from these activities, and hence the
necessity of including formative [constructive)
processes in one's scheme of variables. . . .
Also, it appeared that crganic rrocesses are

not c¢nly primarily endogenous, automomous, and

pEoactive (initiated and sustained from

within. . . ), tut especially in the early stages

of develcrment are. . . not perfectly coordinated

with cther processes, not constantly directed

toward the achievement of effects extrinsic to

themselves.[ 63 ]

As a result of this view of the organism as a
self-directed, not always perfectly integrated, but growing
entity, Murray emphasized the developmental study of process
and creativity in personality. He put ¢this view into
practise through the use of Jlong-term investigations of
small groups of subjects where projective tests of imaginal
processes were combined with the standard experimental

techniques and clinical diagnostic proceedures to analyze

the dynamics of the structure and transforrations of
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personality.[ 647 These transformations of personality were
thought by Murray to occur within a generally hcmeostatic
framework. Based on his study of Henderson's The Order of
Nature, and their collaborative research on the chenical
equilibria of the blood, Murray was convinced that the
functioning of the human organism vas heirarchically
orgqanized tc achieve a physical, psychological, and social
stability that vet remained flexible enough to allow for

growth and adaptation.l65]

The Influence of Henderscn and Whitehead

o S A S s G S At —

Analysis of this theory raises several issues
concerning the influence of Whitehead's philcsophy on
Murray's work. First, it indicates that Whitehead's
influence was wider, but probably less crucial, than has
previously been thought. Murray was never a close friend of
Whitehead's, knowing him only through the circle cf Harvard
intellectuals that gathered around L. Je Henderson.
Murray made a point of keeping im daily contact with
Henderson, a rractice that dated to the year he had spent
working in Henderson's laboratory in 1920, and he no doubt
first met Whitehead during one of these visits. This
personal contact convinced Murray to undertake a study of

Whitehead's philosophical writings.{66]
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The standard intervretation of Whitehead's influence on
Murray is that Whitehead's proposal of an orqganismic
metaphysics in Process and Reality was the source of
Murray's insistence on studying individual perscnalities as
meaningful thematic totalities.[6771 The 1933 parer on the
effects of fear upon personality judgements also shows that
Whitehead's influence was not limited to Murray's reading of
Process- and- Reality.[6871 Murray was attracted as well to
Whitehead's discussions of the causal efficacy of symbolic
stimuli, that is, the ability of perceptual events to
automatically arouse internal physiological states that
could then have emotional labels attached to them. This

provided philosophical support for the conceptual foundation

of the process of apperception.

It seems incorrect, however, to credit Whitehead as the
major source of Murray's ideas. While Whitehead's emphasis
on an organismic metaphysics did influence Murray's views on
the thematic totality of ©persomnality, an even greater
precedent for this position can be found in the work of L.
J. Henderson. This is a point that Murray has made but not
drawn attention to. For example, in 1959 he stated that:

Perhaps my most influential basic model 1is
that of biochemical metabolism. . . [which] has

led me to conceptualize. . . systems of
pacticipant- entities- and participating-

— - — — - - -

processes.l 691

Henderson viewed the blood as a complex chemical system of

interacting variables, where a change in one variable would
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set in motion a process of equilibrium that would alter the
other variables in such a way as to bring the entire systenm
back to its original state.[701 In a similar vein, MNurray
and Alfred E. Cohn saw the process of embryonic development
as being a function of the total condition of the developing
organism.l 71] There was a conceptual similarity between
these models of biological processes and Whitehead's
philosophy c¢f = organism. Henderson noted this similarity,
and became a champion of Whitehead's philosophy among the
scientific community, partly to proclaim a philosophical
justification for his own interactionist research

methodoloqgy.[ 721

This can also be demonstrated through an examination of

the introducticn to the Explorations in Personality of 1938.

Murray began by stating that:

This Book is Gratefully Dedicated
by its authors
to. .« «
LAWRENCE J. HENDERSON

whose expositions of scientific procedure

established a methodological standard,

to
ALFRED N. WHITEHEAD

vhose philosophy of organism supplied the

necessary underlving generalities.l 73]

Murray then proceeded in the body of the bock to state that
Henderson's rmethodological influence was instrumental in
determining the nature of the theory of personality that was
under investigation;
In defining four variables] and building wup
our thecry of the total personality, we attenmpted

to proceed systematically according to certain
principles. . . . In working out our method of
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approach we were greatly influenced by P;cfessor

L. J. Henderson of Harvard.l 741

In contrast to this explicit statement of intellectual
indebtedness, Murray's references to Whitehead in the
Explorations show him to be supporting, not determining
Murray's methodology and theory. For example, Murray cited
Whitehead in regards to his emphasis on studying individuals
rather tham group averages, his avoidance of mechanistic
concepts, and his views on the dynanic nature of
motivation./ 751 In each of these cases, however, Murray
cited other sources as his primary references and cnly used
Whitehead tc provide philosophical support for his
positions. The emphasis on studying individuals rather than
group averages Murray derived from his experience with
nedical diaqnostic practice and also from Kurt Lewin's views
on statistical averages obscuring the different motives
behind apparently similar responses.[ 761 Murray's redjection
of mechanistic explanations in favor of dynanic
interpretations of motivation were credited to the writings
of McDougall and the psychoanalysts, as well as to the works
of Claude PBernard, Henderson, and Walter Canron on the
dynamic equilibria of living systems. Murray even credited
the biological theories of E. S.. Russell and W. E.
Ritter (as well as the indirect influence of Josiah Willard
Gibb's systems theory as transmitted through Henderson) as

sources for his organismic theory of personality.[ 771
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Furthermore, Murray and Whitehead differed greatly in
their views c¢n the organization of hulan perLSonality.
Murray held that personality was highly structured; that it
consisted of conscious and unconscious elements; that it was
composed of the functional units of id, eqo, and superego;
and that it could further be analyzed as a syster cf various
needs and rress. Whitehead, on the other hang, was
uninterested in the structure of personality. He was
interested, instead, in searching for an understanding of
wvhat he termed the "self-identical Soul-Substance."[781 By
this Whitehead meant that his major concern was in
discovering what accounted for the formless eiperience of
personal unity, an exgerience that transcended states of

consciousness and transitory needs.

As a result of this analysis it must now be arqued that
previous authors have overestimated Whitehead's influence on
Murray's psychclogical research. Murray, like Fenderson,
used Whitehead's philosophy of organism primarily to support
theoretical and methodological beliefs that he already held.
Murray derived his ideas from estahblished biccherical aad
psychological sources as well as personal experience, and
then used Whitehead's writings to demonstrate philosophical

support and intellectual authority for his views.
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Proposal-of-a-New-Methodology-

As has been shown, Murray's theory of personality was
wholistic, enphasizing the essential mutual relationship of
the whole person with the elements of his or her
personality. This made it necessary for Murray to develop a
research methodoloqy that would adequately address the whole
person. The way to do this, he concluded, was:

to design methods appropriate to the variable we

wished +to measure; 1in case of doubt, choosing

those that crudely revealed significant things
rather than those that precisely revealed

insignificant things.[ 79]

A number of general principles were proposed Ly Murray
to quide the course of his research at the Clinic. Subjects
were to be studied in a variety of situations by different
researchers using appropriate experimental and diagnostic
techniques, with the stipulation that the experimental
situation be as life-like as possible and that the subjects
not know the +true purpose of the experiment. Rach
experiment was to be observed by a seccnd, hidden
researcher. This would provide a means of obtaining an
estimate of the reliability of <the rrimary researcher's
collection and interpretation of the data. Finally, the
subjects Wwere to be given an opportunity to voice their own
reactions to the exreriments in order to elicit data that

might not have been uncovered during the fcrmal rarts of the

studies.[ 801
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Murray further proposed the study of fantasy as a major
means of collecting data on the dominant themas of a
subject's personality. Since themas were seen as complex
entities composed of needs and press and organized by
regnancies, he reasoned that a systens model of research was
most appropriate. Multiple tests of fantasies providing
converging scurces of data, Murray claimed, were necessary
for achieving descriptive certainty about the subdject's

.mersonality.[ 811 He described in detail fifteen tests of
fantasy, including such techniques as free association,
picture congleticn, the TAT, and direct questioning. He
also discussed the order of the presentation of the tests,
and suggested the use of multiple experimenters to control

for experimenter bias.[821

Murray then commented on several methods for validating
the results cf these tests of fantasy. RAgain, the emphasis
vas on the use of multiple methods as the basis of this
research rethcdology. Correlating the results of the
various tests with each other and with biograrhical data
provided the first step in validating the experimental
results. If these initial validity checks proved positive,
further tests could be made where fantasy themas would be
used to predict future behaviors and unrercrted past
behaviors. These predictions could then either be confirmed
or disconfirmed through collecting more detailed
bioqraph&cal data, or by experimentally eliciting the new

behavior of interest.[83]
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This research program was overseen by a qroup of
experienced researchers--composed of Murray, Dr. William G.
Barrett, Robert W. White, Saul Rosenzweiq, H. Scudder
Mekeel, Christiana D. Morgan, and Erik Homburger
f Erikson ]--called the Diagnostic Council.[ 841 The
researchers who were chosen for membership on the Diagnostic
Ccuncil all had had either long-term working relationships
with Murray, and hence substantial familiarity with his
theoretical and methcdological views, or experience as
psychotherapists. This reflected Murray's opinion that the
primary quarantee of the validity of their research findings
came from pooling the superior <9judqmental skills of a number
of trained diagnosticians. 1In Murray's words:

The psychologist is and will always be the finmal

judge c¢f all questions pertaining to personalitye.

No fine instrument can replace him. . . . Now,

since 1in any group of experimenters there will

alvays te some who have greater aptitude or how

are more experienced than others, it is advisable

to establish a diaqnostic heirarchy. By weiqhting

the orinions of the more competent, one gets the

full benefit of superior- judgements as well as of
many- judgements.f[ 851

For the research of the Explorations, fifty subjects
vere recruited in groups of thirteen through an
advertisement placed with the Harvard EmploYment Office.
A1l but fourteen were students at Harvard. They were
contracted to come individually to the Clinic for three or
four hours of experimentation a week in return fcr a payment

of forty cents an hour. 1In all, the entire research program

took around thirty-five hours to complete, which meant that
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each subject was studied over a period 1lasting about two

months.[ 861

Fach subject first was interviewed by Murray in order
to determine if he was serious about participating
conscientiously in the study. No subjects were judged to be
insincere, <so0 all were instructed to begin the first phase
of the study ty writing a fifteen page autobiography.{8771 A
strict fcrmat was to Dbe followed in writing the
autobioqraphigsay Murray had all the subjects address the
following issues: Family history, including parents,
siblings, and other relatives; personal history, emphasizing
early childhced development; school and college history;
sexual experiences; other major 1life experiences; and
finally, aims, aspirations, and opinions of self-worth.[88]
After completing the autobiography, each subject met briefly
with the Diagnostic Council so that an initial impression
could be fcrmed to aid in proposing hypotheses about the
subject's personality to be tested in the exreriments to

follow.l 891

After these initial sessions, the research began in
earnest. The subjects were first involved in a series of
structured interviews, each designed to tap a different
topic of imgpcrtance. H. Scudder Mekeel asked the subjects
about their childhood memories and family relaticns. Issues
of sexual development were raised in discussions with

William G. Rarrett. Merrill Moore inquired about the
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subjectst' current personal problems. Finally, the subjects
engaged in "casual" ccnversation with Eleanor C. Jones in
order to elicit infeormation that might have been missed in

the more structured interviews.[ 90]

A series of paper-and-pencil questionnaires comprised
the next phase of the research program. Karl Kunze
administered a test designed to measure the extent to which
the subjects' current attitudes influenced their predictions
about future events. A test of the subjects' degree of
psychological insight was developed by MNurray, and he
supervised the use of this test along with the use of Vernon
and Allport's "Study of Values." The subjects! abilities and
special aptitudes vwere assessed using a questionnaire
designed by Ruth Peterson and Edward Inglis. Firally, the
last of the tests completed by the subjects was developed by
Kenneth Diven to measure their appreciation cf various

aesthetic exreriences.l91]

The fourth phase of the research prcqgram consisted of a
series of tests designed to measure the subjects'! behavioral
responses tc various stimuli. Robert White tested their
susceptibility to hypnotic suggestion. The subjects!
performance on a series of repetitious tasks was correlated
with their predictions of future success by Jercme Frank as
a measure of their levels of aspiration. Saul Rosenzweig
measured their tendency to repress memories of failure on an

experimental task as compared to memories of successe. This
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test was used 1n another study conducted by E. H.
Trowbridge, to determine how much difference there would be
between immediate memory of failure, and memory cf failure
five weeks later. Donald W. MacKinnon and James A.
Christenson carried out a series cf interrelated experiments
designed tc measure the subjects!'! ethical standards and
their willingpness to violate societal prohibiticns. Walter
C. Llanger studied simple sensorimotor learning in order to
deternine which personality variatbtles were correlated with
it. The final test of the subjects'! behavioral responses
was conducted by Carl E. Smith and Kenneth Diven. They
studied ccnditioned emotional responses by pairing an
auditory stimulus with an electric shock, and then
menitoring the subjects! autonomic reactions using the

galvanic skin response and the finger tremor restonse.[921

in the fifth phase, which was devoted to various projective
tests of imaginal processes. The emphasis here was on the
attempt +tc wuncover the inhibited and repressed needs and
feelings of the subjects, sources of data that would not
likely be revealed by the preceding experimental techniques.
For this purpose Christiana D. Morgan and Murray developed
and administered the TAT. The subjects were presented with
a series of twenty ambiquous pictures and given the
following instructions:
This is a test of your creative imagipation.

I shall show you a picture and I want you to make
up a plot or story for which it might be wused as
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an 1illustration. What 1is the relation of the
individuals in the picture? What are their
present thoughts and feelings? What will be the
outcome? Do yvour very best.[93]
Other projective tests that were used included the Beta 1Ink
Blot, Similies, and Minister's Black Veil Tests developed by
David R. Wheeler; the Musical Reverie Test designed by Karl
Kunze; Erik Homburger's Dramatic Productions Test; and the

Rorschach Test administered by Samuel J. Beck.[ 94]

Concluding the experimental sessions was a series of
miscellaneous Pprocedures. Most of these were rilct studies
for new questionnaires measuring some specific ability,
interest, or opinion, and were generally mnot found to be of
any use in providing new and useful data.l[95] Two of these
techniques, though, were found to be of use. Saul
Rosenzweiqg develcped a procedure by which reactions to a
frustrating experience could be measSured in a controlled
setting, and Maria Rickers-Ovsiankina conducted clinical

observations cf controlled social interactions.[96]

During the course of the experimental sessions, the
Diagnostic Ccuncil met reqularly to discuss the mcst recent
research findings and to reformulate the personality
hypotheses that had been proposed for each subject at the
initial conference. At the conclusion of the research
program:

a meeting, usually lasting five or six hours, was

held on each subiject. At this nmeeting each

experimenter read a report of his session with the

subiject. A specially arpointed ‘'biocgragher®

conducted the meeting. He opened with a short
summary of the findings, made comments ¢n each
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report, and concluded with a psychograph, or
reconstruction of the subject's personality from
birth. 2After the psychograph was read, there was
general discussion and, at the end, the markings
of the subject on each variable were discussed and
finally established by majority vote.[97]
One complete case study of a single subject is presented in
the Explorationms. The space devoted to this subject (98

pages) is testimony to the thorough, but time-consuming,

nature of Murray's approach to psychological research.[ 98]

In Murray's own opinion, the research methodoloqgy he
presented in the Explorations--the "pultiform method of
assessment,. . . which consists of multifarious grocedures
administered by multifarious specialists"--was his greatest
intellectual achievement.[997 The importance of this
methodology to Murray can be seen in the fact that virtually
half of the Exrlorations was devoted to descriptions of the
research techniques used and the way the data was distilled
into a description of each subject's personality. This
methodology, 1like the underlying theory, was a direct
outgrowth of Murray's biochemical research with Hendersomn in
1920. Henderson csaw all natural phenomena as being
analyzable into a single interactive system.[100] Murray
carried this belief in the usefulness of a systems analysis
with him when he chanqed careers in 1926 to become Morton
Prince's assistant at the Clinic. The systens model of

research was then slowly but surely implemented in Murray's

psychological research through the development of many
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different techniques to achieve converging information about

the different aspects of the total personality.

However, it was not possible for Murray to implement
this systems model of psychological research simply by
measuring each subject using many different techniques. A
method for analyzing and inteqrating the vast amounts of
data thus generated also neeled to be developed, because
techniques for the statistical analysis of multirle sources
of data were hot readily available at that time.[101] For a
solution to +this protlem, Murray turned to his training in
medicine. He felt that it would be:

possible for a group of trained

collaborators. . . to make a reasonably ccmrlete

examination, formulation, and appraisal of the
whole person. . . . This objective 1is achieved

over and over again on the physiological level by

practitioners of medicine.[ 1027

In developing his methodology, Murray used the model of
the teaching hospital's "Grand Rounds" and applied it to the
psychological research setting, Fach experimenter at the
Clinic acted like a medical specialist in being responsible
for the application of a specific research technique, and in
forming a hyrothetical personality "diagnosis" Lkased on his
or her data. These research findings and personality
hypotheses were then discussed by the Diagnostic Council in
much the same way the hospital's specialists would discuss
the diagnoses of their co-workers. Through group discussion

each member of the Diagnostic Council had the oprortunity to

critique the rersonality formulations presented by the other
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Council members, as well as having to respond to others!
criticisms of his own hypotheses. 1In this way the Council
menbers could converge on an analysis of each subject's

personality that was acceptable to all.[103]

Conclusion-

In summary, Murray drew heavily upon his training in
the life sciences  and medicine in developing the
psychological theory and research methodology presented in
the Exploratioms. He saw his approach to the study cof
personality as being in opposition to mainstream academic
psycho logy. He Was interested in "people, their doings and
their ills," in contrast to those psychologists who were
"addicted to the methodology of science. . . [whol limit
themselves to relatively unimportant fragments of the
personality."l 1041 He called for a broadening of the
intellectual boundaries of academic psvchoiogy to include
psychoanalysis and medicine in an eclectic combination with
the most useful and humanly relevant aspects of traditionmal
academic psychology. In this effort Murray drew heavily
upon his training in the life sciences, and on his interest

in psychoanalytic theory.

Murray's magpum opus was, as the title made clear, an
exploration, a tentative first step towards a ccmrrehensive
study of human personality taken by a man whc was also

taking his first steps within the discipline. As a new
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venture, the research program of +the Explorations was

fraught with problems and limitations. But this, Murray
felt, was as it should be. He believed that all new
scientific rroqrams (and scientists) had to start somewhere,

even 1if:

Wwe « « « ventured further than our scientific
consciences advised. We did not always hug the
solid shore of fact, but sometimes let reflection
take us out to sea~-'very much at sea,' will be
our critics' comment. For us this loosening of
constraints was a desirable refreshment which
allowed the inclusion of impressions that were
beyond the subtlety and flexibility of our
abstractions. It did not delude us into +thinking
that we were voyaging on terra firma. But now we
have come to a landing, as far up the beach as
possible; there to write our findings in the sand,
since we have nothing to carve in stone, our work
beinqg merely a prelude.l 105}
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CHAPTER 7:
THE CECISION TO PROMOTE MURRAY, 1936-1¢37:

A CASE STUDY IN DISCIPLI NARY BOUNDARY MAINTENANCE

Introduction

In the rreceding five chapters a number of issues have
been detailed concerning the development of American
psycholoqy, its status as an academic discipline at Harvard
University, and the institutional and theoretical origins of
Murray's work at the Clinic. The present chapter will focus
on six of these issues and their impact on the debate
surrounding Murray's promotion to Associate professor in
1937.  Specific attention will also be given to detailing
the relative importance of each factor in the decision that

was ultimately reached.

The first two dissues of importance deal with the
generally middle-class orientation of the American
university, and the concomitant emphasis on the practical
applications of ccllege training and research. Contrasted
with this was the orientation of academic psychology at
Harvard, an orientation noted for its rejection of

application in favor of narrowly defined exrerimental
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research. TIssues three and four address the institutiomal
factors involved in the operation of a research group like
that directed by Murray at the Clinic. On one hand, there
were the administrative criteria by which faculty hiring
decisions were made, and teaching and research effectiveness
were evaluated. Oon the other hand, there were influences
resulting from the support that institutions received fromr
external funding sources that sometimes ran counter to the
policies of the local administration. Finally, the fifth
and sixth issues concern Murray's lack of formal training in
psycholoqgy, and the manner by which he drew opn his education
in the life sciences to create an interdisciplinary approach

to theory and research on human persomality.

-at-Harvard Prior-to 1834
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When he became Prince's successor in 1928, Murray was
made an Assistant Professor and appointed to a three-year,
renewable contract. As Harvard at that time had nc defined
policy dealing with faculty promotions, Murray could expect
that his stay at the Assistant Professor 1level might be
quite lengthy. Advancement to the tenured rank of Associate
Professor was primarily dependent on the availability of
gquaranteed funding fcr a permanent position. Therefere,
unless the Clinic was able to secure a substantially larger
endowment, c¢r administrative changes occurred to allowv the

Clinic to share in the Psychological Laboratory's
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unrestricted funds, Murray could not anticipate

advancement.[ 1]

This was the future faced by most of the junior faculty
at Harvard. Advancement generally depended on the death or
retirement c¢f senior faculty, especially after the
Depression had gqreatly reduced the rate at which new
endowments were being received. Three-year term followed
three-year term, until at 1long 1last one was advanced or
one's contract was not renewed. By the mid-1930's, however,
contract non-renewal had increasingly become the vsual means
of dealinc with the junior faculty. The Harvard
administration rationalized these terminations as being in
the best interest of the individuals involved. Since there
was little chance of advancement at Harvard, it was arqued
that the orly way junior faculty members could further their
careers was to seek a better -job at another imstitution.[2)
There was, however, a serious incomsistency in this
arqument. At the same time that jurior faculty members were
being terminated, ostensibly for their own good, to seek
employment elsewhere, the Harvard administration was taking
advantage of the econcmic crisis created by the [Lepression
to recruit promising scholars from among the rarks of the
many unemplcyed.[37 By 1933, this situation had deteriorated
to the point where it was widely agreed that corrective
measures had to be taken. Unfortunately for Murray, these
measures were to raise the most serious obstacles to his

continued presence at Harvard.
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In November of 1933, A. 1lawrence Lowell announced his
intentions to retire from the Harvard Presidency at the end
of the academic yvear.f 41 While nearly universally praised
for his =successes as a fundraiser and builder of great
institutional edifices, for several vyears there had been
growing criticism of his faculty hiring practices. This
criticism had even spread to the ranks of the Harvard
Corporation. An eminent scholar specializing in English
history, Lowell had based his plans for the develcpment of
Harvard wug<i *the mcdel vprovided by England's Oxford and
Cambridge Universities. This 1led him to emphasize
underqraduate instruction as a primary goal. To achieve
this goal Lowell instituted the house plan and the
tutorials.[ 51 Under this system, Harvard underqraduates were
provided room and board in University residence halls, and
their educaticn was monitored through frequent meetings with

a tutor who was responsible for only a few students.[6]

The success, or failure, of the tutorial systen
depended on lowell's ability to attract to Harvard Young
scholars Willing to be tutors, or to take on tutcring along
with the usual Assistant Professor's duties. But, by making
the tutorial system work, Lowell fueled his critics!
concerns that he was neglecting the overall quality of
faculty scholarship at Harvard. It was rumored that the
desire and ability to tutor were far more important than
research excellence for getting, and holding, an arpointment

at Harvard. This, coupled with Harvard's haphazard systen
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of promoticn and tenure, raised concerns that Farvard was
following a course that would lead it from its status as the
preeminent schclarly center in the United States to that of
a second-rate university.[ 771 These concerns were reflected
in a joke porular among the Harvard <faculty in the early
1930's, the punchline of which was: "the highest academic

honor is to receive a call to Harvard--and to refuse it."[ 8]

One of lowell's post vocal critics was James B.
Conant, Chairman of the Department of Chemistry at Harvard.
A proponent of the German, rather than the English, model of
the university, Conant arqued for increasing Harvard's
emphasis on scholarly research and decreasing the emphasis
on undergraduate instruction. Reflecting back upon this
period of time, Conant wrote in his autobiography that:

A university . . . was a collection of erinent
scholars. If the permanent professors were the
most distinquished in the world, then the
university would be the best university. The
quality of those appointed to life ©rpositicrs was
therefcre fundamental. If a man was made a
professor for personal reasons, as I believed was
happening, or even for being a helpful member of a
department or for devotion to Harvard, then
Harvard was to that extent betraying its trust.
Out of my own experience as a scientific
investigator, I knew how few positions there were
in 1932 in the United States where a professor
could carry on research. To fill one of these
positions with a second-rate person was to betray
a trust--to be quilty of almost criminal
negligence.

« » « Of course, I was not speaking or,
indeed, thinking solely in terms of npatural
scientists. I knew from my friends in the
humanities and social sciences what was harrening
in these areas, and I thought the present policy
was leading Harvard downhill.[ 91
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Conant's outspoken criticisms of Lowell's faculty
hiring practices quickly brought him to the attertion of the
members of the Harvard Corporation. Several memters of the
Corporation who held similar views, in particular Charles P.
Curtis and Robert Homans, began to promote Conant as
Lovwell's successor. They stressed the point that Conant
would bring tc the Presidency the spirit of reformation so
desperately needed if Harvard was to remain a vital
intellectual ccmmunity.[10] Curtis and Homans were aided in
this effort by Lawrence J. Henderson. Henderson was
related by marriage to Conant's wife, and through his
various social and professional contacts with Conant had
concluded  that, of the several <candidates under
consideraticn for the position, Conant was best suited
emotionally to make the difficult decisions that faced the
Harvard President. Henderson then used his personal
prestige to influence the Corroration towards favoring

Conant as the next President of Harvard.l 11]

Lowell had removed himself from any active role in
choosing his successor, but was understandably concerned
about the growing support for Conant's candidacy. As well
as being crrosed to the tutorial system, Conant had
repeatedly expressed little concern for, or knowledge of,
University affairs not dealing directly with the Chemistry
Department. Not only did Lowell fear for the ccntinuation
of the pclicies he had worked hard to implement, but also

for the future of the liberal arts at Harvard.[ 12] After
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much persuasion by Henderson, though, Lowell finally
resigned hirself to the growing support Conant had among the
members of the Corporation. This cleared the last obstacle
that could have prevented Conant's election. On April 24,
1934, the Harvard Corporation unanimously elected Conant as

Harvard's new President.l 131

President Conant and the Harvard Meritocracy-

a———— ——

While the realities of ¢the position quickly forced
Conant to moderate his plans to reform Harvard, he did not
hesitate tc make it quite clear what his ultimate priorities
were. In the "Report of the Committee to Visit Harvard

College" for the academic year 1933-1934, it was noted that:

President Conant has announced that he
intends +to direct his most earnest and continuous
thought to the ©problem of maintaining and
strengthening. the faculty. . .

Now a faculty can be strengthened only by the
injection of new blood into its academic body.
One way is to bring in distinguished scholars and
teachers from other centers of learning. This
method elimina tes some of the incalculable risks
of faculty appointments since it makes rcssible
the aprointment of "winners," after they have
WON. «

This is one aspect of the faculty problen,
but there is another, which also deserves
attention. Some provision should be made for the
orderly promotion of brilliant young scholars and
teachers who are already connected with the
University. . . Harvard is particularly fortunate
in having such a body of reserves to draw upon.
For various reasons, however, the University has
been slcw to take advantage of this special
opportunity.[ 141
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Conant chose to pay special, personal attenticn to this
latter issue in crder to ensure that research excellence
became the primary standard of faculty performance.
Regarding the promotion of Harvard's <unicr faculty, he

stated that:

Over a period of years the mnew appoirtments
and rrcmotions to permanent positions determine
the fate of any colleqe or university. In
bringing his recommendations to the Corporation
for action and to the Board of Overseers for
confirmation, the President must be prepared to
exhibit the evidence on which he has based his
decisicrs. Such matters cannot be deleqated to
deans of faculties or departmental chairmen,--~they
constitute the first chargqe on the President's
time. As far as possible I shall endeavor to sit
with the ad hoc comnittees which in most of our
faculties consider each appointment. With the
advice of these competent groups I trust that a
discerning judgement may be passed on our younger
men and that those who are promoted or called to
professcrships may be worthy followers of their
predecessors who have made this University
great.[ 151

Fith this statement, a merit-based promotion and tenure

policy was instituted at Harvard.

Murray had been appointed to a second three-year ternm
as Assistant Professor in 1931, without any serious
questions being rgi;ga. about his gqualifications for the
position. However, when he came up for reappointment again
in 1934, Murray was concerned that there was a real
possibility that his contract would not be reneved.
Questions were being raised in adpministrative circles about
Murray's lack of research publicat}on. Prom 1928, when

Murray became the Clinic's Director, through 1931, only
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three articles were published based on research being
conducted at the Clinic.l 16] No further publications were to
issue from the Clinic until 1933, by which time Murray had
become aware of the possibility that his lack of publication
might hinder his chances for reappointment.[ 17] To remedy
this problem, Murray, his colleaques, and students at the
Clinic had commenced upon a frenzy of writing articles for
publication. Beginning in 1933 and continuing through 1934,
a total of nine publications were produced by members of the
Clinic. Murray was an author of three of these papers, but
by far the most prolific of the Clinic's writers was Saul

Rosenzweiq, author of six of the publications.[ 18]

However, the gquestions raised concerning Murray's lack
of publicaticn could not be entirely answered through a
series of <jcurnal articles. The major unanswered question
concerned the publication date of the magnum opus which
Murray intended to be the result of his various studies of
personality. This work was to be based on a new arproach to
psychological research that he was developing at the Clinic.
He had been announcing its imminent publicaticn since 1931,
but by 1934 it had yet to appear. Sometimes, Murray
referred +to this project as involving one book. At other
times, he referred to it as being so large and cchglex as to
require twc or three books, At various times, he had
promised that the book(s) would be finished in arywhere from

six months to two years. But among his critics, the point
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remained that this was a promise he seemed wunable to

fulfill.r 201

Boring, as Murray's immediate supervisor, was at first
sympathetic tc his publication problems. Boring himself had
been suffering from a severe writer's block ever <since the
publication c¢f his The Physical Dimensions-of Consciousness
in 1932, and he personmally intervened on Murray's behalf
with the Harvard administration.f21] As a result of his
efforts, Boring was able to assure Murray that:

I do not expect that the University is likely

to fire you at the end of your present term for

lack of productivity. I think it is going to see

that you had a very difficult undertaking to paut

through and that you have done what 1is about

humanly reasonable; but I think it is also going

to continue to put pressure upon you for personal

productivity in addition to the work of your

students. My personal expectation is that next
winter you will be reappointed for three years at
$5500, and that everybody will hope that this book

will be out 1long before the problem has to be

considered again.[ 22)

This was, in fact, the University's decision. Murray
expressed his qratitude to Boring in an effusive,
hand-written letter, and began a concerted effort to finish

his book as quickly as possible.l 23]

However, Conant's election to the Harvard Presidency in
1934 initiated a series of events that was tc rrofoundly
influence the next review of Murray's appointment in 1937.
One of Conant's first acts as President was tc agpoint an
interdepartrental conmittee to study the status of

psychology at Harvard and to make recommendaticns as to how
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its status could be improved. The committee reccnfirmed the
finding of the 1933 Committee to Visit the Department of
PhiloSophY and PsY¥chology, and recommended that Psychology
be made a department separate from Philosophy. Also, the
comnittee recommended that the new Department of Psychology
could best be strengthened by hiring a leading figure in
experimental rsychology for a permanent Professorship. The
committee's choice for this new Professorship was Karl S.
Lashley, a neuropsychologist at the University of

Chicago.l 241

Boring had always viewed his call to Harvard im 1922 as
a sort of sacred missicn to make psychology there rigorously
scientific, primarily by promoting the psychophysical
research of his mentor, Edward B. Titchener of Cornell
University:

Harvard commanded my imagination. I do not fully

know why. I had been involved in Titchenmer's

affair with Harvard in 1917, and I had from long

indoctrination by Titchener gained the conviction

that Harvard was potentially the strongest place

in America, that Hugo Munsterberq had debased

psycholcgy there, and that psychology needed to be

brought clearly into the scientific circle and

rescued from the philosophers who still dominated

it.[251
Now he was free to act at last. With Psychology a separate
department, Forinc began with an administrative ircn-hand to
direct its develcpment into the research-oriented department
he had long envisioned. Boring's intent to reshape
psychology at Harvard along rigorously scientific lines can

be seen not only in his efforts to bring lLashley tc Harvard,
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but also in the fact that he rated the faculty arrointments
of S. S. Stevens and {much later) B. ¥F. Skinner as among
his qreatest administrative achievements. Both Stevens and
Skinner shared lashley's views on the necessity for
psychology being a radically empirical, reductionistic

science. [ 26

Even though the Department of Psychology at Harvard
took a decidedly more radically experimentalist course in
1935, Murray did pick up two very strong and influential
supporters who were to prove invaluable the next time his
contract came up for renewal. Murray's strongest supporter
in the Department of Psychology was Gordon W. Allport.
Allport stocod out against the radically empirical
orientation of the newly independent Department. A pioneer
in research irnto the structure of human personality, Allport
felt that his career chances had nearly been ruined in 1922
vhen Titchener, in front of many of America's 1leading
experimental psychologists, had publicly condemned Allport's
early research as being unscientific and worthless.
Undoubtedly, Boring, who was in attendance at the conference
at which these remarks were made, took note of his mentor's

comments.[27]

Nevertheless, Allport d4id receive a position at
Dartmouth Colleqe in 1926. Then, in 1928, a psychology
position became available in the Department of Philosophy

and Psycholoqgy at Harvard as a result of William McDougqall‘'s
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resignation the previcus year. Boring's choice for filling
this position was Karl S. Lashley, while the trhilosophers
wanted Allport, who in the previous year had successfully
taught social ethics in the Department on a one vear
contract. Boring was allowed to try for his chcice €first.
However, the attempt to 1lure Lashley away from the
University of Chicago failed, Then, at the insistence of
the Harvard philosophers, Boring extended the offer of an

Assistant Professorship to Allport.f281]

While no doutt concerned about Boring's 1long-tern
reaction tc¢ his research, Allport accepted this offer for
three reascns. Pirst, a call to Harvard signaled that after
the rebuff of seven years earlier, his work was at last
getting some recognition. Second, Harvard had a 1long
tradition of humanistic psychology that Allport wanted to
help maintain. Finally, Allport was quite excited about the
work that Murray was conducting at the Clinic, and foresaw
the possibility of close collaborative research even though
he had serious personal doutts about the validity of
Murray's psychoanalytic orientation to personality

theory.[291

Murray's other important =supporter was Dr. Stanley
Cobb. Cobb was Professor of Neuropathology at the Harvard
Medical School, Director of the Harvard Neurological Unit of
the Bostcn City Hospital, and Chief of Psychiatry at the

Massachusetts General Hospital.[30] On top of his very heavy
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professional responsitilities, Cobb maintained an active
avocational interest in psychoanalysis. This irterest had
its origins when Cobb was analyzed while in graduate school.
Cobb was one of +the charter members of the Boston
Psychoanalytical Society, which held its first meeting at
the Harvard Psychological Clinic on October 29, 1930.[31]
This mutual interest led to the formation of a deep

friendship between Cotdb and Murray.

Cobb was a member of the ccmmittee appointed by Conant
in 1934 to review the status of psychology at Harvard.
Early in the ccmmittee's deliberations, Cobb sensed that the
new Department of Psychology under Boring's leadership was
going to focus heavily on radically empirical psychology.
and move away from research on mcre humanistic topics. As
the Clinic was at that time experiencing serious financial
difficulties that threatened its very existence, Cobb felt
that he had tc take scme decisive action to help ensure that
Murray's work would continue. Since Murray had Just
recently arrlied to the Medical Sciences Division of the
Rockefeller Foundation for financial assistance, Cobb
decided that he could aid Murray most effectively by

vigorously supporting this application.l32]

Cobb had been negotiating with Alan Gregq, Director of
the Medical Sciences Division of the Rockefeller Foundation
about securing a larqge grant to make Harvard the leading

psychiatric center in the United States. Cobb's plan
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involved, amcng other things, the establishment of <close
ties between the Harvard Psychological Clinic and his new
psychiatric unit.[33] Greqq was quite interested in this
plan. Having met Freud during his visit to the United
States in 1909, Gregq was very enthusiastic about the future
of psychoanalysis in America, and under his direction the
Medical Sciences Division of the Rockefeller Fourndation was
focusing c¢n yfrroviding funding for psychiatric research and

psychoanalytic training centers.[ 341

Therefore, Gregq was inclined to grant Murray's request
for aid, but had originaily intended to wait until the
committee on psychology had concluded its deliberations
before acting.[351 Cobb, however, urged immediate action in
order to ensure the Clinic's future at this critical
transition in the development of psychology at Harvard:

If you have to make any decision about aid for Dr.

Murray, I for one, would urge that you go ahead

and act on that as an individual item on its own

merits. As vyou know, I rate these merits very

higqhly.[36)]
Gregqg took Cobb's advice, and provided the Clinic with the

first of a series of grants-in-aid.f371

Even thcugh Murray's position at Harvard was thus
temporarily secured, at 1least from a financial point of
view, his mcst vehement critic was soon to arrive in
Cambridge. Boring and the rest of Ccnant's ccomittee on
psychology ccnsidered Karl S. Lashley the most renowned

psychologist in the United States, and they felt that
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calling him, successfully this time, to a Professorship at
Harvard would be the most significant act the new Department
of Psycholoqy could make.[381 This fit 1in perfectly with
Boring's plans for increasing the empirical crientation of
the Department, and he personally took charge of the secret
negotiations to bring Lashiey to Harvard.[391 This second
attempt succeeded, 1largely because Lashley had beconme
dissatisfied with the way the administration of the
University of Chicago was interfering with his research
activities. Lashley wanted to be left alone to carry out
his work, and severely resented all the parerwork and
financial acccunting that he was responsible for at Chicago.
Boring promised Lashley that Harvard would provide a much
more congenial atmosphere in which he could conduct his
research unencumbered ty administrative details, and Lashley

succunbed to this offer.[40]

However, when Lashley arrived at Harvard in the fall of
1935, he turned out to be far more vocal in his advocacy of
a radically empirical psychology than even Boring was
willing to accept. While a brilliant researcher and
theorist, Lashley was narrow minded to the point of
irrationality when it came to discussing points of view that
differed frcm his own.f417 For example, he had begun a
psychoanalysis under Franz Alexander before he left Chicaqo,
but had angrily terminated the analysis after a fev sessions
for unkncwn rea sons. He then became publicly very

anti-psychoanalytic, and even tried everything in his power
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to have Alexander fired from his adjunct faculty positiom at
the University of Chicago.f42] Furthermore, not only did
lashley +take a very critical view of Murray's and Allport's
persorality research, he even questioned Boring's right to
call his cwn research scientific, A student of John B.
Watson, and a staunch proponent of Watson's proqram for a
radically empirical psychology, lLashley thus considered
Boring's research on the nature of comscious experience to
violate his strict criteria for a scientific psychology.
This belief in extreme scientism, while alienating several
members of the Department of Psychology, soon made lashley a
personal favorite and adviser to Fresident Conant, who held
a similar view about the necessity of precise, quantitative

science for the growth of human knowledge.[ 43]

lLargely as a result of Lashley's presence, the third
scheduled review of Murray's aprointment in 1937 promised to
be far more controversial than previous reviewvs. Also,
Boring, as Chairman of the Department, was now free to take
issue with Murray about a number of administrative matters
over which they had clashed during the preceding nine
vears.[ 447 Nct only was this review of Murray's appointment

to center on theoretical and administrative issues, an even

greated obstacle threatened to block his reappointment.
Despite the repeated promises of previous years, and even
though seven more articles had been published and €£five
others were awaiting publication from the Clinic, Murray's

book was still far frcm completion.l 451
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Murray's Promotion and Tenure Review-

The first evidence of a noticeable cooling in relatioms
between Boring and Murray came early in 1936. In January,
Murray proposed to the Department his intention to sponsor a
series of six lectures by Hanns Sachs on psychoanalytic
theory, to be held at the Clinic, This proposal was, not
unexpectedly, strenuously opposed by Lashley on the grounds
that it would amount to an official University recognition
of what he considered tc be a non~scientific psychclogy.[46]
What was significant, though, was that Boring did not attend
these 1lectures, even thoudh he had himself been analyvzZed by
Sachs and had just three months earlier attended a series of

lectures given by Sachs in the home of Dr. Cobb.[47)

Boring's actions were to become even more cminous as
Murray's review approached. As part of Harvard's upcoming
tercentenary celebration, a number of distinquished scholars
from around the world had been invited to Canmbridge to
receive honcrary degrees, Each department had the
opportunity to invite several scholars to receive this
honor, and the Department of Psychology sent its imvitations
to Pierre Janet, Jean Piaqget, and Carl G. Jung.[487 Murray
wanted to have a Departmental luncheon at the Clinic as a
special entertainment for their quests, and wrote to Boring
to get his approval of this idea.[4#97] Boring haad a
supprisingly two-faced response to this plan. While writing

to Murray about his enthusiastic support for the proposed
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luncheon, he +wrote to Lashley that he thought the whole
thing was a fpoor idea.[50] Finally, when Boring visited the
Clinic 1late in the spring of 1936 to gather evidence for
Murray's wupcoming vreview, his growing coolness towards
Murray and the Clinic could no longer be concealed. After
the visit Murray was so angry that he could nct restrain
himself from directly confronting Boring. He wrote:

It doesn't take a psychologist to =see that
during the last week you have grasped at every
scrap of evidence or of a word ({comscience!) which
might be used as a case against the Clinic & have
overlooked many points for the Clinic. In vyour
words I find everything treacherously twisted.

Why do you make out a bad case {damning with faint
praise &§c) for one of your own children?{51)
No record exists of Boring ever having responded to Murray's
accusations. Instead, with Allport's assistance, he set
about the task of soliciting a number of letters from

prominent gsychologists, asking for an evaluation of Murray

and his work at the Clinic.[521

While Becring had initially wanted the upcoming review
to focus on the issue of whether Murray would be reappointed
to another three-year term, President Conant insisted
othervise. At the urging of Dr. Cobb, and in accordance
with his new "up~ror-out" policy on faculty contract reviews,
Conant stipulated that the review was to focus cn whether
Murray was tc be promoted to the rank of Associate Professor
and qranted tenure.f 531 Given the increased impcrtance that
Conant had rlaced on Murray's upcoming review, the letters

solicited by Boring and Allport were to be c¢f crucial
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importance. In all, twenty-one letters evaluating Murray's
work were received, and the responsSe was oVervwhelmingly
favorable. Only four letters were critical of Murray, and
these were noctable for the vagueness of their criticisms,
and the general lack of knowledge their authors exrressed of
Murray's work. For example, Richard M. Elliott, Chairman
of the Psychology Department at the University of Minnesota,
wrote that he was:

wondering if as many underqraduates aren't harmed

as are helped by the clinic's [sic] frank espousal

of personal--what shall T say--comfort? good

form? elegance? anyway something that is not of

the essence of the laboratory spirit, nor akin to

the asceticism of scholars outside the genteel

tradition (Harvard? Cambridqe and Oxford?).

How should I know about it all? I have not

seen a printed word from the clinic.[55]

The seventeen rositive letters were a different matter.
In general, their authors were far tetter informed about the
work Murray was conducting. They were also far more
specific in terms of their praise apgd- their criticisms than
vere the authcrs of the neqative letters.[56] In a letter to
Boring, Allport summarized the positive letters as making
the following roints:

Number of times mentioned

Inter-disciplinary value; cultural
medicinal and psychological synthesis;

breaking down barriers 13
Favorable influence outside of Harvard 10
Depth and adequacy of approach to the

baffling problems of personality 9

Ingeniousness in framing problems and in
devising appropriate methods of research
Development continuing; future promising;
eminent contributions predicted
Excellent teaching

N

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



248

Work unique; unlike any other institution
Murray's personal enthusiasm, his zeal
Specific published researches praised
Importance of problems chosen for research
Scientific caution; hiqh standards in
publication
Clinic best place for training men in field
Would like Murray at other institutions
Helpfulness to students with personal
problens 2[57]

N w (S 0, I« W |

To this list, Allport added three points of his own:

(1) Two merits frequently cited 1in the
letters should be viewed together, viz., the
inter-disciplinary value of the Clinic, and its
unique vrosition among American institutions. In
private conversations with me Professor Sagir of
Yale remarked that the Clinic was doing what the
Institute of Human Relations was supposed to be
doing at Yale, only far more successfully. This
is likewise my personal opinion. When we ccnsider
the difference in the amount of financial backing
the two institutes have the comparison 1is nmost
striking. If-Harvard wants to relate its sciences
and break down barriers it ought not elipipate
what to date is perhaps its most successful single
achievement in this direction,

{2) If Harvard does not have the Clinic, what
will it have? Or 1if Murray does not head the
Clinic, who will head 1it? So far as I have
information on men and institutes in abncrmal
psychclogy I can think of nothing that would te as
good for us as Murray. We might obtain
specialized neurologists and psychiatrists, but
they would not f£fill the requirements of teachinqg,
research, and cultural integration that abnormal
psychology requires within our department.

{(3) « « . Statistics of the department would
show that Murray 1is doing a lion's share of the
teaching. He seems to have nearly as many
graduate students as the rest of the staff put

together.[ 581

The letters supporting Murray came from a number of
prominent fgsychologists, including B. F. Skinner, Kurt

lewin, and William McDougall. Prominent non-psychologists
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such as Dr. Stanley Cobd of Harvard and Dr. Alfred E.
Cohn of the Rockefeller Insti tute for Medical Research also
wrote 1in surport. Carl G. Jung arqued in person for
Murray's promotion while a quest of honor at the Harvard
tercentenary celebration in August of 1936.1597 But,
according to Allport, the most persuasive letter of support
was written by Murray's financial backer at the Rcckefeller

Foundation, Dr. Alan Gregqg. He wrote:

Murray has had a superior training in
biology. He has a wider experience than most
psychologists and this may mean something if "the
last thing that a deep sea fish could discover is
salt water." He 1is an ingenious deviser of
experimental methods. There are fields of inquiry
in psychology as in medicine where human material
is available for study only in exchange for advice
and therapy and Murray has the techmnical
qualifications, experience and an adequate sense
of responsibility for such situations. He has had
a real influence on premedical students and will
continue to have it. He is honest, dogged and
unselfish. His friends are deeply attached to hinm
by admiration as well as affection. His defects
appear to be a slowness or cloudiness in
sel f-expression, an inadequate productivity and a
certain tenacious independence of current opinion.
In the competitive aspects of scholarly life these
may be serious handicaps: I could wish, however,
that there were more generally in this ccuntry,
and especially at Harvard, an interest in seeing a
scholar find solutions to what he regards as
problens. It is 4in that procedure that E¥ngland
has seen gqrave additions to learning coming from
independent and, if you wish, amateur scholars.

Of Murray's value I have no doubt. He
matures slowly and has I think not yet produced
his best. His mind is not brilliantly articulate.
But his motivations are powerful and continuing.
Whether he will make a significant addition to
ideas and thought cannot be asserted but his
contribution to the development of others and the
example he sets 1in attempting to comprehend
personality and the meaning of different
approaches to it is a contribution I should be
extremely sorry to see neglected or depreciated.
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Medicine and psychiatry are beqinning to despair

of such a contribution £rom psychology. Without

it psychology appears to be a collection cf so

hichly diverse and differentiated, disparate

interests as to be called more correctly

psychclogies, and to suffer from the undigested

multiplicity of repeated additiomns to its body of

knowledge. We do not need more of such

nultiplicity.[ 601

In spite of the overwhelming support Murray received in
the solicited 1letters, the opinion within the Harvard
Department of Psychology was turning decidedly against
Murray's reappointment. YLashley was arquing for making the
Department's crientation strictly biological, and for
banishing all socially and psychoanalytically oriented
research frcm Harvard.[61] While Boring publicly claimed to
be neutral on this issue, the manner in which he privately
discounted the credibility of the letters supporting
Murray's work indicated that he had already made ur his mind
on the matter.[621 Although claiming that he could still be
swayed by evidence favorable to Murray, it was clear that
the only evidence Boring considered to be relevant would be
the immediate publication of Murray's book. Boring saw this
as a matter of general principle. Evalvating the
significance of a faculty member's magnum opus was the main
criterion used by Boring in implementing Conant's

"yp-or-out" promotion and tenure process. Boring could not

accept an exception to this in Murray's case.[63]
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The pressure was now put on Murray to either have his
book accepted for putlication by the end of 1936, or at the
very least, tc submit a draft to Fresident Conant prior to
the upcoming deliberations of the ad hoc committee that was
to be appointed to review his case.[647 In a desperate
effort to meet this deadline, Murray ordered his students
and colleaques to quickly prepare their contributicns to the
book, and then went into seclusion to work on the
manuscript.(65] Allport, even though he was on <sabbatical
leave that year, was aware of how tenuous Murray's position
had become in the Department, and also of the threat that
Lashley posed to the future of his own research. He wrote
to Murray pledging his total support in the upcoming debate:

It ought to be perfectly clear to all concerned

that any change in the Clinic except in the

directicn of greater stability would be disastrous

for Harvard. Still I presume we have both learned

that worthwhile things cannot be taken for

granted. They have to be fought fcr. . .

If . « « I am called wupon for consultation in

Decemter ([the tentative date for beqgqinning the

review cf Murray's contract), I shall be more than

willing to carry on the advocacy in perscn. If

any issue should arise where you think T might be

of service, please let me know. [66]

This was an extremely magnanimous gesture on Allport's part,
since his anticipated collaboration with Murray had never

developed, and their relations had instead develcped into a

low-keyed rivalry.l[ 671

Conant appointed the ad hoc- committee to comnsider
Murray's vrprIcmotion and tenure on December $, 1936. The

committee consisted of Allport, Boring, and Lashley as

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



252

representatives of the Department of Psychology; Dean
Birkhoff representing the Faculty of Arts and Sciences; Dr.
Cobb and Dean Burwell as representatives of the Medical

School; and President Conant, who would have the tie

NS SR S s B -
xS a Tl e e ke ke ke b S SRR

breaking vote if such was necessary. The first and only
meeting of the committee was scheduled for lunch at Conant's
house on December 23.T687 While only apocryplal accounts
exist of this meeting, there is evidence to suggest that the
debate was quite heated. Apparently, the meeting began with
Allport delivering an impassioned speech to the effect that
Murray was the intellectual heir of William James in the
development of psychology at Harvard, He cited in detail
how both James and Murray came to psychology through the
study of medicine, and also how they were both ultimately
concerned with how psychology could address philosophical
questions about the mnature of human existence. Allport
concluded by stating how Murray's continued presence at
Harvard was crucial for the further development of a

humanistically oriented psychology.[69]

At the conclusion of Allport's speech, Lashley rose to
address the committee. In contrast to Allport, his Speech
is said to have been short and sarcastic, his thesis being
that if Murray was the heir to William James, this had to be
interpreted in light of James having been a disgrace to the
efforts tc develop a scientific psychology in the United
States. At this point, the meeting is said to bhave gotten

totally out cf hand. Conant took Lashley's insult of James
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as an attack cn the intellectual heritage of Harvard that he
was trying to preserve throuagh his efforts as President, and
angrily left the room.[70] While the particulars of this
confrontation cannot be independently confirmed, the
confrontaticr itself is quite credible: 1lashley later
admitted that he had fallen frcm Conant's favor, and he was
later considered unsuitable for appointment to a prestigious

University Prcfessorship.l71]

Somehow, out of this chaos, the committee was able to
arrive at an evaluation of Murray. Its conclusicn, thouqgh,
was highly equivocal in its recommendation to Conant, and
reflected the fact that the committee was evenly split over
whether to promote or fire Murray. In their final vote,
Allport, Cobt, and Dean Burwell voted for Murray being
promoted ard +tenured, while Boring, Lashley, and Dean
Birkhoff voted for his termination.[727 The task cf writing
the committee's report to Conant fell to Allport and
Lashley, as they represented the extremes of opinion within
the committee. Their report focused on a critique of the
two chapters of Murray's book that had been completed prior
to the committee's deliberations. Allport and Lashley
agreed that in his took Murray was attempting to present a
totally new methodological approach to the study of
personality. Instead of the usual, piecemeal investigation
of one element of personality at a time, Murray was
attempting to study personality in its entirety through

combining in cne analysis the results of many different
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experiments carried out by different experimenters, all
studying one subject at a time. While Allport and Lashley
acknowledged that Murray's earlier, published research was
acceptable tc all on the committee as methodologically
sound, +the work represented in the book was scientifically

controversial.[ 731

As far as Allport and lLashley were concerned, MNurray
was at least partly justified in rejecting the traditional
reductionistic approach to the study of persomality, for it
only resulted in a partial description of a highly complex
subject. But, Murray's new apprcach to research methodology
was seen as raising more problems that it solved. Three
problems in particular were pointed out. First, Murray was
criticized fcr inventing new terms for personality variables
wvhen established terms for the same concepts were already in
wide  use. Second, Murray was criticized for the
predorinantly psychoanalytic orientation of his research
concepts, in the face of sometimes limited justification for
their use. Finally, and most damaging for Murray, there
were serious questions raised about the validity and
reliability of the experimental methods he devised for this
work, and about his lax approach to checking and correcting
these problems. Blame for this was put on Murray's naivete
in the use of statistical data analysis. Many of his
conclusions seemed, to the committee, to be more a matter of
clinical interpretation than of clear empirical findings.

Furthermore, the manner in which Murray inteqgrated the
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findings of the various researches that made up each
personality study was considered equally naive. Rather than
expressing the findings as an averaqge of the research data,
Murray had all the collaborating researchers meet as a group
and arque out a single-analytical conclusion. The committee
declared that this allowed for the possibility of incorrect
conclusions held by a few influential researchers, such as
Murray or one of his 1leading collaborators, overriding
correct conclusions held by less influential researchers as

a result of the dynamics of the group interaction.[741

Allport and Lashley concluded the committee's report by
stating that while these ©probplems existed with Murray's
work, it was at least as qood, if not much better, than much
of the research being conducted elsewhere on the same topic.
Ultimately, the decision on Murray involved a value
judgement c¢f the scientific merits of personality research
in general. Furthermore, Allport and Lashley ccncluded that
this value <judgement was a hiqhly personal matter and that
it could not bYe adequately expressed in a consensus
opinion.[ 7571 Just how personal this judgement could be was
expressed in the separate follow-up letters to the
committee's report that both Allport and lLashley wrote to
Conant. Allport concluded that in regards to Murray's vork:

The chief wmerit . . . is that it pushes
forward the frontiers of research in the
psycholcgy of personality. Nowhere else in the
literature will one find in a single study such

breadth cf perspective, so many ingenious methods,
and such intensive treatment of individual life.
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The criticisms vwe have made of Murray's work
are not, in my juvdgement, fatal. . . .

It must be borne in mind that Murray is
working in an almost virgin territory shere
chicanery and system-making have always prevailed.
He brings a more critical mind to his subject than
did Charcot, Prince, Freud, or Jung. . . .

I earnestly hope that you will not now permit
the huranistic tradition in psychology at BRarvard
to be imperiled and destroved. The critical
standards of the "exact sciences," admirable in
their own riqht, are not <catholic enough in
outlock to serve as the norm for the newer science
2f the human nind.[76]

Lashley tcok a position directly opposite that of
Allport. 1In his letter he stated that:

« « « I am impressed, on the contrary, by the
failure to neet satisfactorily any cne of
the . . . objective checks . . . by what I can
interpret only as a sort of intellectual
dishonesty where statistical tests for reliability
are used and then glossed over as of little
importance when they do not show the desired
reliability, and by the supercilious attitude
which Murray and his students show towards the
available methods of validating their results.

« o « Stripped of his verbiage, his major
concepts are elementary and his elaboraticn of
them is in terms of orthodox psychoanalytic
theory.

our [lashley and Allport]l disagreement in
evaluating the work presents, in a way, the
conflict between the older humanistic and
philosophical psychology and the attempt to evolve
a more exact science through an objective and
biological approach.f771

The final decision was now up to Conant, and he knew
that no matter what his decision was, it would not be

popular with everyone. The faculty of the Medical School
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and the Department of Philosophy had already gcre on record
as being highly suppportive of Murray's promotion and
tenure.[ 781 Allport, realizing the threat to his own
research imglicit in lashley's criticism of Murray, made
known his intention to resign from Harvard and take a
position at Clark University if Murray was not promoted and
tenured.[79] However, Lashley insisted that anything less
than Murray's immediate termination would be taken as an
affront to his professional inteqrity, and would necessitate
his resignaticn and return to his former position at the
University of Chicago.[801 The situation remained deadlocked
until late in January of 1937. Boring suggested to Conant
that Murray be promoted to Associate Professor, but not
granted tenure. Instead, Murray should be guaranteed two
five-year arrointments in which to prove the merits of his
work, since by the end of ter more years it should be
obvious to all whether or not his work was significant.[81]
The only protlem with this plan was that, since Murray was
not to be tenured, no University funds could be used to
supplement the Clinic's meager endowment. It was determined
that the implementation of Boring's plan would require a
long-term cconitment from the Rockefeller Foundation to
continue providing funding for the Clinic. OUnfortunately,
this matter could not be concluded until Alan Gregg returned

from a business trip to Europe in early March.[82]
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Fortunately for Murray, Dr. Cobb had kept 1in close
touch with Greqq as the debate surrounding Murraf's contract
review was developing. Through Cobdb, Greqq was aware of the
various arquements for and against Murray, and of the
consequences of a negative decision by Ccnant.[83]
Therefore, when Greqgq was finally able to confer with Conant
on March 12, 1937, he was prepared to viqorously reassert
the points he had made in his letter of the previous sunmer,
and to exrress the Rockefeller Foundation's continued
interest in supporting Murray's work at the Clinic.[84]
While Greqqg did not specifically guarantee that financial
support could be expected for the next ten years, Conant
considered his expression of interest a sufficient
quarantee. Oon the morning of March 17, 1937, he announced
his decision to appoint Murray to two five-year terms as

Associate Professor.l 851

As it turned out, only Lashley was unwilling to accept
this compromise solution. He continued to arque for
Murray's terrination and again threatened to resigm if his
demand was not met. He was unwilling to accept Boring's
advice that he had upheld his professional inteqrity by
virtue of his vote in the ad - hoc-committee and his letter to
Conant, and that his duty to the University now comnsisted in
implementing Conant's decision to the best of his
ability.[86 ] Lashley continued to insist that his inteqrity
was in jeorardy, and was only dissuaded from resigning when

Conant offered to appoint him as a Research Prcfessor and
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remove him from all teaching and administrative obligatioms

within the Derartment of Psychology.[ 871

Murray left on a two-year satbatical leave at <the end
of the 1936-1937 academic year, leaving the Clinic in the
care of former student and research collaborator, Robert W.
White.[88]1 After a one-year vacation in Europe with his
family, Murray returned to Cambridge to put the finishing

touches on his book, which was to be entitled Exgloratiems:

Men of College Age.[89] Once the manuscript was completed,
however, Murray ran into trouble finding a publisher for it.
After having the manuscript rejected by
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Harvard University Press, and VYale
University ©Press, Murray was introduced by his friend,
Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter, to Paul Dillert,
the BAmerican Editor of the Oxford University Press.[90]
Although the reviewer to whom Dillert sent the
manuscript--an anonymous but violently anti-psychoanalytic
Philadelphia psychiatrist--arqued for rejection, Murray and
Frankfurter were able +to convince Dillert that the book

warranted publication.[91]

Explorations-in Personality was finally published in

October of 1938. Murray was at that time back in Cambridqge

working on a qrant application to the Rockefeller Foundation
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that would provide funding for the eight years that remained
in his appointment as Associate Professor.[92] The
bitterness of the debate of 1936-1937 had subsided, and
Murray and Boring were again on cordial terms.[931 The time
for accusations and arqument was past, and a new beginning
was in order. Boring best captured the spirit of this new
beginning when he wrote to Murray after receiving his

complimentary copy of Explerations in Persomality. He said:

Any word of evaluation of this
opus--now--from me to vou-- after all that has
been said and arqued tetween us--would be
superflucus. You and I differ in scientific taste
and in philosophic preference. About such things
there 1is no better and worse, except the dubious
sanction of the expert opinion which is so seldonm
articulate. But some things are plain. You
already have an enthusiastic following. 7You were
not built to be other than a leader. 2And you will
have opponents and derogators. The book 1is too
positive and vital not to stir criticism. You
must have wanted all that, in a way at least; and
certainly you'll have it. You ought to be
conqratulated for it.l 94]

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



261

Reference Notes-

1. The terns of Murray's initial appointment can be
ascertained from Edwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 23
January 1933, in the Edwin G, Boring Papers, Harvard
University Archives, VNathan Marsh Pusey Library, Harvard
University, Cambridge, Mass.; and Stanley Cokb to Alan
Greqq, 8 May 1936, Series 200, Box 91, Fclder 1096,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Pocantico Hills, North
Tarrytown, New York. See also, James B. Conant, My Several
Lives: Memoirs of a Social Inventor (New York: Hargper & Row,
1970) , pp. 187-171; and Chapter &, pp. 113-116.

2. Conant, My-Several Lives, pp. 157-171; Edwin G.
Boring to Henry A. Murray, 29 October 1934; Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 17 January 1934; and Gordon W.
Allport to Edwin G. Boring, 17 January 1934. The above

letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

3. Allston Burr, "Report of the Committee to Visit
Harvard College," in Reports of the Visiting Committees of
Year- 1933-34- (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University:—T§§§Y7
pp. 225-226. In the Harvard University Archives.

4., Conant, My Several Lives, p. 81; and Henry A.
Yeomans, Abbott Lawrence Lowell: 1856-1943 (Cambridge,

S . i ey g, PPN — 14

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1948), p. 535.

. Seymour M. Lipset and David Riesman, Education and
Politics - at Harvard- (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975), pp.
142-150, 153-155; Samuel E. Morison, Three Ceinturies of
Harvard: 1636 -1936- (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1936), pp. 441-445, 476-479; and Yeomans, Lowell,
pp. 147-158, 155-198, 295-307.

6. Conant, My Several Lives, P. 82; Moriscn, Three
Centuries of Barvard, pp. 447-448; and Yeomans, Lcwell, pp.
147-158.

7. Conant, My Several- Lives, p. 83; Lipset and
Riesman, Education- and- Politics at Harvard, pp. 153-155;

s e - s s e, s, A S

Morison, Three Centuries- of Harvard, p. U441; and VYeomans,
Lowell, pp. 282, 286.

8. Burr, "Report of the Committee to Visit Harvard
College," p. 223.

9. Conant, My-Several-Lives, p. 83.

10- Ibid.’ PP. 81-83, 87-91.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



262

11. Henry A. Murray, Personal interview, 28 2april
1981: and 11 November 1981. Also, Henry A. Murravy,
Videotaped interview with Eugene Taylor, 12 November 1981,
in the Rare Books Collection, Countway Library of Medicine,
Harvard University Medical School, Boston, Mass.

12. Conant, My Several-lLives, pp. 88-89.

. . S e - oo S

t3. Ibid., p. 89.

14. Burr, "Report of the Committee to Visit Harvard
College," pp. 222-223.

15. James B. Conant, "Report of the President," in
Reports- of  the- President of Harvard College: 1933-193%.

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, 1935), p. 7.

16. Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 27 March
1931; Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, undated
(probably mid-December, 1931); Henry A. Murray to Edwin G.
Boring, undated [probably late-January, 1933); and Boring to
Murray, 23 January 1933. The above are located in the Edwin
Ge Boring Papers. The publications from the Clinic during
this period c¢f time were: Herbert Barry, Jr., "The Role of
Subject-Matter in Individual Differences in Humcr," Jourmal-
of Genetic Psychology 35 (1928): 112-128; Herbert Barry,
Jr., "A Test for Negativism and Compliance," Journal of-
Abnormal -and Social Psychology 25 (1931): 373-381; and
Herbert Barry, dJr., Domnald W. MacKinnon, and Henry A.
Murray, "Hypnotizability as a Personality Trait," Human

Biolegy-3 [1931): 1-36,

17. Murray to Boring, undated {probably late January,
1933).

18. Henry A. Murray, "The Effect of Fear upon
Estimates of the Maliciousness of other Personalities,"
Journpal of Social Psychology 4 (1933): 310-329; Saul
Rosenzweiq, "Preferences in the Repetition of Successful and
Unsuccessful Activities as a Function of Age and
Personality," Journal of Genetic Psychology 42 (1933):
423-441; Saul Rosenzweig, "The Experimental Situation as a
Psychological Problem," pPsychological Review 40 (1933):
337-354; Saul Rosenzweig and A. G. Koht, "The Experience
of Duration as Affected by V¥eed-Tension," Journal  of
Experimental Psychology 16 (1933): 745-774; Saul Rosenzweiq

and G. Mason, "An Experimental Study of Memory in Relation

24 (1934): 265-274; Harold Wolf, C. E. Smith, and Henry A.
Murray, "The Psycholoqy of Humor," Jourpal of Altnormal and
Social Psychology 28 (1934): 341-365; Henry A. Murray, "The
Psychology of Bumor, II: Mirth Responses to Disraragement
Jokes as a Manifestation of an Aqgressive Disrosition,"
Journal of Abncrmal-and Social Esychology-29 (1934): 66-81;
Saul Rosenzweig, "A Suggestion for Making Verbal Personality

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



263

Tests More Valid," Psycholegical- Review-41 (1934): 400-401;
and Saul Rcsenzweig, "Types of Reaction to Frustration,"
Journal of Abmormal and Social Psychology- 29  (1934):

298-300.

19. Murray to Boring, 27 March 1931; Murray to Boring,
undated (prcbably late January 1933); and Boring to Murray,
23 January 1933.

20. Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 1 November
1934, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers; Henry A. Murray,
"Researches Ccnducted at the Harvard Psychological Clinic
During the VYear 1933;" and Alan Greqq, "Memorandum of
Interview with Dr. Henry Murray, Psychological Clinic,
Harvard College, October 4, 1934." The preceding two items
are located in the Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Series
200, Box 91, Folder 1095.

21. Boring's intervention is acknowledged in, Henry A.
Murray to Edwin G. Boring, undated {probably late-March,
1934), in the Edwin G. Boring Papers. In reqgards to
Bering's writer's tlock see: Edwin G. Boring, Psychologist
at-large- (New York: Basic Books, 1961), . pp. 53-55; and
Julian Jaynes, "Edwin Garriques Boring: 1886-1968 " Journal
of the- Hlstcry of the Behavioral Sciences-5 (196C): 107-108.
See also, Charpter 5, PP. 171-173.

22. Boring to Murray, 21 January 1933.

23. Murray to Boring, undated [probably late-March,
1934y .

24. Boring, Psychologist at Large, pp.  55-56; Edwin
G. Boring to James B. Conant, 10 May 1934, in the Edwin G.
Boring Papers; and Joseph Lee, "Report of the Ccmmittee to
Visit the Department of Philosophy and Psychology," in
Reports of the-Visiting Compittees of the Board cf QOverseers
of  Harvard (College: For the Academic Year 1932-33
(Lambrldqe, Mass.: Harvard University, 1933), vp. 151, in
the Harvard University Archives.

25. Boring, Psychologist at large, p. 33.
26. Boring, Psychologist at Large, Pp. 65-66; and
Jaynes, "E. G. Boring," pp. 107-109.

27. Gordcn W. Allport, "Gordon W. Allport," in A
History- of Psychology-in-Autobiogqraphy, volume 5, eds., E.
G. Boring and G. Lindzey [New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), p. 9.

28. Allport, "G. W. Allport," pp. 13-14; Karl S.
Lashley to Edwin G. Boring, 20 January 1928; Karl S.
lashley to Edwin G. Boring, 13 January 1928; and Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 27 February 1929. The above

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



264

are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

29. Allport, "G. W. Allport," pp. 8, 14; Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W¥. Allport, 16 April 1929; Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 3 May 1929. The above letters
are in the Fdwin G. Boring Papers; and Murray, Interview,
11 November 1981.

30. Henry K. Beecher and Mark D. Altschule, Medicine
at- ggggg;g' The First Three Hundred Years- (Hanover, N.H.:

University Press ss of New England, 1977), pp. 384-385.

31. 1Ives Hendrick, "The Birth of an Institute," in The
Birth- of-an Institute: Twenty-Fifth-Anniversary, The §g§§on
Psxchoanalxtac Instltute, Nowember 30, 1958 , T ed. I.
Hendrick (Freeport, Maine: Bond Wheelwright, 1961), pp. 16,

17€, 23f, 35.

32. Stanley Cobb to Alan Greqq, 24 September 1934, in
the Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Series 200, Box 91,

Folder 1095.

33. Beecher and Altschule, Medicine . at Harvard, pp-
400-401: Edwin G. Boring to Karl S. Lashley, 6 March 1935,
in the Edwin G. Boring Papers; Stanley Cobb to Alan Greqq,
24 april 1934; and Alan Greqgqg, "“Diary," 3 May 1934. The
above two items are in the Rockefeller Foundation Archives,
Series 200, Box 91, Folder 1095, and represent but a small
selection of the material therein pertaining to this issue.

34, Edwin G. Boring ¢to FWalter Hunter, 7 December
1936, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers; Hendrick, "Birth of an
Institute," g. 14; Raymond B. TFosdick, The Stcry of the
Rockefeller- Foundation- (New York: Harper, 1952), pp.
123-134; and Saul Benison (ed.), "The Reminiscences of Dr.
Alan Greqq"™ ([New York: Oral History BResearch O0ffice,

Columbia University, 1958}, p. 28.

35. Alan Greqq, "piary," 27 April 1934," Rockefeller
Foundation Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder 1095. See
also Chapter 4, pp. 121-122.

36. Cobb to Gregq, 24 September 1934.

37. "Grant-in-aid, New York," Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder 1095. This document
was signed on 19 October 1934. See also Chapter 4, pp.
124-126.

38. Frank A. Beach, "Karl Spencer Lashley: June 7,
1890-August 7, 1958," in Biographical Memoirs, volume 35
{(New York: Columbia University Press, 1961), pp. 173=174;
and Boring, Psychologist at lLarge, pp. 55+56.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



265

39. EFdwin G. Boring to Karl S. Lashley, 26 February
1935; Karl S. Lashley to Edwin G. Boring, 28 February
1935; Boring to lLashley, 6 March 1935; and Karl S. Lashley
to Edwin G. Boring, 23 March 1935. The above are located
in the Edwin G. Boring Papers,

40, PEdwin G. Boring to Richard M. Elliott, 17
January 1935; and Lashley to Boring, 28 February 1635. Both
letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

41, "Factors in Psychological Leadership," a
questionnaire designed as part of a research project by
Lauren Wispe to determine what personal and educational
factors were important in the professional development of
prominent American psychologists. Respondents whc provided
personality ratings of Llashley when he was their mentor:
Arthur G. Bills, Dorwin Cartwright, Carlyle F. Jacobsen,
Charney Landis, Nathan W. Shock, and Calvin P. Stone. 1In
the Lauren Wispé& Papers, M698-M699, Archives of the History
of American Psychology, University of Akron, Akron, Ohio.
of the above, all but Cartwright worked with Lashley before
he came to Harvard. In his pre-Harvard days, Lashley was
seen as beinqg generally open minded, as long as the topics
under discussion did not include psychoanalytic or Gestalt
theory. Apparently, his views bhad narrowed considerably by
1935. For a further discussion of this point see: Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 18 January 1937, in the Edwin
G. Boring Paters.

42. Henry A. Murray, Personal interview, 13 July
1981.

43, Murray, Interview, 13 July 1981; Interview, 11
November 1981; Conant, My- Several Lives, pp. €4-85; Edwin
G. Boring to Richard M. Elliott, 16 September 1936: Karl
S. Lashley to Edwin G. Boring, 29 March 1935; Edwin G.
Boring to Karl S. Lashley, 12 January 1937; and Edwin G.
Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 14 January 1937. The above

letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

4y, See Chapter 5, ©pp. 164-169 for a further
discussion of this issue.

45. Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 22 January
1936, in ¢the Edwin G. Boring Papers; and Edwin G. Boring
to Alan Greqqg, 11 May 1936, Rockefeller Foundaticn Archives,
Series 200, Box 91, Folder, 1096.

46. Murray to Boring, 22 January 1936.

47. PERdwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 20 November
1935:; and Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 6 February
1936, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



266

48. The Tercentenary of Harvard College: A Chropnicle

of the Tercentenary Year, 1935-1936- {Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press, 1937), pp. 218-220, 457-458.

49, Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 24 July
1936, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

50. Edwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 27 July
1936; and Edwin G. Boring to Karl S. Lashley, 28 July
1936. Both letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.
Boring had a tendency to identify with both sides in most
all debates. This is corroborated by Jaynes, ME. G.
Boring," p. 108:; Henry A. Murray, Personal interview, 1
December 1981: and Silvan Tomkins, Personal interview, 26
August 1981.

51. Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, undated
(probably scretine between early-February and late-May,
1936), in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

52. Boring to Gregqg, 11 May 1936; and Boring to
Elliott, 16 September 1936, are examples of the sclicitation
of letters ¢f reference for Murray's contract reviev.
Further examples are to be found in the Gordon W. Allport
Papers in the Harvard University Archives. For example,
Gordon W. Allport to Kurt Lewin, 1 May 1936; Gordon W.
Allport to Mark May, 7 May 1936; Gordon W. Allport to
William McDougall, 22 April 1936; and Gordon W. Allport to
David Shakow, 29 April 1936.

53. Stanley Cotb to Alan Greqq, 8 May 1936,
Rockefeller Foundaticn Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder
1096; and Conant, My Several Lives, pp. 157-158.

S4. Gordon W. Allport to Edwin G, Boring, 4 August
1936, in the Gordon W. Allport Papers.

55. Richard M. Elliott to Edwin G. Boring, 29
September 1936, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

56. Allgport to Boring, 4 August 1936.
57. 1bid.
58. 1Ibid.

59. Skinner's letter is referred to in Elliott to
Boring, 29 September 1936. Kurt 1lewin to CGordon W.
Allport, 4 May 1936, in the Gordon W. Allport Papers, is a
very brief letter of support. A more detailed
reconmendation was sent on 26 May 1936, of which omnly the
cover letter survives. Also in the Gordon W. Allport
Papers is William McDougall to Gordon W. Allport, 13 HMay
1936. A copy of Stanley Cobb to Edwin G. Boring, 7 May
1936; and a summary of Alfred E. Cohn to Edwin G. Boring,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



267

undated (probably early-May, 1936) can be found in the
Rockef :1ler Foundation Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder
1096. Junq's meeting with Conant during the tercentenary
celebration is discussed in Murray, Interview, 13 July 1981;
and Murray, Interview, 1 December 1981.

60. Alan Greqg to Edwin G. Boring, 22 June 1936, in
the Rockefeller Foundatior Richives, Series 200, Box 91,
Folder 1096. Allport offers his evaluation of the letter in
Allport to Boring, 4 August 1936; and Gordon W. Allport to
Henry A. Murray, 11 Auqust 1936, in the Gordon W. Allport
Papers.

€1. Lashley to Boring, 29 March 1935; and Edwin G.
Boring to Karl S. ©Lashley, 14 January 1937, in the Edwin G.

Boring Papers.

62. Boring to Elliott, 16 September 1936; Boring to
Greqq, 11 May 1936; and Allport to Boring, 4 BAugust 1936.
Allport states that he was motivated to write this 1letter
because of Boring's dismissal of the letters supporting

Murray.

63. Bering to Gregg, 11 May 1936; Edwin G. EForing to
Alan Greqq, 23 June 1936, Rockefeller Foundaticm Archives,
Series 200, Eox 91, Folder 1096. The increasing emphasis on
research excellence as the primary criterion for faculty
advancement at Harvard under President Conant is discussed
in Gordon W. Allport to Edwin G. Boring, 27 Fekruary 1936,
in the Edwin 6. Boring Papers. Boring's refusal to deviate
from general principles in administering the Department's
affairs is discussed in Boring to Allport, 17 January 1934;
Allport to Boring, 17 January 1934; and Jaynes, "E. G.
Boring," p. 107.

64. Edwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 28 October
1936, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers. This letter is
apparently a follow-up to a verbal communicaticn of the
order to Murray to finish his book ty December, 1936.

65. Henry A. Murray to Alan Gregqg, 21 Octoker 1936,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder
1096; Murray, Interview, 14 October 1981; and R. Nevitt
Sanford, Personal interview, 28 Auqust 1981.

66. Allport to Murray, 11 Auqust 1936.

67. Murray, Interview, 111 ©November 1981; and M.
Brewster Smith, Personal Interview, 28 Rugust 1981.

68. James B. Conant to Gordon W. Allport, 9 December
1936, in the Gordon #. Allport Papers.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



268

69. Murray, Interview, 13 July 1981.

70. 1Ibid.

71. FKarl S. Lashley to Edvin G. Boring, 7 April
1937; and Edwin G. Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 7 April
1937. Both letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Parers.

72, Fdwin 6. Boring to Karl S. Lashley, 8 April
1937, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

73. Gordon W. Allport and Karl S. Lashley to James
B. Conant, 6 January 1937, in the Gordon W. Allport

Papers.
74, 1Ibid.
15. Ibid.

76. Gerdon W. 2Allport to James B. <Conant, 5 January
1937, in the Gordon W. Allport Papers.

77. Karl S. lashley to James B. Conant, 6 January
1937, in the Gordon W. Allport Papers.

78. Edwin G. Boring to Gordonm W. Allport, 19 January
1937, in the Fdwin G. Boring Papers; and Boring tc Lashley,
8 April 1937.

79. Gordon W. Allport to Edwin G. Boring, 21 January
1937, in the Edwin G. BRorirng Papers; and Boring tc Lashley,
14 January 1937.

80. £Karl S. Lashley to Edwin G. Boring, 7 April
1937; Boring to Lashley, 8 April 1937; Edwin G. Boring to
Richard M. Elliott, 6 April 1937; and Edwin G. Boring to
Gordon W. Allport, 1 April 1937. The above are in the
Edwin G. Boring Papers.

81. Boring to Lashley, 8 April 1937.

82. Edwin G. Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 6 February
1937: and Edwin G. Boring %*c¢ Gordon W. Allport, 18
February 1937. Both are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

83. Cobkb to Greqg, 8 May 1936; and Robert A. Lambert,
"Monday, Oct. 12, 1936, Boston," Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder 1096.

84, Edvwin G. Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 17 March
1937, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers; and Alan Gregg,
"Diary, March 12, 1937-- Boston," Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Series 200, Box 91, Folder 1097.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



269

85. Boring to Allport 17 March 1937; and Memo from
Gordon W. Allport, 29 April 1937, in the Gordon W. Allport

Papers.
86. Boring to Lashley, 8 April 1937.

87. lashley to Boring, 7 April 1937; EForing to
Elliott, 6 April 1937; and Boring to Allport, 1 April 1937.

88. Edwin G. Boring to Gordon W. Allport, 22 March
1937, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers. See alsc Chapter 4,
pp. 129-130.

89, Edvwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 10 October
1937, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

90. Robert A. lambert, "Diary, Tuesday, October 26,
1937," Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Series 200, Box 91,
Fclder 1097; and Henry A. Murray, Personal interview, 3
August 1981.

91. Murray, Interview, 3 Auqust 1981; and Henry A.
Murray, "Henry A. Murray,”" in A History of Psychology in

Autobiography, volume 5, eds. E. G. Boring and G.

Lindzey (New York: Appleton- Century-Crofts, 1967), p. 305.

92. Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 5 April
1938, in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

93, Edwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 14 BApril
1938; and Henry A. Murray to Edwin G. Boring, 15 April
1938. Both letters are in the Edwin G. Boring Papers.

94, ©Fdwin G. Boring to Henry A. Murray, 25 October
1938, in the Fdwin G. Boring Papers.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER 8:
CONCIUSION: MURRAY'S ROLE IN DEFINING THE

ECUNDARIES OF ACADEMIC PSYCHOLOGY

Introduction

The maintenance of disciplinary boundaries does much to
provide for the interral stability and institutiopal status
of an area of academic inquiry. Through the process of
theoretical debate, the acceptability of certair topics for
the discjpline is established. Further sources of
intellectual control exist in the process of educating new
members for disciplinary status, in the making of faculty
hiring and tenure decisions, and in the editorial policies
of professicnal djournals.[1]17 However, the term boundary
aintenance is perhaps not a totally accurate description of
the process by which the limits of an academic discipline
are set. Boundary maintenance implies that the intellectual
limits are rigidly set and enforced. This is simply not the

case.
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Disciplinary toundaries are, for the ncst  part,
permeable, allcwing for interdisciplinary influences.
Disciplinary boundaries are also not stationary, as is
demonstrated by the radical redefinitions that have occurred
during pericds of "scientific revolution." Also,
disciplinary boundaries nust be flexible enough to
acconmodate the frequent  emergence and demise of
linited-domain research topics. This is particularly true
in psychology. which in recent vears has been characterized
by decreased emphasis on all-inclusive theories and a
reliance on the development of ‘"mini-theories" of

personality and social behavior.fl 2]

A7

The flexibility of disciplinary boundaries is
particularly obviocus in the instance of psychology.
Traditionally, the origins of modern academic fgsychology
have been seen as rooted in a hybridization of philosophy
and physiology. Philosophy provided the subject matter and
institutional base in the German wuniversities, while
physioloqy provided the empirical methods for the fledgling

discipline.l 31

However, the "role hybridization" model of the origins
of nodern psychology is overly simplistic. The new
discipline was more than a simple blend of philosophy and

physiology. Researchers from a number of different
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disciplines, including medicine, biology, and education as
well as philosophy and vphysiology, began tc turn their
attention to issues of psychological importance during the
niddle vyvears of the nineteenth century. While their
theories and methods were varied, they shared the view that
an empirical psycholoqgy of consciousness and volition was of
practical ipmpcrtance, and stood near the top of the Contean
heirarchy of +the sciences. This allowed the fcunders of
modern psychology to consciously promote the emerging
discipline and press for a separate institutional base

within the universities.[4]

Early psychological thought addressed many issues of
sociological and anthropological importance. Examples of

this include Sigmund Freud's Totem and- Taboo and Wilhelm

Wundt's massive Vélkerspsychologie.[5 1 Important
extradisciplinary influences on psychology continue to cone
from physiclcgy (neuvropsychology), medicine (rsychiatry),
and zoology (comparative psychology) .[6] Furthermore,
psychologists and philosophers continued toc maintain
intellectual ties long after the two disciplines began to
separate institutionally. William James, for exanple,
always saw himself as a philosopher first, and as a
psychologist second. He maintained that while the two
disciplines differed c¢cn methodological grounds, philosophy's
enphasis on the metaphysical tasis of experience gave it
conceptual priority over psychology.[7] Edward C. Tolman

derived much of the conceptual underpinnings for his theory
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of purposive tehaviorism from the writings of neo-realist
philosophers.[{871 Also, Clark L. Hull maintained an active,
if sometimes superficial, involvement with the Viemna Circle
logical positivists during the 1930's and 1S40's. More
significantly, during this time period Hull was developing
his behavioral theory upon a conceptual foundation derived
from Newton's Principia Mathematica and implemented using
the terminology of formal 1logic.{91 This continuing
interaction between philosophY and psycholoqy, hcwever; has
been greatly obscured by the vocal, anti-philosophical
pronouncements of such prominent psychologists as Edward B.

Titchener and John B. Watson.[l 10]

However, disciplinary boundaries do not always remain
permeable and movable. This is especially seen whenever a
discipline's institutional status is in jeopardy, or in an
early staqe of formation. The latter imstance is revealed
in an recent analysis cf articles published in the American
Journal of Sociology between 1895 and 1915. 1Imitially,
there was a great deal of debate among sociologists about
the intellectual constitution of the emerging discipline.
As much as one fourth of each volume's articles dealt with
concerns over what sociology was in terms of its
disciplinary identity. This publicly aired identity crisis
subsided as American sociology gradually came under the

intellectual direction of Albion Small and his cclleaques at

the University of Chicago.l 11]
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Similarly, the early vears of American psychology were
characterized by the expression of concerns over
intellectual ccntent and institutional status. 1Intellectual
control was firmly held by five men--James McKeen Cattell,
George T. ladd, James Mark Baldwin, G. S. PFullerton, and
William James--and b}y their hand-picked successors. These
men were also instrumental in efforts to establish

" psychology in institutions of higher education. Under the
aeéis of ;he American Psychological Association, the young
discipline's leaders 1lobbied to establish ties between
psychology and older, more established disciplines, and to
secure their position in American colleges and

universities.l 12]

Situations external to a discipline may also cause a
restriction in intellectual boundaries. Periods of economic
crisis place strains on academic institutions, rotentially
resulting in the demise of departments that are seen as not
contributing sufficiently profitably to the fulfillment of
the instituticn's educational mission. Such periods result
in a renewed emphasis on the traditional topics and problems
of the discipline by its leading members. In this way the
dicscipline strives to recertify its rigqht to remain within
the instituticnal setting. This is largely a reflection of
the middle-class orientation of <the modern acadenic. An
academic rpcesition and hard work as evidenced by research
productivity confers status upon the individuwal scholar.

Thus, the 1loss of a discipline's institutional position
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would signify not only a loss of employment for the affected
academic, but a significant loss of status as well. This
serves as a pcwerful motivation for the individual scholar
to publicly support and work within the discipline's
boundaries.[ 131

Disciplinary Boundaries of Psycholoqy-at Harvard-

——— r—

Psycholoqy at Harvard during the 1920's amnd 1930's
clearly demonstrated this relationship Dbetween the
institutional security of a discipline and the
restrictiveness of its intellectual boundaries. While
psychology had been established within the American
university system in general for almost forty vyvears,
psychology at Harvard did not become independent of the
Department of Philosophy until 1934.7147 This, in itself,
implies less than complete security for the discipline.
Furthermore, the Depression was placing serious fimancial
constraints uron the new Department of Psychology. Rs all
departments at Harvard were funded by separate endowments,
falling interest rates meant reduced departmental
budgets.[ 151 This combined institutional and financial
insecurity cf psychology at Harvard set the stage for a
tightening of disciplinary boundaries. The derartment had
to strengthen its position as an important, unique, and
coherent field of study. The vigor with which this was

attempted and the specific direction it took reflected the
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theoretical and methodological biases of the Department's

ranking members, Edwin G. Boring and Karl S. Lashley.

Murray, however, stood out in contrast with the move
for restricting psycholoqgy's disciplinary boundaries. His
sense of vpersonal and profeSsional identity vas not
constrained by his disciplinary role as an Assistant
Professor of Psychology. He actively maintained close
contacts with artists, literary scholars, and statesmen of
varied intellectual orientatioms. He counted among his

friends such notables as the biochemist Lawrence J.

Henderson, the writers Conrad Aiken and Eugene O'Neill, the
actor and singer Paul Robeson, and the United States Supreme

Court Justice Felix Prankfurter. Many of these men not only
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were quests of Murray's in Cambridge, but gave colloquia at
the Clinic as well.[161 Beginning in 1932, Murray was also
involved with the interdisciplinary Pareto Circle led by
Henderson, and counting among its members the sociologists

Georqe C. Hcmans, Talcott Parsons, and Crane Brinton.[17]

Murray's  interdisciplinary interests were also
prominent in his psychological research. The major
theoretical influenées on his work were derived from
psychoanalysis and dynamic psychology, in particular, the
writings of Freud, Jung, and Mcbougall. Also, Murray
derived the basis of his research methodology from his
graduate training in the disciplines of wmedicine and

biochemistry.l 18]
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The staff at the Clinic provided further indication of
the interdisciplinary nature of Murray's work. As he

described it in the introduction +to the Explorations in

poets, physicists, sociologists, anthropolcgists,
criminologists, physicians; of demccrats,
fascists, compunists, anarchists; of Jevs,
Protestants, Agnostics, Atheists; of pluralists,
monists, solipsists; of behaviourists,
confiqurationists, dynamicists, psycho-analysts;
of Freudians, Jungians, Rankians, Adlerians,
Lewinians, and Allportians.l 191
What brought this divergent group of researchers together
was the desire to pool their talents under MNurray's
leadership in the search for a more complete understanding
of the workings of human Fersonality. That this
interdisciplinary approach to the studvy of personality was
viewed favorably by some of Murray's colleagues could be
seen in the letters sent in support of his promotion to
Associate Professor. The breadth of his thecretical and
methodological orientation to psychology was emphasized as a
major strength by the psychologists Gordon Allpcrt and Mark
May, and by the physician Dr. Stanley Cobb. Furthermnore,
Alan Greqq of the Rockefeller Foundation's Medical Sciences
Division cited Murray's work as one of the few aspects of

psychology that would prove to be of interest to the medical

commuanity.fl 201

However, not all agreed with this assessment of Murray.
Whereas Murray represented an interdisciplinary approach to

psychological theory and research, Boring and Lashley strove
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to restrict psychology at Harvard to the study of a few,
rigidly defined topics. Boring held religiously ¢to the
opinion of his mentor, Edward B. Titchener of Cornell
University, that psychology at Harvard had beer seriously

tainted by its lengthy subordination to philosophy, and that

drastic steps vwere needed if the newly formed department
were to achieve a stature equivalent to that of Barvard in
general. For Boring, these steps involved 1limiting the
scope of rsychology to the study of sensation and
perception.[21) Lashley similarly believed that tsychology
at Harvard had an overly philosophical orientation. He did
not, however, share Boring's views about what corrective
measures to take. Based on his experience as a graduate
student of John B. Watson, Lashley concluded that
psychological research at Harvard should be reorganized

along behavioral and physiological lines.[22]

Boring and lashley differed further with Murray over
the disciplinary acceptability of psychoanalysis. All three
had had personal experience with psychoanalysis, but had
reached radically different conclusions about its validity
as a theory and as a form of therapy. Bering's and
Lashley's exreriences had been neqgative. Neither felt that
the problems that had prompted them to seek psychoanalytic
help had been resolved by the analysis. As a result, both
came away from their analysis with a deep resentment for
psychoanalysis and its practitioners.[23] Murray, on the

other hand, found his analysis to result in a great nersonal
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revelation, answering many questions he had had about
himself and about human motives in general. Murray came
away from his analytic experience dedicated to a new career

and life goals.[241

Yet another point of contention was the gquestion of
nethodology. Boring and LashleY also shared similar views

on what constituted the appropriate research methods for
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psychologqgy. They telieved that psychology had to model
itself on the physical sciences. Research had to involve
the strict control of all relevant variables. Only one
independent variable was to be manipulated at a time, and
the effect of this manipulation was to be measured through
the observaticn of a single dependent variable.{257 This
stood in direct contrast with Murray's wholistic approach to
research. Murray believed that reductionistic, single
variable research methods were inappropriate for the study
of human perscnality. He saw personality as resulting from
the interaction of numerous factors, both internmal and
external to the individual, and manifesting itself through
numerous means. Therefore for Murray, research had to
progress thrcugh the simultaneous study of a number of

independent and dependent variakles.[26]

The ccnjunction of the disciplinary insecurity of
psychology at Harvard with these differences cf opinion
between Murray on one hand, and Boring and Lashley on the

other, meant that several important issues in the debate
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surrounding Murray's promotion and tenure review of
1936-1937 centered on the acceptability of Murray's
theoretical orientation and research methods to the

discipline cf experimental psychology. Interestingly,

though, only once during this debate was the issue of
academnic freedcm raised in Murray's defense. Gordon Allport
was concerned that his own research in the area of
personality and social psychology would eventually
jeopardize his position at Harvard if Boring and Lashley had
their way and had Murray let go. Allport saw Murray's case
as setting the precedert for the fate of all research not
meeting Bering and lashley's approval. Because of this,
Allport arqued that Murray's right to purste whatever
research torics he was interested in was protected by the
express desire of the Harvard administration to sugprort the
academic ideals of unencumbered innovation and excellence in

research.(27]

The ideal of academic freedom, though, was only
tangentially relevant to this case. Academic freedom as it
has been interpreted by, and applied to American higher
educational institutions,. serves to protect the individual
scholar frcm arbitrary firing as a result of political or
philosophical considerations. No limits are placed on the
ability of academics to exclude other academics from their
ranks as long as the decision 1is based <c¢n purely

disciplinary considerations.[281
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Murray's personal politizs or philosophy were never at
issue. The question facing Boring and Lashley was of the
disciplinary acceptability of Murray and his work, and their

right to exclude hinm from psychology on these qrounds ¥as

qgquaranteed by the <concept of academic freedom. Thus,
lashley's threatened resignation uron Murray's prcmotion was
quite understandable. He was rightly concerned that
extradiscirlirary forces had intervened in the promotion and
tenure review process and had deprived him of his right to

judge the acceptability of Murray's work.l 29]

The restrictionist stance that Boring and Lashley took
in regards tc Murray's promotion and tenure review may also
be interpreted in light of the tenuous institutional status
of psychology at Harvard. While having the distinction of
being one of the first centers for psychological research in
the United States, psychology at Harvard had fallen upon
hard times. Efforts to establish an independent department
of psychology had teen thwarted by the indifference of
President Lcwell towards psychology, and by the unexpected
deaths of William James, Josiah Royce, and Hugo Munsterberg
between 1910 and 1915. This left psychology staffed by
junior faculty and part-time instructors, and
institutionally subordinant to the Department of Philosophy
until 1934, Only with the retirement of President Lowell
was 1t possible for the institutional separation of
psychology and philosophy to occur. While Lowell had been a

proponent of the British tutorial model of higher education,
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his successor James B. Conant favored the German research
university model and supported the notion that disciplinary
boundaries as reflected by research topics form the basis of

departmental separation.f[301

Once psycholoqy tecame independent of philcsophy at
Harvard, Bering, with the help of Lashley, set about the
task of restoring the reputation of Harvard within the
American fpsychological conmmunity. Harvard's status among
psychologists had dropped precipitously since 1915 as
measured both by the number of Fh.D.'s awarded and by peer
reviews of departmental eminemnce.{3171 Boring and Lashley
knew also that psychology was not highly valued by the new
Harvard President. Ccnant had appointed a special committee
to evaluate the position of psycholoqy vis-3-vis the other
sciences at Barvard. The report of this committee did not
impress Conant. In particular, he was discouraged by the
connittee's inability to even aqree upon what ccnstituted
the discipline of psychology, and came away unconvinced that
psychology would ever te able to attain the statts of a bona

fide academic discipline.[32]

Thus, Boring and lashley were bplaced in the position of
having to establish the credibility of a discipline that was
seen as being on the fringe of the Harvard scientific
community. Murray's position was complicated by the fact
that he stocd at the fringe of Harvard psychology. From the

very beginning when he was hired in 1926 controversy had

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



283

surrounded him. Questions had been raised concerning his
lack of thc¢ standard academic credentials for a position in
pSychology. Further questions concerned the theoretical
validity of psychoanalysis, and concerning the ethical
implications cof Murray's use of hypnosis in his
research.[33] The Clinic also operated semi-autcncmously of
the Department of Psychology. The Clinic was housed in
separate gquarters several blocks from the Department. The
Clinic was funded separately, and Murray was not always
required to go through departhental channels when dealing

with the Harvard administration.[ 34)

These issues became of crucial 3importance when the
economic disaster of the Depression threatened the ability
of the Clinic to survive on the income from its endowment.
A proposal to support the Clinic partially frcm general
departmental funds fell through because of the
administrative confusion that resulted from the Clinic's
independent status. This gave rise to speculation that the
administration of the Clinic would be transferred from the
Department c¢f Psychology in the Colleqe of Arts and Sciences
to a department in the Yedical School. It was prorosed that
this move would serve two purposes. First, it would .lace
the Clinic under the administrative control c¢f a more
financially secure department, thus insuring its continued
existence. Also, Boring and Lashley felt that such a move
would be disciplinarily appropriatec They both considered

abnormal and personality psycholoqy to be an applied area of
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research deriving much of its theoretical input from
psychiatry. Therefore, they arqued <that Murray and the

Clinic would fare best if allied directly with medicine,

rather than remaining attached to a department that
emphasized reductionistic rather than wholistic research

methodologies, and rejected even the slightest hint of
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practical application.[ 351

The institutional status of Murray's work within
psycholoqy at Harvard was also jeopardized by his failure to

fit the estatlished role model of the academic scientist.

FRVIR VRIS I AR

Beginning in the 1last quarter of the nineteenth century,

American higher education came to be increasingly identified

L 2B i ki

with middle-class values and goals. The college and
university curricula shifted its focus from the shaping of
the moral character of a social elite, to the professional
training of the middle-class. This reflected a basic value
assumption of American society that success was not to be
achieved through memtership in a hereditary elite, but
through individuval effort and intellectual capability.
Thus, American higher education redefined its curricula to
cater to a middle-class seeking avenues for self betterment,
and the academic career quickly became identified as one of
these avenues. Once the aspiring middle-class academic
entered the profession, further career advancement was
predicated uron the individual's demonstration of merit and
hard work through publication in professional Jjcurnals and

success in teaching.l36]
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Murray simply did not fit this definition of the
professional academic. His position in society was not a

function of his status as a scholar, but a result of his

personal wealth and connections. Therefore, he felt free to

challenge the traditional conceptions of academic psychology
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instead of being constrained to compete for peer recognition
within accepted disciplinary boundaries.[371 This

orientation carried over to his daily activities at the

& Clinic. The furnishings there were a statement of Murray's
appreciation of fine art and antiques. Daily luncheons for
E: the Clinic's staff and invited quests served as a stimulus
for convivial intellectual discourse. Work, for Mvrray, was
something frcom which to take frequent breaks. He considered

the quality of his writing to be far more important than its
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quantity, and he would take frequent short vacations fronm
f% the Clinic to reflect upon his onqoing research and his

§ plans for future investigations.[38]

This mode of behavior stood in direct contrast with
that of Bering and lashley, and with the values espoused by
other leading fiqures in the discipline. Both came fromn
middle-class backgrounds. So, for both, thé attainment of
prominence in an academic career marked a substantial gain
in social status.[391 Within this social and institutional
context they agreed that academic status was measured
through research productivity. Of the two, Lashley was the
more prolific researcher, publishing numerous journal

articles, whereas Boring concentrated more on producing a
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few books and on his responsibilities as a journal editor.
This is not to suggest, though, that Borimg was not
concerned abcut his own efforts to publish. He feared
greatly for the continued advancement of his career while
suffering from a temporary writer's block between 1932 and

1934.[ 401

Therefore, Murray's promotion to Associate Professor
revolved around the resolution of three basic issues. First
wvas the questicn of where Murray's work stood in regards to
the accepted disciplinary boundaries of academic rsychology.
This was clcsely related to the second issue-~-the
institutional status of the Clinic and the Department of
Psychology at Harvard. Finally, there was the rroblem of
the manner in which Murray fulfilled his role as a
professional scholar/scientist. In all three areas MNurray
challenged the status quo. He self-consciously questioned
traditional definitions of academic psychology, calling
instead for a total reconceptualization of teaching and
research in the field. The Clinic existed at the
institutional fringe of a vyoung and insecure department
threatened by administrative indifference and a worsening
domestic econcmy. Finally, through his personal conduct
Murray rejected the middle-class values that fcrmed the

basis of twentieth century academia. Given these facts,
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Boring and Lashley could reach no conclusion other than to

recommend that Murray's contract with Harvard be terminated.

Vhat wculd otherwise have been a relatively
straightforward review was significantly complicated by
Harvard's policy of composing the review ccnoittee of
faculty drawn from several different disciplines. In
Murray's case, the review committee included faculty f£from
the medical school as well as from psychology. Furthermore,
the medical school faculty chosen to particirate had a
special appreciation of interdisciplinary applications of
medical and biological theories and methods. Thus, they
vere highly supportive of Murray and arqued for his
promotion and tenure. Their strong support, mceting with
the Adeternrined opposition of Boring and lLashley resulted in
the committee's inability to reach a consensus concerning

Yurray's prcmcticn or termination.f 41

It was at this point that the involvement of the
Rockefeller TFoundation became crucial. The Rockefeller
Foundation had a history of providing financial support for
interdisciplinary research in  the social sciences,
particularly in the application of the social sciences to
solve the many human problems engendered by the rapid
development ¢f an industrial-technical Western economy. The
laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, founded in 1918, shifted
the focus c¢f its philanthropy exclusively to the social

Sciences uron the appointment of Beardsly Puml, a former
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student of James R. Andell, to its directorship in 1922.
His vision for the Memorial was to promote research and
training in the social sciences through the establishment of
centers where representatives of various disciplines could
collaborate in the investigation of specific social issues.
The Memorial funded a variety of projects including Dr.
Elton Mayo's industrial fatique studies at Harvard, the Yale

Institute of Psycholoqy (later named the Institute of Human

Relations), and social work schools at the University of
Chicaqo, Tulane, and elsewhere.[4%21 These funding policies
were continued when the Memorial was merged with the the
Rockefeller Foundation in 1929 and a Social Sciences
Division was formed under the direction of Edmund E.

Day.l 431

The Medical Sciences Divisicn of the Rcckefeller
Foundation shared this appreciation of interdisciplinary
résearch. An outgrowth of the Rockefeller Foundations early
efforts to improve medical training standards and public
health facilities (and to directly reduce employee
absenteeisr and increase work productivity), the Medical
Sciences Division under the directicn of Dr. Alan Greqq

began in 1933 to concentrate its efforts c¢n promoting

psychiatric training and research. The rationale for this

move was that while qreat advances were being made in the
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prevention and treatment of physical illness, the state of

knowledge concerning mental disorders was woefully
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inadequate.[ 447 The funds of the Medical Sciences Division
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were used tc create departments of psychiatry at the
universities of Chicago, McGill, and Tulane; to fund
research at Worcester State Hospital in Massachusetts,
Northwestern University, and Harvard; to create the Chicago
Institute of Psychoanalysis; and to fund Kinsey'!s pioneering

research on human sexu