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| | ABSTR/{C,T f |

The position is adYanced that\traditional psycho1ogy and

-‘psycho1pgica1 treatments are reductionistic, therehymprecjuding‘the :
. . establishment of a distinctly human psyehqlogy.' Sueh a .psychology
would include an empirica] description of all ‘those prdperties which
are both necessary and suff1c1ent for 1nc1us1on in the category
"human', an undertak1ng called ontoanthropology serving as the basis
for‘a modern1zed psychology. The groundwork for sucha psychology is
laid in a thorough critfque of reductiph¥sm Supp]ant1ng the reduct1on1st
outlook is a new model called emergent h1erarch1ca11sm wh1ch
establishes developmental levels of property, method and law. Each
Tevel 1s an: evo1ut1onary system of novel propert1es, ordered on a
h1erarch1c_sca1e Each level 1ntroduces a new environment for the
entities composing it. A set of principles governing the h1erarehy
of Teve]s{and enrfronments is formulated. | |

- Emergent hierarchiealism postts the 1eve1:of 'person' apd its

. cultural ‘environment as the appropriate Tevei of inquiry for a
human psycho]ogy. The def1n1ng properties of this 1eve1 are out11ned
and its systematic nature is descrﬂbed. The point of departure for

a comp]ete-aha1ysis»of the persoh-]evel is given in a new reconstruction
of Kierkegaard's phehomeno]ogy of subjectivity. A subsequent section
attempts to show how the properties descr1bed in a K1erkegaard1an
‘»anthropology have h1stor1ca11y emerged ontogenet1ca11y and phy]o—
genet1ca11y

A f1na1 section app11es ‘the findings of the f1rst four chapters

to the practise of psychotherapy An offshoot of this application is

-t



"
a éugdestion for further work on the hierarchic paradigm, which may
Tead to abuuification of all existfng theoretical perspectives iﬁ
psychology, as well as all existing treatment models, within a

-hiErarchic~ho1istic‘framework.
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If mine prove a castle in the air,

[

1 will'éndeavour it shall be of a

piece.and hang together.

- John Locke, An Essay Concerning

Human Understanding

yil
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‘ . INTRODUCTION Lo o

Behavioral science with all its methodological and theoretical '

“+

omm1tments, is a modern tragedy its framework does. not allow the
]
human subJect Lo know itself. In 1ts desire to ach1eve sc1ent1f1c 4
: &
status, psycholqu is precluded from 1nvest1gat1ng and comprehending

‘human nature in its- essence Adhering to a philosophy of sc1ence =

wh1ch is already superannuated in the d1sc1pl1ne psychology has
" _sought to emulate methodolog1cally, namely physics, the "science of
behaV1or" NOwW - prov1des no s1gn1f1cant insight into- the unique properties
of human be1ng Yet it is psychology, due to its privileged position
in the total scheme of western thought, wh1ch must create the cond1t1ons
for do1ng th1s |

Somehow, norms and purposes must be isoiated which concurrently v
validate, gu1de and ynify psychology as an Tntellectual enterpr1se
The selection of such norms and 1deals, assum1ng there would be general
-assent to them ﬁy contemporary and future psycholog1sts mlght profoundly
mod1fy the chracter of the discipline tc *he point that it could assume
va regnant position in future -intellectual and scientific éndeavour,
‘a p051t1on which was held for two and a half ‘thousand years and then
abdicated by philosophy. And perhaps the clue to psychology s poss1ble
future lies precisely in'its past.,aIndeed, an understandlng of 1ts
bequest from hlstory may show psychology that it falls spec1f1cally to
the -developmental psychology of personalxty to formulate and pursue a
comprehens1ve sc1ence of man. That is to say, the loos1ng of psychology
‘ from its ancient moorlngs may fot have been a catastrOphe 1ts future
could be determlned by its historical roots and, at the same time, by
the nature of “the break it -has made with them.

. ‘ )



Essentia]}y, psychoTogy was absorbed within‘the wider concerns
of phiiosophy‘unti1 its greduaI’differentiation afteh Wundt estab1i$héd
his Leipzig'1aboratnfy‘in 1879. | _The origina] purpose for psychology \
can accordingly be delineated by reference to traditional ph11050ph1ca1‘
goa]s** Among these the foremost was a dep1ct1on of the fundamental.
structures of "human natureﬁ and the relation between these structures‘

-and other non-human dimensions of real}ty. Although nhiﬁoeophy began
~as a crude effort to describe the fundanents of material reality, it "
'_gradua11y‘beéame apparent that it first neEded to approach and regolve
certain epistemological questfoné, since truth.coujd not be stated
until after the conditions for acquiring knonledge_were stipulated.
From this it was not a long step to the remarkab]e aséempts by Plato
and Ar1stot1e to comprehend the nature of the knowing 1nstrument the
human mind or nggh_ S

The critical observations to be made here are three. First,
psychology,(insofar as it could be fdentified as a field of inquiry)
weé given dver to the broader purpose of Comprehendiné human being’in
its totality.. It was one aspect or expression of hgmgn nature's
deei?e t; know itse]f Hence Ahistotelian psycho]ogy'cufminetes in >
a descriptiqg of the rational soul, which d1ffers ssentxallx from the
vegetative and sensible souls an1mat1ng all spec1es distinguished from
human belng.% Second, by virtue of the first point, psycﬁblogy was
-continuous with all other inquiry, since it too was subsumed within
phi]osobhy_andrits genera] purhﬂse; Unintegrated know]edge would have
been unthinkable Third, in addition to its human1st1c concerns and its

1ntegrat10n with all other forms of inquiry contalned within the
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panoply of philosophy, psychology was subservient to the preVai]ihg N
methods employed by ft._ By and Targe, these methods were' oriented
around abstract, rationol,-conceptual'thought. Even‘Aristoéle gaye
bio}ogica] and,mepeorolog{ca] ernomena their ultimate exp1anations in
metaphysical modes of discourse. ‘It was not until afteh philosophy
e1aborated an empiricist eoistemo1ogy that the foundatfons.foh,an
| exper1menta1 psycho1ogy could be laid. : | ,

Current goals for western psychology can be dﬂscerned in the noble
.trodltlon from which it was engendered and through a~rea]1gnment w1th
‘those aims which have become lost in the reso]Ute'oursuif of scientism.
Paradoxical]y, psychO]ogy will become mohe Scientific precisely by virtue
of such rea11gnment coup]ed w1th a restructuring of philosophical
'»,methods aTong rad1ca11y emp1r1ca1 11nes It is now be1ng argued that it
falls to- noth1:o other than persona11ty theory---conce1ved on a .
developmental mode]---to undertake the restructuring of trad;tlonal
inquiry into huTan noture: a deve]ophenta1—persono]ogica] theory is the'
natural hef;;to ph%]bsophy'é»1ohg4stahoing intention to formulate an
encompassing, fundamenta]'anthropo1ogy.

The first purpose for psychology is aocordinﬁly‘given-in %ts past.’ :
It needs to' lead the attempt to e]ahorate e.descriptiye, oomprehehsiye,
‘and fundamehtal outline of human existence in its totality. The second
’\porgose is oonourrently given: a phiﬁoSoph?cal*énthropb]ogy necesSari]y
hugl phovide a unification and contfnuity~for all those dieciplines
contribuhing to it. These two purposes together make psychology the

'fsc1ence par: excel]ence 1nsofar as: 1t aims at being a c]earlng house

&

for the consolidation of a dlst1nct1y human anthropo]ogy, focused im

-
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the historically new intention to describe the nature and devel%ment - -
of a EEEEQB;‘ o ;' R |

A preoccupation with the constructioh of. a dynamic PSthoj
anthropology, howéver,wdoes not mére]y.arise for psycho10%¥ by Viftue
of its intellectual inheritance, or by virtue of the inhe"nt cOncerns
of developmental and personality psychology (even though thege two }!
considerations might prové‘sufficient). It arises becays® noatﬁer
science o;cupies itsuunique posifion in wedtern thought; P&ycho199y
inherited the gnifying,ihuman pdncerns of philesophy, byt Qt‘éhe sSame
time it revo]tgd against the methods used by ph%]osophy 0 discharge
theseﬁcdncerns, So psycho]ogy was bequeathed phﬂosophy‘5 problems but '
not its mannér qf so]v1ng them. The rebellious young d1951p]1ne wanted
to be a science, laboring under the constraint to !Erifx,1t5 coNclysions
by reference fo experiencé._ It sought to replace verbal 3hstraCtions '
with concrete experience, Togical deductions with inductiV® jﬁferenée,
and pure reason with the dup]icab]e}évidence of the senses. [0 the
move from metaphysics to experimentalism, however, it ]ost sight of thé
very prob]éms withAwhich it began. The‘history of psyCh0109y15 chj]dhood,
dating from Wundt's 1abordtory, is a sto;y bf its deépening,‘dehumanizfng
obsession w1th the measurement of pub11c behavior. :

One hundred years” 1ater we are 1n a p051t1on to corf@ct the patural
abherance and idealism of{youth. the maturing dlsc1p11ne (N noW ahle
to estahlish its own idéntify, taking counsel from de?e]opments in
philosophy, the hard sciences, and the humanistic trend- w‘th1n ts
own field. It is now obvious that humanistic concerns apout tne

nature’of a person are not inconsistent with the desire t? re]ate
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those concerns to observation, when the motion of observation is

expanded'beyond that of the laboratory or controlled observation of

-orgénismogreSponding”%6”5FtTTiETE1”§tfﬁUTTT‘1Cﬁrﬁous1y, psychology

'is now in a position to realize some of the aspfrations of its

. founderrg nundt wasi”far from wantinQ to destroy the interconnettion
between psycho]ogy and philosophy. - He regarded psychology as the
vcommon basis for all sc1ent1f1c and culiura] know]edge and the bond
uniting all the individua]vsodences,(but) the un1ty of all sciences
through psychology and the deve]opmént of philosophy-out of psychology ‘
remain as trqnsient'theoretica] postulates unrealizable and unrea1ized
since his death” (Weltek, 1972, p. 350). ‘As a coda, it shou]d be said
that the postulate is realizable, in a science for”which there'is not-
yet g,rea] tit]e,‘but which'can be.described as a unification”of
deve]opmenta] and persona1ity theory. It appropriates the purposes f?
of traditional ph1losophy and contemporary philosoph1ca1 anthropoﬁogy, .
7red1rect1ng them within the empirical 11m1ts of organlsmlc psycho]ogy

In addition to the COnsiderations above, there is another equa]]y

. disheartening fact to be countenanced.' Psychology today;--apart.from
being uncbncerned with human being---is in Many pieces, 11ké'3 jigsaw

puzzle nobody can put together, encompassing everything from the

- phys1ology of the amygdala to Tibetan mysticism. , T
Psycho]ogica] science may be explained from a multitude of

perspectires and the activities of its\adherents may be subsumed within

a dirersity of purposes. Man;‘theoreticians and practitioners within

this nebulously defined discipline may eren dispute that psychology can

\

progerly he described as a science, or that if it can be conferred with



such.a_status,-that it has a clearly isolated object of inquiry.
Léckﬁng a uniform methodological determination, uncertain about the
ultimate goals toward which it aims, without general consent about the
é?pegts of reality it seéks to know, and disoriented in its re1ativeTy
fledgling exfstence-in the overall direction'of western thought,

" psychology is accordingly a composite discip]ine,‘without a centre.

The éoMposite and disconnected morphology of psycho]ogy}as 2
discipline is reflected into the various s&bdiscip]ines which conétitute
it, jncluding deve]opmental'psycho]ogy-and peféona]ity theofy. Not only
are the subdiscip]ine§ divided within themselves over‘methodological ”

' 1pya1tfés and theorefita] commitments, but eéch of them,~with few
-exceptions, seéms to be isolated from and uncommunicative with the others.
" . Nevitt Sanford's commentary on the state of contemporary pefsona1ity
theory c$n=be read almost word-for-word as a depictidn of current -
developmental psychology, if not the entire field of psychology itself:
“"The trenﬁ of fhe discipiine.}.is toward a djéconcerting sprawl. The
field of pefsona]ity has expandéd in all'directions, and none of.thel
many voices heard from that field can be called dominant. The present
is not altime of grand theory...This is an age not of treatises by one
man but of the symposium and the’éo]]ection of essays on a single,

——speciatized topic": (Sanford, 1970, pp. 131-132).
In 1fghtwof this perplexing variety and evident lack of

~ consolidation, what is the neonate psychalogist to conclude, and how
can'he or she gét some bearings? And how is the applied psxchologist
to draw any inferences for teaching and hea]ing whose 1egitjmacy

is ensured?



Theré.are, fhen, two monumental Qroblems facing contemporary g
psychology. It gives us no essential understanding ahout ourselyes.
and it is a disunified enterprise. The intention of this‘d{ssertation
is to propose a so]ﬁtion to these two pf051ems. The procedure will
be to start Qith a critique of the prevailing phi]osopﬁy of §cience '
which precludes the use of a language and method appropriate to a -
psychology of.human,being. The task then naturally becomes that of
constructing a paradigm which demandélan ana1y§is of‘the'unidue and
essential aspects of human Qature. Happi]y; this paradigm also proyides
a conceptual instrument far consolidating and unifying all psychological
inquiry. ancé‘the.paradigm demandS'an analysis of essential human
properties, two chapters of the investigation are given over to'precisely
. this undertaking. Fina11y;‘the app]icétion of this analysis to the
author's own professionaT field, psychotherapy, is done in tﬁe final
chapter. |

In light of.theAwest'ﬁ disorientation in a post-religious, post-
philosophical era, and considering'the amount of hope now being.fnvested ?///
in psychology for solutions to the confusions wrought hy the hreakdown /
of central traditions, it would seem that psycholoé& is not only ﬂ//
qualified but ob]igéd to develop new.understanding. This investfgatidﬁ
s motivéted by the desire for such “new understanding", and for this
reason can be described with a new name. It is not péychology, but a

‘reformation of psychology, to be given the name ‘ontoanthropology'.

>
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CHAPTER ONE
TOWARD A CONTEMPORARY ONTOANTHROPOLOGY
CRITIQUE OF REUCTIONISM

The fendamenta] metaphoriC‘conception which prevides the framework for
the formulation of a new séTEhce of human nature is that of levels of
reality, ordered hierarchicaTTy by reference\to their ‘order of
emergence. This "new science", to be ea11ed onfoanfhrbpo]ogy (onta=
'befng' or 'essence’; anthrdgosi ‘human'; logos= fScience' or
'princip]es‘) depicts human beings as hierarchies of systems.ordered
developmentally in an‘environment. Structure and evolution cannof
therefore be disassociated, and orftoanthropology is, therefore, a
eonvergence of personality theory and developmental theory

The emergent- -hierarchic framework which makes a comprehens1ve
ontoanthropology possible posits deve1opmenta1 levels, on both the.
cosmic and personal scales, at which qua]1tative1y novel properties and
structures emerge, neither present nor pred1ctab1e at preceding 1eve1s
One Tevel, that of subJect1ve consc1ousness, is the h1ghest level of
investigation for ontoanthropology. CurrentTy, exper1menta1 or sc1ent- :
ific psycho]ogy—--by v1rtue of its methodo]og1ca] and ph1losoph1ca1
a]leg1ances--—cannot establish itself on this’ t1er of the h1erarchy, and
genera]]y underm1nes any attempt to.do so. The 1ncapac1ty of sc1ent1f1c
psycho]ogy to conceive of a 1eve1 of subJect1y1ty beyond the level of
animal menta11ty (wh1ch is itself end]ess]y c;mp1ex and r1ch) is due to
the. d1sc1p]1ne s quat1on with an outmoded metaphy51c and ep1stemo]09y
The methodological and epistemological canons of convent10na1 scientific
psychology, most qf which form an unconscioys assumptive structure for

9
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investigation And research, do not allow discuss1¥n about subJect1v1ty,
the very th1ng which makes our nature human It i therefore necessary
to expose these canons as defeasible, and the alle:\ance to them
’ unreasonab]e, if not dehumanizing. By doing this the elaborat1on of
the emergent hierarchic framework may proceed, if the; ep!Stem01og1ca1
axioms of conventiona® experimental psycho]ogy (1nc1ud1ng cognitive
and persona11ty~theor1es) are correct, then emergent h1erarch1ca11sm,
and the ontoanthropology to be constructed from it, are automat1ca]1y
false. .Analysis and abandonment of the orthodox philosophy of science
is accord1ng]y necessary as a propadeutic to the synthes1s of a
' h1erarch1c ontoanthropo]ogy, because with the former still intact,. the
‘latter cannot be generated

i .
Unity of Sc1ence

1. Of the five variants of unity-of—science dogma, the first kind’

is methodological: it says that sc1ent1f1c knowledge of anyeevent or

istate of affairs is poss1b1e only by us1ng objective, emp1r1ca] methods
"_of 1an1ry, modelled on the parad1gms of phys1cs and chem1stry
Methodo]og1ca] unity- of sc1ence is engendered from the axiom that only
those conclusions which are publicly, quant1tat1ve1y, and exper1menta11y‘
verifiable are acceptable to science, and physics and chemlstry are the
exemplary sciences in this respect It is claimed that the phenomena
investigated by physics and chem1stry are the only ones acceptab]e to
pure science,’ presuppos1ng they have been brought within the orbits of
operational definition and control. Hence, insofar as psychology---or -
any other inquiry---wishes to be scientific it must emulate the methods
of PhySiCS:_ operationa1 definition, public verification,'experimenta1

and statistical control over data, and the development of predictive
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" control.

N

2; A second unity-of-science ideology could be called ontological,

sIn this form, unity-of- sc1ence st1pu1ates that processes or states of

2 affa1rs are real only to the extent that they are phys1co chemical

‘)/ T

O

systems and science is un1f1ed only to the extent that it restr1c¢s

: 1ts 1nvest1gat1ons to these systems. This thesis is strictly

metaphys1ca1, in the tradition of the Greek atomists, Hobbes, de La-

>"

’ Mettr1e, and the modern mater1a11sts, and it d1rect1y enta1ls the

methods of quant}tat1ve phys1cs as the procedures for unifying sc1ence
Everyth1ng,‘on this view, is u1t1mate1y constltuted from atoms and
molecules.. It its. extens1on from the physical sciences, ontological
unity-of-sc1ence is elaborated into a pervasive metabhysica] postulate
which is perhaps}onejof the most profouhd errors ih western scientific

and fntelTectua1'history. -It says that every,phenomenon, mutqtgi'

‘mutandis, is real only in terms of its constituent elements. The

metaphor of ultimately real atomic unit (in Greek ‘atom' s1mp1y means o

‘not further divisible') can be found in all physical, life, behav1ora1

~ and social sciences.

3. Norblogical unity—of-science, in alignment with the

'methodo]og1ca1 and onto]og1ca1 variants, 1s represented in the not1on

of a s1ng]e set of 1aws for all d1sc1p11nes Unsurpr1s1hgly, these

laws are the quantitative laws of the physico-chemical sciences.
Scientific knowledge fs»the knowledge of the physical and chemical
laws operatiVe in ahy bhenomenon, and n nothing but these laws

The pos1tion holds that there are basic and common
]aws that govern all events and phenomena in the
natural world...Ne fther biology, sociology,



12 -

psychology, nor any science for that matter has its
down special laws; rathér, in a basic sense, all
sciences...aré controlled by a common set of prin-
ciples.. The laws of chemistry and physics---the
rules that depict the mechan1sms by which atoms
and’ mo]ecules function---are the basic fundamental
laws of the real world. (Lerner, 1976, pp. 23-24)

. Nomological unity-of-science has probably never come closer to
ésmpiéte ?u]fi]ment than in mid—hineteenth'century physics, when all
laws were thought to be formulable or deri?able\from Newtonian
~mechanics. Oppenheim and Putnam (1958) proposésan even stronger
version of nomological unityFof-sciénce in which the Taws of diverse
sciences are not only expressed as physical and chemical laws bdtmin‘
which these laws are themse]veS’“anfied" or "connected” in some
"iftuitive sense". : - L

4. The fourth varianf of unity-of-science can be deé;ribed as
the semantic versfon,-fn which it is propounded that all the terms and
lﬁnguages'of science. can béiexpressed in the terms and language of

some one discipline. Reminiscent of Leibniz'-characteristica

universalis, a universal 1anguage unifying all areas of d1sc1p11ned
‘1nvest1gat1on the semantwc variant 1dea11zes a s1ng]e conceptua]
“‘depictioh of reality, formulable, as one would expect, in the 1anguage
of physics. Carnap (1938), the 1eading.spokesman for semantic
unity-of-science, adopts the position that the "prbtoco] sentences"

of science can be expressed aé quantitative déscriptions of definite
space-time points.'.All sciences, including the }ffe and psycpb]ogical
sciences, accordingly consist of sentences equivalent to sentences of

the physical protocol language.
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5. Less relevant to contemporary concerns in theoretical

psychology, is a final variant called epfstemo]ogical unity?of-scienCe.
 The use 6f 'gpistemo1ogica1' mere]y'denotes the dogma's appeafance
in an early twentieth Century theory of knowledge known'as logical
atomism. Its epistemological position, first expounded by Russell (1918)
and the early Wittgenstein (1961), stipulates that the world is a |
composite of sf@p]e, indivisible objects which are’mirroréd into-"
'1anguage. The dltimate simples, or.logjcal atoms, are the points of
origin for all knowledge: all complexity is only é confiéﬁfation of

simple epistemological elements.

Pérvading the five unity-of-science variahfs are a numBé? of

. -‘commdn themes. These themes are fheméelves expressidns of an
intellectual tradition or assumptivé frémewqu, exteqding as far back
és classical Gréek rationalism, which has never been systematica11y‘
‘~artfcu1ated as such. This‘tradition‘assigns bsycho]ogy to‘the |
investigative mode of natural science, an assignationf@ﬁich%pecaMe

v

explicit exactly one hundred years ago when Wundt founded hﬁSF“'“

[}

laboratory ‘in Leipzig.  This'event is clearly in~the lineage from
metaphysical materialism and its associated epistemology, empiricism.

Lerner (1976) summarizes the "basic characteristics" of the

unity-of-science position by saying it was a natural science viewpoint,

a reductionist viewpoint, a continuity viewpoint, a mechanistic
.Viewpojnt, a guantitative,vfégﬁoint, and an‘additive viewpoint. These
are the common themes uniting the variants of unityFOf-science, each of -
‘the themes ahd each of the variants being implicitly SmeerQed in a

traditional metaphysical and epjstemOTogica] Weltanschauung. The

o
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exx]ication of this world-view cannot be undertaken here;‘its analysis
’and critique have a]ready been attempted by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche."

The pr1nc1pa1 concern at present is to dissemble the nodal unity-of-
science dogma, rooted in th1s trad1t10n which operates as the gu1d1ng
theoret1ca1 presuppos1t1on of sc1ent1f1c psychology.

Lerner's "basic characteristics" are relatively se1f¥exp1anatony.

I‘take one gf'them tn be foundational for the others: if the reductionist
'cnmponent is acceptable then the others are derivable. For one thﬁng,
psycho]ogy.began as a reduct1on1st enterpr1se when structdralism under-
took to reduce'the,cOntents of consciousness to its simplest elements
and to reduce the methods of psycho]ogy to those of natura] science
(Schu]tz, 1969) Mpre significantly, reductionism is the Togical
support and fulcrum for  the unity—of-science framework: without it the
doctr1nes of cont1nu1ty, mechanlsm and add1t1v1ty would co]]apse
Without an ”u1t1mate1y real e]ement or unit" of analysis to which
everything else reduces,. the continuity-mechanistic-additive outlook
wou]d lack a methodo]ogica] and ohto1ogita1‘basis,‘thereby allowing

the complete unity—of-scfence-position to crumble. Hence a cr1t1que
of reduct1on1sm provides a k1nd of prolegomenon to the synthes1s of

an a]ternat1ve paradigm for psychology. The cr1t1que/bf reductionism
W111 complete itself w1th some . genera] comments about unity-of- sc1ence

as an 1nfer1gr heuristic dogma for psycho]og1ca] theory

\
\

Reductionism
The reduct?hnist hypothesis is not an abstract esoteric doctrine
for the entertainment of armchair philosophers of ScienceL Such a

conception is drastically at odds with theoretical and pregmatic
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realities. Reductionism ts one of the most profound, but onacknow—
ledged, postu]dtes of oOhtemporary psycho1ogica] theory and research.
iTo rigorously cr1t1C1ze it is anything but flailing at a strawman, and
therefore any attempt at post trad1t1ona1 theor1z1ng cannot by pass 1t7
Anderson (1972), for example, c1a1ms that "the reductionist.hypothesis
may still be a topic for oontrOVersy among phi1osophers,'but among the
great majority of active scientists I think it>is‘aocepted without -
question" (p. 393) Nogel (1961) agrees, oointing out that the
"phenomenon of a re]at1ve1y autonomous theory'becom1ng absorbed by, or
reduced to, some other more inclusive theory is an unden1ab1e and
recurrent feature‘in the hjstory of modern sciehce. There is e!ﬁry |
reason to suppose that such reduction wii} continue to take place in
the future" (pp. 336*337) ~ Hempel (1966) argues that the dominant

fixture in modern psycho]ogy 1s essentially reduct1on1st

Behav1or1sm .in all its different forms, has a’
basically reduct1on1st orientation; in a more or\

" less strict sense, it seeks to reduce discourse
about”psychologicalophenomena to discourse about
behaviora]lohenomena. One form of behaviorism,

~which is especially concerned to ensure the
objective public testabi]ity of psychological
hypotheses and theories, insists that all
psycho]ogical terms must have clearly speoified
criteria of app11cat1on couched in behavioral
terms, and that psychological hypotheses

“have test app11cat1ons concerning publicly
observable behavior. (p. *108)

It can be argued that all forms of contemporary psychological
1nqu1ry---w1th the exception of the transpersona] and ex1stent1a1

psycho]ogles-f;are reduot1on1st. Cogn1t1ve psycho]ogy and
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psyéhoana]ytic theory are two prominent exampTes. The_ffrst reduces
| cogn1t1oh to the mechan1st1c organ12at1on of information bits', thTe
| the secohd reduces consciousness to bloTogy -
Consonant w1th the five variants of un1ty;of—seience an qgaTySis
and critique of reduct1onfsm must d1st1nguwsh its. d1fferent meanings.
The are usually suffused, render1ng crlt:zaT ffort relatively impotent.
There appears to be a consensus among theoret§t1ans that reduct1onwsm
is e1ther nomoTog1caT or semant1c 0ppenhe1m and Put%am S 1mportant
theoret1ca1-paper (1958), fohwinstance; argues for a\onity—of-sciehce
p051t1on be positing a (T)‘Unity of Language, in which "all the terms
of sc1ence are reduced to terms of some one discipline" and (2) Unity
of Laws, in which the laws of sc1ence_"become reduced.to the laws of
some one‘discip]ine“ (pp.3-4); -Pap (T962) distusses\reductfonism in
terms of "pr1m1t1ve concepts“ and- "Taws", Hempel , 1n the passage quoted
above refers to reductlon of "d1scourse“, Nagel" (1960, 1961) flatly
states that "the reduction of one science to another is not poesible
“unless the various expressiohs oceuring Tn the laws. of the formerlaTso |
appear in the. prem1ses of the latter" (p 304) carnap (1938) argues |
echus1ve]y for semanE1c reduct1on1sm. A | _ }
Nomological and semantic reductionism are generaTT} isolated as
the fundamentaT»vahiahtS of onity-of—science.‘ The acfua] history of
'z>science does ndf%éupportAthis coneTUsion,howeVer. PSychoTogy, as the case
in point, is historically grounded'ih methddologicaT}and ontoToQicaT
reductionism. This being so, the-argument shall take two forms, one
| again$£ the-offjciaT positiohlfh ohTTosophy of-soienée‘and one against

the actual position in psychology.
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1. Oppenheim and Putnam perhaps provide the most exemplary

argument‘for the semantic and nomological hypothesis, and it sha113 o

form the basis for critique. Their principal argument is as follows:
Given two theories, T1 and Tz,h > is reduced t0‘T1 tf and only if:
(1) The vocabu]ary of T2 conta1ns ter~s not in the vocabu]ary
of T,. | | |
| (2)'A11_observational data exp]ainable.by'T2 are exp]ainab1e“by‘
T],ﬁ' ' o ' o 3
(3) T, is at least as ue11‘systematized as T,. And-moreover,'a
branch of science_this reduced to andther,branch of science
‘B] as fo]]ows | » :
(1) Take the accepted theories of 82 at a 91ven time (t) as T2, then
(2) B} is reduced to B, at time (t) if and only if | |
(3) Therevis Some’theory~T]'in B] at time‘(t) such,that"T] reduces
TZ. o : | v
The reduction of B2 to B] is called a micro-reduction. At this point,
unity-of-science is adopted as a "uorkfng hypothesis"; attainable through

2

"cumulative miCro—reduction",iapparant]y on the‘basis of the preceding
statements. The question of what to make of these statements is vexing,
however Plainly, they do not const1tute an argument, if anyth1ng, |
they form a r1gorous definition of the word reduce K hinging on the

: notlon of explainability. Nhatvneeds to be estab11shed apart from an
exp]anat1on of exp1a1nab111ty 5 is whether or not there are, for any .
. two theor1es T] and T2, observat1ona1 data in T2 exp1a1nab1e by T]
.Th1s is prec13e1y the 1ssue, and 1t awa1ts estab11shment by argument

Examples, such as those g1ven later in the paper, are not arguments.
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It must be asked, first, what is meant by ‘exp]ain'. An earlier
paper by.Kemeny and/Oppenheim (1956) stipulates that T can explain
a part of observationa] data, 0, if there are two "non- over]apping
parts," 0] and 02, such that T&O] mg11e 02 An associated theorem then
says that T2 is reducible to T] if and 0n1y if |

(1) the Vocabu]ary of T2 contains terms not in Voc (T ).

(2) £very observat1ona1 statement implied by T2 is also 1mp11ed

bX,Tl' Q LT

(3) T] is at least as we]] systemat/led as T2

. The move from exp]anat;on to 1mp11cat1on is dubious, ra1s1ng more
qeest1ons than it answers. The 1mp]1cat1ve cr1ter1on is, in fact
empty if the normal ph1losoph1ca1 usage of 1og1ca1 1mp11cat1on is
intended here, 31nce Q—+(P—>Q) is a forma] tauto]ogy __y observat1ona]
statement, Q (0 2) is 1mpT1ed by any theory- statement p (T 2), so :
;that O2 is 1mp11ed by any T] or T Add‘ﬁ’dﬂﬂlly, if T 1mp11es OT’
then whenever O] there is a- T] wh1ch also 1mp11es O], that is, (P—)Q)4
Ul—)(Rf>Qﬁ)1s a tauto]ogy - e

-

If the 1mp11cat1on o? 02 by both T, and Ty is not meant to be a
strict]y logical imh]tcation, what 55 it? Is it to be suggested by T ?
Enta1]ed by T] in some non- forma] sense7 But these terms merely beg

the question. Perhaps e xg]a1ne 1s a more felicitous term after all.

Assuming this to be the case;}one can use Bio]péy(Tz) and Physics (T])
as terms of analysis, since they cleariy meet'requirements (1) and (3).
Now let 02 be the proposition "X is_perceivingt. This is "exp1ained"

by T2’ a set of statements comprising ‘Biology. If T2 is reducible to

T], then Physics can "explain" 'X/ts perceiving'. Can it do es0?
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Again, this is precisely the issue. It is clearly relevant to observe
that this is the issue on]y for a theoretician; no contemporary-
physicist would attempt to explain perception using the vocabulary of
mechan1cs, field theory, particle theory and so forth. Still, how can
the reduct1qnist'give a sense to 'explain' such that physies could be

" said to unarguab]y explain J'Xis perce1v1ng as can the appropriate
branch of B1o]ogy7 This now becomes an 1ssue of language use, and the
normal usage of 'explain' dictates that if there is one set of concepts
incapable of explaining perception it is that of physics.

The same difficulty presents'itéelf.for other form; of ndmo]ogfca]
-"and $emantic reductionism. They either beg the question of reductionism
or they distort the meaning of otherwise unprob1emat1c termlno]ogy
Hen%e Nagel (1960) does not: advance any argument nhen he»st1pu1ates that
one sctence ts reducible to andther 1t an expression in the secondary
science is f]ogica]jy related, eitherdby synonymdty or entailment" to
Some expression in the premises of‘the primary science. He mere1y
stipulates what would count as a reduction. The gnix_examp]e he gives
is the‘reduction of thermodynamics to classical mechanics,}which really
amounts to the operational re-deftnition of terms like 'temperature'

14
and 'entropy'.

The overall attempt to reduce either the vocabulary or Taws of
psychology to those of a more fundamenta1 science like physics is
doomed to failure for reasons qulte 1ndependent of the 1nva11d1ty of
part1cu1ar arguments. Even grant1ng that any argument s1m11ar to the |

one propounded by 0ppenhe1m and Putnam is sound, there would still be

cons1derab1e d1ff1cu1t1es in app1y1ng the Taws or Ianguage of the
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after all, would the phenomena 6f éonsciousness be qumu1ab1e-in terms
of such concepts as Heisenberg's indeterminacy principle, or Bphr's

Law of CompTementarity? Even more discouraging would be the attempt to
describe consciousﬁess with guch concepts as charm, spin, time feversa],
dihehsion]ess particles, anti-matter, quarks and b]ack‘ho]es. One of
the greatest achievements of the 1atter half of the twentieth century
in phys1cs, the discovery that par1ty of ]eft and r1ght is not always
conserved (Gardner, 1969), has no funct10na1 or theoret1ca1 app11cat1on
to the ana]ysjs or description of conscidusness. Quite!simp]y, the

| Taws and language of the micro-world are disContinuous with those of

the macro-world. :

2. Most practicing psychologists are\uncohsciously guided in their
work by methodo]ogical unity-of-science. The majgrity have perhabs
never read phi]osopﬁy of science; or thought extensively about
nomological or semantic reduCtionism. Rather, they uncritica11y accept
the dictum that the only re]iab]e-know]edge is scientific know]edgé,
~and science is, above all, a method. Again, the method is esséntia]ly
the method which produced monumental advances in the natural sciences.
Its central components include such notions as empirica1 observation,
‘statistiqal generalization, experimental control, predictive capacity;
| public replication, hypofheﬁjs testing, and so forth." Psychology, from |
its ihception, has proceedéd (by and large) on a methodologically
rediced basis: insofar as it seeks‘td be scientific it must emulate the
.methods of physics and,chémistry.

Any application of methodological reduc;ionism to psychology,

however, is superannuated if psychology continues to regulate itself
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by the classical methods of the physical and chemicalssciences. The
very methods psychology is still struggling to adopt-have already been
reJected as effete by physics (Brown, 1974)‘ If psychology were to
pursue the methods of modern physics 1t wou]d become highly specu]at1ve,
quite mystical, and totally at odds with the common world view. This
is particu]ar]y'true.of sub-atomic physics, which reads more like poetry
than science. Thelparadigm so cherished by behavioral science has
broken down, and it has done so of its own aceord; psyehplogy is
accordingly mode]iing itself on a Newtonian methodology already rejected
by the science psychology methodo]ogicaT]y imitates.. For example, the
ideal of objecfive observation is dbSo]ete in sub-atomic physics. For
one thing, the act efvoesehvation changes the object of investigatian.
For another, most sub-atomiclphenomena (e.q. dimension]ese energy points)
are in principle unobservable, unrep]ica51e,land>unpredictab1e.

Suppose, however, that the methods ofvphysics had remained'intact,
and that they had been refined to' the point whefe predictability and .
contro1‘of nature had become totally realized. How much of ‘the universe
is thereby explained, and what is the net result for underStanding?
| Surely {t would be neg]igib1e, for fhe methodological ideal dictates
that sc1enoe divest 1tse1f of all subJect1v1ty, 11m1t1ng itself to the

' man1pu1at1on of Qperat1ona11y defined phenomena. Carr1ed to its extreme,

methodo]ogical reductionism could not comprehensively describe what it
manipulates, because description occurs within an interpretive framework.
In studying gravity, for examp1e, a mechanistic_physicist is forced

- to resist any talk of gravity as a "force" or "attractive tension between

entities" since such talk exceeds methodological limits; gravity or
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force cannof be cbserved: only an ensemble of effects can be observed.
A fully objective operational dcscriptioq of gravity (consistent with
methodological ideals) would then»be something like: 'phenoméhon A
interacts with phenomenon B, with effcct C, under circumstances D, with
frequency X. - In order.to remain faithfu]_to methodological reducfionism,
psycho1ogy would be in the same position. Under simi]arvmethodo1ogica1
restraints, its protocol observations would be of the form: .occurrénce
A correlates with state of affairs B, in organism C,Iunder circumstances
D with frequency X. It could understand or explain no more.than‘this.
It could not even define or descr1be the constants A,B,C,D, and X
w1thout instigating a v1c1ous c1rc1e or 1nf1n1te regress of operat1ona1
def1n1t10ns

Methodological reduct1on1sm‘ cons1stent1y employed remgves the
knower from a context of language, values, interests, affect nythology,
and4cu1tuce into the disinterested, objcctive context-free cealmicf
the theoros, to the point that the knower is fully 1mpotent to say
anything or believe anyth1ng. That is, it requ1res ggg_sc1ent1st that
the knower divest himself of subjectivity and-humanity. But then, of
cburse,'he would no 1onger.exisf as the kind of being which could
pursue science;‘ |

3. The modern mind, in someAimportaht respecté, is Greek in its
metaphysical outlook. One.of the .major mythic conceptions of Greek
metaphysics, the metaphor of indivisible cosﬁic elemencsi_remains
intact in modern thinking in all but a fcw minds. In psychology, the

‘metaphysical metaphor of atomism pérsists in-ontological‘reductionism,

which holds that'psycho]ogica]'prdceSses and structures are



h 23

decomposable into uli%mate]y réaT units or bits. On]y.thesg elements
‘are real; everything else is epiphenomenal. |

The central imgﬁg of;atOMism is pretty well the same today as it
was when Leucippusand Democritus contrived it almost two'and_a half
millenia ago: rea]ity is the totality of configurations 6f simple,
indivisible units (atoms) alighed in space (the void) " The atoms---
51mp1e mater1a1, and 1ndestruct1b1e——-are the bu11d1ng b]ocks of
everyth1ng, agpd rea11ty therefore. has only a quant1tat1ve aspect. Even
sensation is explained in atomic terms. Ontological reductionism, in
"_its tWo psychological forms, is submérged in this unconséious metéphor,

In one form mental processes reduce to phys1ca1 processes; mental

- processes are nothing but the molecular processes descr1bed by physics

and chemistry. The second (more pervas1ve) form presupposes- that a}]
psychoiogica] procésses u]tiﬁate]y}reduce to some‘discrete element Which
qualitatively, additively, and mechan1ca]]y comb1nes w1th onto]og1ca11y .
s1m11ar elements to produce behavior, know]edgeqa;ensatlon, and so

forth. Locke began modern assoc1at1on1st psychology w1th this image:

the mind is a series of connect%ons and associations of simple ideas

~ given in experieﬁce. Behaviorists posit an ultimate unit in the
st1mu1us, cogn1t1v1sts require the 1nformat1on bit or sense datum.

The best refutation of atomic mode]s is_contemporahy atomic theory
itself. Writing in 1§60 Whyte descfibes mainstream physiﬁs as "A
movement, evident from about 1700 onwards, away frdé Democriteén-
Newtonian dualism of occupied énd empty space towards a monism of

structural relations, still awaiting definitive formulation" (p.86).

Capra (1975) has clearly outlined the recent decline of corpuscular
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thinking in atomic physics; as uell as its replacement with a field-
theoretical position which, in'effect, denies individuaiity and
independence to atoms. Bohm (1975) goes even further, arguing that ]oca]—
ized: e]ementary particies do not exist. Recent thinking a]ong these
11nes is adequate]y summarized by Beynam (1978)

It will be crucial to the deve]opment of my pOSition that the
methodo]ogical-and ontoiogical versions of reductionism be abandoned.
The position'demands that the reduction of one level of thinking to
a Tower level and the reduction of one Tevel of essence (or properties)
tto a Tower Tevel be prec]uded from the outset These two species of
reductionism are 1ncommensurate w1th the hierarchic theory to be
.constructed With this in mind, the critique of reductionism can

continue a]ong broader 1ines

Further remarks concerning reductionism
Clearly, some properties are reducible to other»properties; a

pound, for example, is, in some sense, reducible to sixteen ounces.

Some criterion must pe formulated, then,vwhich’pernits legitimate
reduCtiOﬂS-*-Which'turn out'to be trivial---put prohibits illegitimate
reductions.. The unwarranted. reductions will turn out to be the
putative reductions from one methodological’ level to a "lower" one and
from one ontological level, or property-level, to a "lower" one. The
notion of 'level' is centrai here, and must be preserved. At this .
point, however, the analysis of ’levei' is underteken only for the
purpose of conceptualizing a criterion for reducibility; theré is much
more to be said about methodological and pr0perty 1evels “to. the point

that an entire subsequent section will be reserved for such a discussion.
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What meaning can be giveh to ‘'level’ such thét the question of
reductionism is not mereT& begged? If we say, for example, that.a level
is defined as complexity of organization, then the reductionist
hypothesfs is not affected, since whatever is organized may bé nothing
but properties at a "lower" level. And whaf‘meaning can be-given such-
that én anti-reductionist positionﬂis}not already présupposed? If we
define a level. by referenée to nové] or emergent properties, then the
reductionist hypothésis is not undérmined but simply ignofed.‘ Lét us
say, then, that a property level is a funCtion of discourse or language.
An area of discourse hés appropriaté reference t6 an area of properties;
_if a number of broad discourse regiohs are assemb]edait wf]] be found
that some of fhem require no reference to some others, that is, some of
 thém‘are able to function without recourse to the vocabulary of others.
As a case in point; the broperties of atoms are d1scussed in the 1ahguage ’
of nuclear physics énd the propérties of living cells are discusseq'
in the language of cytology. On the other hand, the Wangﬁagé of
cytology requfres some of the language Qf nuclear physicé;' So the
properties déscribed by each of these 1ahguages can be said to occupy
’differenf levels, because the Tanguages themselves are at different
levels. ,The principle for distinguiShing levels is: Property X is at
a lower ontological 1eVe1 than property Y only if the 1anguagé X]
requires none of the vocabulary of language Y% and if language YT
'requires some of the vocabulary of X].';According to this princig}e,
atomic behavior is at a Tower level than cell behavior; cell behavior
is at a Tower 1ével.than_ment5? behavior, and}so forth.

Nowithat a criterion for stipulating property levels has been
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.]aid down, a few additional aspects of level differentiation can be ‘
discerned. First, any property satisfying the criterion for Tevel
~ designation is temporally énd-logica11y prior to tHé propertjes at the
level above it. Atoms temporally precede ce]lé, and are logically
| presupposed'by them. The converse is not true. And‘seCOnd, Level Y
is always dependeﬁt on the'brior existence of 1eve1 X‘for it§ existence.
- These are additional idehtifzing factors for a propékty level, and
some of their ramified inplications will be pursued Tater.-

With the‘precéding:definitibn for 1eve1$ of property in mind, it
‘can not be asked whether ohév1eye1,'at any‘point on the’scale,;can bé

- reduced to the 1owest level on the scale { the point of atoms and

- molecules). That is, are properties at levels X!

X! nofhiﬁé but
COmp1e£Tfications-of propertiés at Tevel x. |

| A viabie princip1e for stipulating the“reducibflity of one
property level to another is as follows: 1eve] Y is reducible tb 1§ve1

X only if the properties of level Y can be predicted solely from the

properties of level X. This prinéip]e aSks only that reducibility be
made reversib]eg i% it'is not feversfb]e fﬁere is no reason to supposé
it is possible. This is not similar to the constructivist demanq tﬁat
Tevé] Y is Feducible to level X only if it caﬁ be constructed solely
from the proberties-of level X. The'structural properties of a house}
are not predictable from the structural properties of a pile of bricks, *
because the house has architectural and organiiationa1 properties not
found solely in the architectural and organizational properties of its
e]ements, buE it can cértain]y be cohstructeq from them."It éan be’

i taken'apart and put back together. Only in this sense is a house

"reduciblé" to-a collection of bricks; according to the predictability
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criterion it is hot. Similarly, the property of '1ife is not predictabTe
from the properties of atoms and molecules, although it is conceivable
that life propertiesfcan be constructed from atomic and molecu]ar
elements. The properties of level X may,be deduced from those of level
Y, but the conyerse‘infefence is jmpqssib]e.

\ It can now be seen, by way of example, what 1mportaﬁt~consequences
\follow»wheh the critefion of reducibility is Vfo1ated.- A simple example
from‘éeometry'geﬁerates such consequences.(Frank1, 1969). Imagine |
two different cases where three dimensidha] objects are projectd onto

a two dimensiona] pfane. .Consider this also as a reductjonf from one
Tevel (N) to another (N-1). In ‘the firstﬂtasevit.is a cy]inder’

- projected onte a horizontal and vertical plane:

: Insert Figure One about here

In the second case, therebare three objects projected onto the
same horizontal plane: |

A4

Insert Figure Two about here

<

It is a]ready required that (1) the.descriptioﬁ of pfoperties at

" level N-1 requires none of the vocabu]ary of level N, but level N
requires some of the vocabulary o% N-1, and (2) the prbperties of level -
N are not predictab]e from level N-1. Both these requirements are met, -

and so they are indeed two different levels. Now, using the first
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example, given that Tevel N is reduced to level N-1, it follows that

the attempted reduction results in a contradiction. Plane geometry does
not allow the,simu]taneous'existence‘within'a.sing1e boundary of an
elipse and a rectangle. They are geometrically inconsistent in two

dimensions, as when they are different in area. In the second example,

the attempted'reductjon from three to two dimensions results in ambigyity.
The figures in N-1 can be projected in three‘waysn(or more) onto the
’neXt hignest Tevel, but how they are to be so projected is an open-

ended question. Without the admission of'properties at a higﬁgg level

the properties ofythe Tower level remain undetermined. Only the higher '

angls fine them.and dissolve their ambiguity.

3 general consequence attendant upon unwarranted reduction
ﬁtenever level N is reduced to level N-1, the essential

f of Tevel N are either OBSCURED or LOST So in addition to
{eontrad1ct1on and amb1gu1ty at 1eve1 N- 1 property reduotjon
VieS'the,un1que properties of level N. | '
if‘;awar‘(1974)}also uses Qeometry to demonstrate the'undesirable
:,fences of reductionism, and‘suggests but does not iterate'another
1nsur1€untab1e difficulty enta11ed by . 1t In dealing with-topology,

prOJective seometry, aff1ne geometry, and Euclidean geometry, it can be

seen that each geometry f1ts some level by virtue of the pr1nc1p1es of
vocabu]ary and pred1ctab111ty Here, and N-dimen51Jnal geometry,
reduced to an{N-1)-dimensional geometry, produces oaradoxes. ‘For_
examb]e, the shortest distance between two points in a three-dimensional

space is g curve; on a two dimensional plane it becomes a straight line.

To descy ﬁdthe'thrée?dimensionaT phenomenon with referente to thj//#’..
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dimensional prooerties, which is what the reduction necessitates, now
becomes 1moossib1e; not only are the N-prooerties 1OSt,‘but now

* (in reduction) they become incoherent. As a‘contemporary,example’of
this, Chomsky (1959) has analyzed the ﬁncoherence’to whicb Skinner is
aMegedly subject when heureduced,"languageb‘to fbehevior"{

‘Thedconseouences ot iT]egitimate reductfon can now function as
informal indices of unwarranted attempts‘to;decompose properties into
a lower onto1ogjca1 level. A reductive attempt can be Soidbto bev
unwarranted insofar as it yields (i) ambiguitj, (ii)'contradiction,

| (i) property annihi]ation (iv). 1ncoherence These 1nd1c1es,

B toge§ber with the formal cr1ter1a of pred1ctab111ty and semantlc 1eve1
d1st]nct1on prov1de the grounds for rejecting any‘attempt to reduce
psycnology5to.physics and chemistry, either methodologically or

-onto]og1ca11y | ‘ |

Behav1or1sm, for example, enables no understand1ng of the "variable"
‘which 1ntervenes between a st1mu1us.and a response Jn, ‘say a moral
situation, and*this'"variable",'the'person, is precisely what a stience

~of human nature'wants and needs'to comprehend An-ooerationa11y-bound
behav1or1sm does not even perm1t the formu]at1on of what a mora]
's1tuat1on would be: there 1s on]y reactive behav1or to a regu]at1ng

&Y env1ronment - What the 1nter1or structure of the behaving organism

B must be such that 1t can "respond" the way it does with the mean1ngs

" and intentions it has, is an 1nconce1vab1e quest1on for both)

\\jbehaviorism and experimentar-learning theory. It islinconcei able

because for behav1or1sm, an 1nter10r moral “space"’cannot bef

observed contro]led or quant1f1ed, instead . 1t is reduced to a2
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manipulab1e-1eve1 cherished by methodological and onto]ogical'unity of -
sc1ence, and in the reduct1on the moral agent loses propert1es, becomes
_ amb1guous, cannot be descrlbed coherently and, poss1b1y, becomes.
‘contrad1ctory when projected. 1nto d1fferent env1ronments

There are, in. add1t1on to the moral sphere other spheres of wh1ch
we have d1rect, subJect1ve awareness. The immediate experience of these
spheres (cognitive, affect1ve, erotlc‘ po]itica],retc ) COnyinces us
they are centrally connected to our human nature and when reduct1on1sts
stop be1ng reduct1on1sts, in sp1te of themse]ves, they ser1ous]y

| inhabit these spheres like almost everyone e]se From the standpownt
| of reduct1onlsm, however, ‘they don't exist except as confound1ng
1ntervent10ns between the env1ronment and measurable behav1or

"Reduct10n1sm must,_On that,account, be;abjured as a poSsib]e framework
for providing an axplicatum of human nature, R

The 1ntent1on for this theS1s is to deve]op a unlfy1ng parad1gm
" for a sc1ence of .human nature hav1ng 1mp11cat1ons for clinical pract1se\ _
"Th1s paradlgm to be constructed from a standp01nt ca11ed ontoanthro-
pofb Y, 1ncorporates two work1ng assumptions about human nature. F1rst,
fo]]f)?ng Sche]er (196]), it is assumed that human rea11ty is | |
s1ngu1ar1y un1que d1ffer1ng not only in degree but also in k1nd from .
all other rea]1t1es Second, it is assumed that, the essence of human
nature ;s h1stor1ca]1y cond1t10ned, i.e., that it deve]ops These two

v1ews are coord1nated in the contention that human essence is cont1nuous

wwth its evo]ut1on structure is deve]opmental Accord1ngly,

ontoanthropo]ogy commences from the dua1 framework of deve]opmenta]
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theory and personality theory. The ontoanthropological requirements

for an adequate developmental and personality theony are irreconcilable

_wifh the unity-of-science philosophy.

Personality theory: requirements

It is to be expected that the general requirements for an adequate
theory of personality will overlap, tb:a certain extent, the criteria
for adequacy in developmental theory since the two fields are being
viewed here as indissociable. The most"exteneive coincidence of
requirement is that which demands tnat a theory ofipersona]ity account

for essential factors in the person, as opposed to accidental or

‘contingent features of the human dimensions. Moreover, it must take

into account all those factors which are constitutive of the human
being. | | |

An initia]iterminn]ogica] distinction will provide some 1evera§e
for deciding what those factors would be. There is7a\égneraliy accepted
difference between the stnucture of something and the va;ions mpdes'in
which it comports or manifests itself. For example, a melody is an
invariant musical structure expressible in many ways: it can he
whistied, hummed played on a piano or vio]in;.it can be written on a
musical score or transposed into mathematical equations obeying éystem-i
atic laws ofvphysical harmonics; it can be p]ayed quickly or slowly, |
passionateiy‘oru]ethargica]iy; and so forth. Yet through all these
variations in expression and manifestation it remding‘str0ctura11y the
same; ité essence, the structure, is invariant, but its contingencies
and accidents, the expression, are variable. ‘A logically similar

distinction needs to be made between the structure of persons and the
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endiess variety of expressions possible for that structure, and this

distinction is that which opposes ‘the person to his or.her personality.

There are many variables, factors and elements of a person which,
though necessary to the existence of persons, do not make persons
distinctly human. That is, they may be present in persons and in other

organisms as we]], and thus do not constitute the essence of persons.

For example, humans have a perceptua] system, as do other organisms,

without which they could not be persons; but hav1ng a perceptual system
is not itself to ensure that they will be persons, otherwise all

percipient creatures would be human. The essential elements of persons,

LY

then, are those e]ements which guarantee the existence of‘distinctiy

human beings. Another way to say th]S is that the essence of a person

1S the sum of suff1c1ent cend1t1ons for be1ng a person “In the case

A
JUSt ment1oned the presence of a perceptua1 system would not guarantee

the ex1stence of a person, 51nce there are many cases of percept1on

in non- human organ1sms | 0n the other hand the presence of a perceptua1

system is a»necessary condition for the existence of a person, s1nce

Without it the person wou]d:not exist.. The logical formulation of these

two important concepts is a follows:

(M) p is'a'necessary;condition for q whenever q implies p.

(2) p is a}sufficient condition for q whenever p-implies q.
In other words, p is necessary for?q»on the condition that if p does
not obtainlfhen q doestnOt obtain;:and if p is sufficient for q then
whenever p obpains, q must obtafn.

The second general réquiremeni to be imposed‘on a personality

theory, in addition to the one entailed in the eseehce-accident

e

L,
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distinction, is that it describe both the necessary and sufficient
conditions for being a person.

The final general requirement is dqubie-edged. It stipulates
that an adéqu&te description of the person will allow for the dual
observation that a person is continuous through time and unified in
various dimeﬁsions. That is; the person is at any one momenfian
identity of divergent functions---at least logically distinguishable---
and a continuity of temporally disparate sequences. These sequences
or stages may or may not be continuous with.preceding and subsequent
sequenCes; but they are clearly undergone by a person whjch'subsisfs
continuously. The third requirement says, then, that any adequate
. theory of the person must both accommodate and explain the pérsistence"

of the same person through development.

Developmental theory: requirements

The paradigm for developmental psychology, as Charlotte BUhlqr',

>(1973) has pointed out, is the longitudinal study of_seduencés under-

gone by_an organism in time. This view of development specifies the
changes in the o?ganism as it passes from one state to énother. |
_\Implfcit in this view is the assumption that if the organism exhibits
no qualitative transformatidn it is not deve1dbing; if it is not
deve]oping it is merely an enduring, homeostatic system or state.

It might be argued that no state of affairs is exempt from
qua]itatiye a]feratibh, and thus all entities and their qualities are
subjects %or developmental inquiry. In a trivial sense this is true:
rocks and stars cpnstantly‘emit radiation, making it possible to

carbon-date them. Similarly, human organisms are said to replace their
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ectodermal tissue every seven yea%s. Yet iﬁ these two cases we would
not wish to say that such phenomena are fitting subjects for develop-
~mental investigafion, at least from the standpoint of a deve]opménta]
psycho]ogy;bf-the person. CorrespondingTy, there are conﬁeivab]é
"~ contexts in which>we wish to say that rocks, stars, and persons are
not developing, even though they may be trivially changing. So a
criterion is required which allows us to isolate and describé those
alterations in an entity which are somehow essential to its
constitutional nature, and the way its nature either evolves or reméins

arrested.

-

The requ1rement for a criterion wh1ch enables, developmental
1ﬁqu1ry to d1st1ngu1sh between essent1a1 and tr1v1a1 change is
satisfied, in psycho]ogy, in the ‘demand that developmental psycho]ogy
restrict 1ts investigations to those domains which are 1st1nctlx
[g@ggl, It must describe thelevo1ution‘of those human properties which,
so far as we can deteét, are not shared by other entities. This |
requirement merely énsures that we have a psycho]ogy-of personsg
,Dévelopment in other_domains (biological, chemica{; etc.) may be a |
condition or presupposition for humén development, but it does not

provide sufficient explanation within a deve]opmenta]_psycho]ogy of

- persons.

| Restricting 1nterest to the essentially human dimensions obv1ates
one kind of tr1v1a11ty, but even within the distinctly human dimensions
there can be 1nconsequent1a1 inquiry. For examp]e,'language is
essenfial]y human,‘but_a deve]opmenta] study ofvphdnemic organization

wou]d‘not reveal its character. Consequently, the requiremenf stated
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above should be ref1ned by adding the prov1s1on that only those sequences
and deve]opments w1th1n a d1st1nct1y human dimension are to be described
when, 1f they were not Rresent, the dimension would thereby cease to
be distinctly human. |

The first general requ1rement for a deve]opmenta] theory demands
that we know what is developing, as well as its progressive sequences

It is not enough, however, to know only that the person evolves through
stages within‘specified dimenstons, The demands of a comprehensive
ontoanthropology are not met unless it is known yhx_changes occur.. The
second general requirement>demands that the dynamics and operative
laws of ordered chan&e in the human being be made known. |

Fina11y, a thtrd requirement stipu]ates that relations between.
variou5'points-on a developmental scale be understOOd. For a
deve]opmenta1 psychology of persons, this means specifying the criteria
for knowing that deve]opmental sequences are changes in the same person)
How areﬁ“stages" related such that they.sjmultaneous1y reflect
modifications agQ_Continuity:of the person. To answer this question,
one must f;rst clarify the character of an independent "stage" or "“level”
of development. | | |

With the prov1so that deve]opmental psycho]ogy is concerned’ only
w1th the evo]ut1on of a person, the three-fold requ1rement placed on
it basically accords w1th Werner's view that it has two basic aims:
"One is to grasp the\character1st1c pattern of each genetic leyel,

, the structure pecu11ar to it. The other, and no Tess important one,
is to estab11sh the genetic relat1onsh1p between these 1evels, the

d1rect1on of development, and the formu]at1on of any genera] tendency -



37
revealed in devélopmeﬁta1 relationship and direction“.(wernér, 1957,
p.5). Deve10pmehta1 inquiry is thus not only the evo1utiqnary history
of entities (descriptive) but‘equa11y a theory of evolutién(theoretica1).
The requifements enunciated in the two preceding sections cTear]y
prec1Ude the unity-of—sciénce position from playing a theoretical role'
in the construction of an ontoanthropology. -Obviously, an investigation
seekfng the "distinctly human" stnuctures,'properfies, and processes
mgst remain'militantly antf—reductionist. On these grounds alone,
unity-of-science can in no way be accommodated. A
| The deve]ppméﬁta] and persona]it&»mode]s to-be déVé]qped each
require the other for combrehension. The full effect of the ensufng 
chapters will hobefu]]y.be the realigation thatvwhaf a person is, is the
way it comes to be. At this pointvit is enough‘to realize that the |
\ requirements for adequacy pertaining to.gacﬁ modé] inter]oék in the
critical notions of 'distinctly human' and 'person'.
Code : .
| The evolutidnary model -to be generated hére has ﬁheoreiical‘stazus;

"

g;%,has been\given the title of Emergent Hierarchicalism in order to

underscore this point. Consistent with the orgqnismfc position it
embodies, the model intends to be a unified whole, and for this
reason ft represents akfhébry of a certéin type.

~As theory, Emergent Hierarchiéa]iém is not intended as an
empirical hypothesis to‘be tested, but as a perspectival, jnterprethe
Systém?withfn“which hypotheses can be formulated; it %s intended as a
tool for ofganizing thought and experience in - total way. Thus it

cannot itself be eithér tfue or‘false; it is an interpretive framework
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in which facts either correspond or fail to correspond with each other,:
but‘which ttse]f does nOt‘correspOnd with anything. Theory, at th1s
lTevel, is accord1ngly the framework by v1rtue of which exper1ences and
facts become systematically coherent The test of this type of theory
is not in terms of its truth or fa1s1ty but in terms of its pragmatic
eff1cacy as a un1f1er and organ1zer of exper1ence, as an instrument
~ for organizing a world conceptually and acting within it. So theory.
"has, at thts level, the function of a hermeneutic scheme, and as such
cannot be considered either true or false. | )

The 'word ‘theory' has a religious etymo1ogy “Theoros" was once
the name for the holy representative sent to the public festivals by
Greek cities. In theor1a, he w1tnessed the proceed1ngs in the role of
impersona1 spectator. The notion 1mp11c1t in this role of the |
theoretician is at the core of western science and rat1ona]1sm: it is
that the;theoretician-bhi1050pher is able to impersonally observe '
systems of thought fron a position‘of'omniscience_and choosecbetween'

them on the basis of their truth or falsity, without himself Qarticigating

in gﬂx_of~them The modern pedestrlan understand1ng of "science" st11]
adulates th1s superst1t1on but since: N1etzsche s critique (and cr1t1ques
'-by "rad1ca1" philosophers of science like Kuhn) the v1eu co]]apses 1nto
untenability. Only God could perform such a function, 'and God---the
omniscient, absolute knower--—1s e1ther ‘dead or not talking. A1l we can
do in these c1rcumstances is adopt a re]at1v1st perspectival stance and
construct total views, f1nd1ng "truth" or “know]edge” within them, The

~ image presented in Emergent H1erarch1ca11sm-~—the»metaphor of a person

as successive stratifications of emergent properties, syStemattcaT]y
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organizedQ-—is a theory in the modern, post-philosophical sense.

Summar

| 1. The doctrine which brecludes the development of a»distinctly
human psycho]ogy of persona11ty and deve]opment reductionism, has been
rejécted. The 1nsuff1c1ency of th1s doctr1ne, both in its conceptua]
?oundations and in 1t pract1ca1 consequences has been‘exp1a1ned.

'J 2.. The'requirements for a developmental psychd]ogy of human
persona11ty have been stated |

,5v3. The next chapter will out11ne a non- reduct1on1st paradigm
wh1ch perm1ts the statement of a deve]opmenta] persona]1ty theory

meet1ng the stated requirements.
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CHAPTER TWO
ONTOANTHROPOLOGY I:
EMERGENT HIERARCHICALISM

In some ways, the paradigmito be‘expounded constitutes e further -
argument aga1nst reduct1on1sm, 1n some other ways, it is enta11ed by
reduct1on1sm S defeasance, in st111 other ways the pr1nc1pa1 theses
of emergent hierarchicalism are s1mp]y obversions of reductionist
points. Above ai]; the'emergent-hterarchic position mekes it possible'_l
te formulate eiperSona]ity theery without tearing reductieniét critique.
In effect, the traditional reductionist psycho]ogiesiare preempted by a}
sound hierarchic'pOSition | | | |

The pd*%t of departure for constructing the paradigm to which the
naﬁe emergent h1erarch1ca11sm is being given res1des 1n the conception
-that various clinical methods——-and the theories supporting them---all
have Timitedeva1idity;grd.app]icabi]ity, defined with reference to a
Tevel ef:functioning.On.a hierarchic scale. Hence there is very
little inconéistency across all therapeutic apprdaches, a fact whieh
becomes apparent 6nce tﬂeir appropriate ievel of application ié
discerned. This notion, guided by the metaphor or image of a scala.

therapeutica,;was the initial stimulus for this inquiry. It soon

became alscala ontof@ﬁica with the realization that 1evels‘0f hea]ingr

énd levels of discourse are 3ligned with the structure of Beihg:'rea]ity
is structurally stratified over time. It was not a Tong step to

another hierarchy, a scala humana, which pictures the person as a

deve]opmental hierarchy incorporatihg the levels of Being within it.
For any given level or stratum of human nature there is an aligned

therapeutic methodology and ideology; conversely, fbr each bethodo]ogy
L | RS : . =
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F is an appropriatekleyé] of application at same
;alfty Each level is defined with_reference to the
fﬁf propertles constltutlng its essentta] nature "The -
'H;_fp051txon formulable from such.concepts~as “hlerarchy“
;‘ergentf, and ”nature" 15, ‘as one would expect, reso]ute]y
antiQf_ 55t1on1st any - effort to epistemologically, methodo]og1ca11y, 
or Qnti ;1ca11y decompose anthropo]og1c§1 Ieve]s to "lower" or
i?eve]s is to-be consistént]y disaQowed

i{ncept of natura] h1erarch1es goes all the way back to

Ar1stot]e, but a h1erarch1c anthropo1oglca1 theory has not yet been

‘ systematlca;a

articulated as such. The closest}approx1mat1on n
Kwﬁgy is found in the current work of Dabrowski (1977).

‘ Mas]owv(l{,a, 1971) suggested but did not elaborate the idea.

'efarchy theqry; as a defined'discipiinary'fie]d, s now pfedominant]y
in he\hands;of mathematicians, phi]osophefs, biologists, systems |
analysts, and cyberneticians‘(Pattee, 1973; weiss,']971§ whyté et al, ;
1969). Brody (1973) hés applied the theory to medfcine in a provisiénal
manner. Its most recent appearance in Wilber (1977) brovides some
verficatidn tﬁat}its funhamenta1~concepts'are beg%nning to-infiltrate
conteMporary‘thought about the structure of consciousness.” Its
épp]ication to psychotherapy and personalify theory is still
bging~ad§ited. |

Emergent hierafch calism has its inteilectua] origins in a

particular evo]ut1onary theory, in modern theoret1ca1 b1o1ogy and in

~ general systems theory Contributions to the'paradlgm are found in
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Morgan‘s doctrine of}emergent evolution (Morgan, ]§231, which depicts
the universe as a stratified structure whose 1eve1s of be1ng have
evolved out of prev1ous 1evels " The process of evolutlon, he says,

- "has resulted in successive emergences of novel properttes 1rreduc16]e
to prev1ous propert1es and unpred1ctab1e from those properties.  In
oppos1ng the c]ass1ca1 Darw1n1an view that development is gradua]

‘ 1ncrementa1, un1form, and 11near emergent evo]ut1on1sm holds that

genu1ne1y new propert1es ar1se in the course of cosm1c deve1opment wh1ch

: d1d not exist in/the set of propertles from wh1ch they emerge These

d'propert1es are d1scont1nuous with precursive cond1t1ons, and when they
abrupt]y appear for the f1rst time they create new 1eve1s which are
not decomposab]e into prev1ous levels. These ]eve]s represent |
emergent propert1es, structured in a h1erarchx which or1g1na1]y -
meant “grades of author]ty or rule", a sense to be retained here.
Emergent evo]ut1on1sm is a cosmo]og1ca] mode] which attempts to
account for and explain the descr1pt1ve fact that the un1verse is a
strat1f1ed structure or serles or Ieve]sz The mode] s1mu1taneous1y
" interprets (organ1zes) the cosmos arch1tectura11y and dynam1ca1]y w1th
reference to its structure and deve?opment' Emergent evolutionism ’
- can be seen as a framework describable as both cosmolog1ca] and
cosmogenic: the order of deve]opment‘1n the universe determlnes its
v, structure. The model is readi1y applicable to the structure anda
development of persons; the emergent- h1erarch1c v1ew of human
~ontogeny and phy]ogeny is real]y a transformation of cosmic pr1nc1p1es -
to the human sphere. | | |

In oppositiod,to the mechanistic-reductionist-view that "new"

. ./" 3
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properties are due to "nothing more" than the operations of physico-

chemical laws or the reshuffling of certain fundamental units which

themselves remain unchanged ‘the concept of emergence imp]ies that -

‘nove]ty_(and complexity) is an irreducible, cumu]atlve feature of the

\greative~advance:of nature_and psyche. The novel property at one level

Voo ~ R
o disCernib]e in the 1eve1 beneath it, is cal]ed‘the emergent.property.

'Not all propert1es are emergent Tne combfnationvof eight ounces with' |
,e1ght more ounces resu]ts in a pound but pound does not des1gnate

‘_ an emergent property It does not even des1gnate a new level because

no new vocabu]ary is requ1red to descr1be it. The pound is on the

same level as, and irreducible to, its constltuent ounces. Morgan

“ .

calls this a "resultant"'property.. Resultant properties are.generated

by tne algebraic'summatjon of a series of uni—]eve]Ted properties, that

is, resultants_are“functions of quantity.

‘Emeroent properties are generated by the reorganiﬁation’of

precur51ve propertles into a xstem wh1ch possesses nove] characterlst1cs ,

not pred1ctab1e from the precursive properéies. For examp]e, a block

of sa]t is a resultant of the addition of mana molecules of “sodium
ch]orlde but ‘the sod1um ch]or1de is an emergent property from the

bondlng of sodium and ch10r1ne It 1s a new mo]ecu]arﬂtystem Nhen o

_the chlorlne hav1ng certain properties, comb1nes with sodium, hav1ng :

*®

_other properties, there,ls not just a mixture but a synthes1s, some gf .

: the properties of which are not those of -either component. The

.

. S S s e < . . \
chlorine alone is toxic, but non-toxic in union with sodium, for - -

-example. ‘The-weight of the compound is an additive resu}tant; tnei

| ‘property of salinity is an emergent. Resultants canvbe.terminologically, :

R

J C : : v v e
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identified as combinations, while emergents can be identified as

syntheses.
Every genuine emergent introduces new levels of nove]fy into

the wor1d. To say that an emergent characteristic is novel means that.
(]) t\ws not just a co]]ect1on or rearrangement of pre- ex1st3ng e]ements,
even though such. a rearrangement may be presupposed by it, (2) it is
qualitatively and not quantitatively unique, and (3) it was unpredictable
not only on the basis of all knowledge prior to ats appearance, put on .
the basis of ideally complete knowledge,prior to its appearance. Now

the kind of emergence discussed on so grand a scale as emergent
hierarchicalism is of a type quite different than the countless‘emergents
distinguishab]e'within a limited order of events. There are 1eve]s of
levels, some of which are expansively broad and others of which are
negligibly narrow. Care must be taken here in defining 'level' and

'emergent property' so that equivocation does not occur across d1fferent
contexts Bunge (1960) has done some relevant conceptua] work in
de]ineatihg nine meanings of 'level' of which some can be incorporated
here. He analyses ‘Tevel' this way:

1. Degree: levels are grades or intensities of a cont1nuous property, -
determinable in dlscrete units. Examples are he1ght, velocity,
temperature, and intelligence quotient. N is at a 1ower level than'N+]
when it is quant1tat1ve1y less than N+1 on- some scale of measurement.
2. Degree of Complex1ty levels are defined aceord1ng to ‘the number
of par}s in a system and the nomber of relations into which each of
these parts is capable of entering. Thus, an electronic calculator

is at a higher level than an abacus but at a lower level than a human

“brain.
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3. Analyticé] depth: level N accounts for fewer general features than
level N+1. For example, the predicafe calculus ‘is at a higher level
‘than the propositiona1 calculus.
4. Emergent whole: "A level in this senée is a concrete or ideal
| whole, a,se]f-contained'Qnity———such,as a cell br proposition--f
characterized by qualities of its own and, if<comp1ex, by a stron§
- integration of its parts. The Tower wholes are the building blocks. of
the highér order ones...An emergent whoie arises from lower-level units
and/or giyes rise to higher‘order emergent wholes" (pp: 399—400). Bunge's
fourth definition is the one usually employed by biologists and
psycho]ogfsts, as‘in'the typicg] cell-organelle-organ-organism-society
hierarchy.(;
5. Poistem: A level é defined by the quality resulting from the over- |
lap or interaction of related systems. An example would be the.propertiés
generated by the interaction of plant ahd animal eco-systems.
6. Rank: A level is deterﬁined by the status oritier in a natural
or artificial chain of command. Institutional administrations and
military raﬁking systems provide examples. This sense of ‘'level' is
close to the original meaning of 'hierarchy' in ecc]esias;ical usage.'
7. Layer: Layers “section of reality, charactéfized by emergent
prgpeff?;;:/;fjri;ije;i; "superposed strata arranged according to the
order of emergence in time and/or their logical precedence". A level
in this Senge"repreSents a stratum of essence. An example is a
‘ crysta],ﬂwhich is an emergent from mo]eéules and which gives rise to
crystalline aggrégates. | :

8. Roated layer: rooted layers not only emerge from earlier levels

o
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in a lineal sequence but they_a]so retain all the qualities of the
former. Bunge-mentions .levels of 1angUage Ksyntax, grammar, etc.) as
| an'example.
9. Level: Bunge‘s preferred sense of 'level is,a "grade of being,
ordered in.an evelutionary,series" or a "section of reality characterized
by a set of interlocked properties and laws, some of which are thought
to be peculiar to the given domain and to have emerged in time from‘
other (lower or h1gher) Tevels existing prev1ous]y" (p. 405). Examples
are those of emergent hierarchicalism, i.e., matter (N), life (N+1),
psyche (N+2) X

For the purposes of persona]1ty theory the fourth and last three
definitions ‘most need to be conSIdered The usual definition, number
four, is exp11c1t1y restr1cted because it bad]y misconstrues the
anthropological hierarchy, leading to damaging conceptual confusions.
For one thing, it cannot account for the emergence of such ontological
preperties as'menta]ity and persona]fty (Cf. Oppenheim and Putnam's
“hierarchy, op. cit; Persons do not appear in it). For another, it
usual]y confuses a level of Being with a level's environment (Cf
Brody, 1973, who places culture at a higher level than persons, whereas
persons presuppose culture.) U51ng Bunge S suggestions, we may define
two senses of 'level', giving each a different name:

1. A stratum (N) is an emergent grade of Being whose
essential properties are ontologically unique.
2. A level (n) is a rooted layer within a stratum
Further, a quality is emergen in any (N) or (n) when, as a

result of a developmental process, it ar1ses as a novel property from
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the precursive conditions which fogica]]y énd fempora]]y precede it.
These definitions abjure any refererice to the "building block” sense
of stratum so favored by‘biO]ogists;'curious1y, this is so‘Because
that sense (Bunge's fourth definition) is most prone to .reductionist
arguments, thé very thing it waé designed to refute. ¢
strata . o

Morgan 1i§ts four succeséive éfrata,of4emergence: psycho-physica1  :
events, life, mind, and spirit. Oppenheim and Putnam {1st six:e]ementafy
particles, atoms, molecules, cells, multicellular organisms, and
social. groups.: Brody has sevénteen,IWeiss‘seven; and so forth.. Here
the fo]]owing'str;ta are proposed: B ;o |

N]. The Alpha-sphere of undifferentiﬁted,.mass-less eneﬁgy;
the primal stuff; the Milesian archd. |
9 Corpuscular energies; dfmensipnalities; velocity; mass.

.: Phehomena]ity in conventional space-time; extension;
duration; color; sound; tactility, etc.
Ny Vitality.,
Ng. Mentality (Cdnsciousness]);
. SubjéctiVity (Consciousnessz).

N7. ‘Spirituality. |

N8' Omega-sphere; Agapic Divihity.

Such a scheme'feflects tﬁe'stratified struéiure of the natural and
humanun;Verse. (To anticipate, pérsohs are inStaﬁtfationS of the
sfrata up to and including N7). The strata in.it afe the most compréhen-
sive sﬁages in the gfeat spectfum‘of Being. 'They'also reflect the

general ontological fact of discontinuity in the cosmic order. withj%
. . - i“iv

Y

%
%
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“each stratum ake counf]ess emergent properties, re]ated.to each other
on a commbn ground in the onto]qgical order of things, but bétween
each stratum is an essential breach or gap which'perhaps cannot be under- |
stood. Certain1yﬁthe transformations occuring at the interface of |
strata are quité arcané, not to mention the process df émergence itsé]f;
it is a zqne.of complete mystery to anyone but a(reduétibnist, who
simply denies its existence. The move from_stréfhm to‘sffatum is a
true quantum leap. How the first dimension, the first phendmenon; the
first life, the first mind, or the first subject emerged is a .
Staggering,conundrum. Popper (1974), as an éxamp1e, regards "the
probfem of emergence‘of consciousness in aniha]s aé..{mdst Tikely
insoluble; and I feel similarly about the furthef problem of the
A émergence of the specifically humaﬁ consciousness of self" (p. 273).\
Goldstein (1973), soméwhat less pessimistically, asserts that "studeﬁ;s

. ‘ ‘ &
of development squarely face the problem of-translation of properties\

g ' A

from one 1eve1'of order .to the ‘next because it héppens repeatedly in \

each new generation. In order to understand development we have to ‘ \\
).\_

[

uhdgrsténd the ruies of translation from Tower to higher 1eve1h (p. 35
Patfee (op. cit.) suggests, that more undekﬁténding of instabilities . |
and catastrophes may bpove useful in apprbéching these questions. |

By far, the’hotfon oleévels w111 play a more central ro]é_iﬁ
emergent hierarchicalism, as will the philosophically more difficult
'notion of ;trata. Levels are more easily understood'and are more
accessib]e t0'empirica1 investigation,'gnd the-phenoménon of emergence
is explicable in terms of 1eveis; -

o

Levels are rooted layers within ah ontological stratum. Modifying

-
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~ Bunge, levels are successive tiers of emergent properties confined: to

a bouhded stratum of Being. A few examples of levels and emergence
will evince a sense of thelr nature.

1. Within stratum (4) the transformation from polypeptide
| chalns to enzymes begins w1th a single po]ypeptlde strand of amino acid
linked to amino acid at junction points.’ This structure is the
inherited structqre; logically simt]ar to e‘fish Tine joined every few
feet. The chain becomes'a native'brotein simply by folding around ftself,
much as the.fish Tine may become tangled and overlap itself at various.
pe}nts A]though no materia1 has been added or suﬁtracted the -
polypept1de cha1n has become a proteln 31mp1y through a process of
rearrangement -When a su1tab1e folding occurs, such that the contact
poi;ts ot the folded chain (1ike the over1apping loops of the fishe'
1ihe) are in obtimum contiQUration, a new property-emergee. i.e.. an
enzymatieally active site which was not there Before. The polypeptide
is level n; the enzyme is level n+1. | |
ZL’ Elghteenth century geometricians knew the a]gebralc sum of .
rea11zab1e entities in a many-sided figure (po]ytopel must. satlsfy
an equation known as Eu]er‘s Law. However, if two—dimensiona]
| polygons ere joined et all their edges, forming a three-dimensional
dodecahedron, the resulting entity no longer satisfies the eeuation.
.The law can be restored by introducing n+l1, a new 1eve1, a new
dimension, and an emergent entity. “Dimension n+l emerges fram the
operation of combining entities of n-dimension. Therefore the concepts
ofiemergence and level are fundamental iﬁ the geometry of aggregating

7regu1ar polygonS“‘(willjams, 1969). Medawar (1974) has advanced a



similar afgumént forja hierarchy of geometries; .
) ‘In threé_lectures on the evolution and disso1uti6n of the
:“nerv0us system,kﬂughlings Jackson c1aim§d, in 1884; that the neryous
system is a hierarchy of evolutionary 1evé]s_(Tay]or,'1932).“Highéf'
1eve1s are the youngest, the most complex, in control of the lower 1eye;s,.
and the least automatic. The’cbntemporary neurologist Maclean (1973]
extends this conception with his three-levelled Brain hferarthy,

comprised by the reptilian, pa]eomémmalian, and neomammaTian brains:

"In the popu]af language of today,'thesg three Brains might be thought

of as‘bio1ogfca1 cbmputers,eafh with its own peculiar form of suhjectivity
'and its own sense of time and space and its own memory? forming a |
"hierarchic organization of the three Basic brain\typesf'(p.gl.

4. . Within the stratum of subjective consciousness, the act of
spéaki;; itself is a process at five levels: voice, words, sentences,
style, and compogition, subject to the rules of phonetics, lexicograpﬁy,‘i
grammar, sty]istics, a 1iterary critfcism Each_of these leve]s is
irreducible to the one below it, and the unique propertles of each. leyel
are emergents from the one below 1t

5. Russe]l s Paradox 1s>generated as follows: Let lRl = 'the c]ass
of all classes which are not members of themselves®, for example, the
class of table, whlch_ls not itself a table such that (11 (xl(xcRoyxfxl,
| and, by substltutmn, (2) (RI(Re R«-)R{Rl, that is, for any R, class
R is a member of 1tse1f if and only if it is not a mgmﬁéé of ltself
whjch is a paradox of the purest form. Russell putat%ﬁb]y solved this
paradox by fntroducing the Theory of Types, whichiessentia]]y'eétaﬁlisﬁes
levels of language and abstraction, $uch.thatvtherecis afdfscontinutty |



53

between the defining properties of a c]ass and tne existential properties
of its members. Bateson et al (1956) transformed and generalized Russe]l S
theory 1nto a comprehens1ve communications model which stipulates.

orders or 1evels of commun1cat1ve 1nteract10n, and when 1evels are

not acknow]edged paradoxical binds result. For example, a typical

n- Tevelled message might be (n) "Be spontaneous" ‘(n+1) "“You cannot

be spontaneous, because I “am giving,you a command, and spontaneity

ex definitio cannot be commanded"; (n+2) "Do not comment on this
paradok"; (nt3) "Do not leave the context". Levels of 1anguage
(Cf..watzlawick et al, 1967) are not, strict]y speaking, 1evels of
emergence, but the examp]e demonstrates the 1rreduc1b111ty of e.g.,

n+l to n.

With atpartiaT'sense of 'level' in hand, the first question to be
asked is "what is the reiatton oetween levels (n, n+1) and what is the
“relation between strata (N, N+1)?". One sees first that the ‘higher |
numbered N(n) is an emergent from the lower numbered one below 1t
Way1c1es (N]) Teap forth from the pr1ma1 field (N); they transform into
atomie energy systems (N ) phenomenal .properties like color (N3) emerge
from these otherWISe co]or]ess systems; then out of phenomenallty and
’so11d structure sprlngs life (N ) and so forth. S1m11ar1y,vthe native
prote1n<(n]) emerges out of the po]ypept1de (n) and into the enzyme (nzl.
The simplest relation between these N's(n's), then, is one of
conditioner and conditioned: N(n) is a necessary condition tOr}the |
emergence of N+1(n+1). Concurrently, N(n] is conditioned by N-1(n-1).

Without N(n), N+1(n+]l could not come to be or emerge; without N-1(n-1),
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N(n) would lack a set of conditions in which to function. N-1(n-1) will
therefbre be defined as the Environin94Condition (EC) for N(n). This

can be further c]arified. Matter is the matrfx of vita]ity; 1iving
entities have a mater1a1 base as a presupposition, ”Hemonstrab]e by the ‘
fact that if the material base is seriously disturbed or dispersed, so
are vital functions. And matper tempora]]y preceded 1ife in cosmic -
evolution, Matter ié a neébssary condition for life. At the Same time.'
itAis_a 1jmit of life; the properties of Tlife afe boundéd'by the stratum'
| from whiph it emerges. Matter is ah‘enyironing éondition for vita] |
properties and functions. The.same thinkin§ applies to 1eve1s.'.

Above the stratum of 1ife is that of mind. When mind subsumes life,
then life is alsd bounded or 1imited, but this time by the stratum above
it; C]ear1y, mind is capable of coniro]iing yiia] funqtioﬁs for its
own purposes, és when organisms utiliie fecal excretion for staking
out tefritpriai boundaries in a qdasi—symbolic way, or wheﬁ the mind
«controls vital functions through hypnosis. Here the stratum of mind
is a boundary cond1t1on for v1ta11ty, and is also an EC fot it. Other
ent1t1es at the same étratum or level of any particular entfty also-
form part of that entity's environment, perhaps the most important'
part. Drawing from field‘theory‘in'physics, it may even be tentatively
suggested that each stratum is a "whb]e"‘ana the ehtities in it are
merely localizations or excitations of tﬁe field. Thus én‘"atomf is
the way in_which a "fie]df articulatés iﬁéelf»at some giVen moment. A |
material "thiné" is a localization 6f’materigl fié]d, and an organism
is a parficularizafion of a Iife;fie1d; In any case, each entity is

environed by tﬁe,totaiity of other ontologically similar entities.
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Life is environed by the biosphere at its own stratum, mind is
enVironed by the noo;phere to borrow from Chardin and subJect1v1ty
is environed by the anthrosphere. These environments will henceforth
_be‘referred to as the Environing Milieu (EM).

Each emergent N(n) introduces news laws which govern the
functioning of its properties. The;]aws governing biological systems
do not operate at the level of molecular systems. At the same time,
emergent Taws and properties do not ablate those of the lower N(n);
these remain 1ntact 50 a law or property of N(n) does not displace the
laws and properties of N- ](n 1); it merely absorbs them as the conditions
under which it functions. This makes the functioning of N(n) iiapie to _}
failure at N-i(n-])" So, for example, if speech is 1ex1cograph1ca11y .

- disordered, it w1]1 he gramatically dysfunctionai Equaiiy important

. 1s the principle that even when N- -1(n-1) is not fuiiy functionai, its
-'properties and opera%ions can be dep]oyed for use at a higher N(n)

Thus molecular systems may operate in the service of bioiogicai
systems, and,]exicography may operate in the service of grammar.

The higher N(n) can use the lower N(n) for its own unique purposes. Put
another way, the propertles, laws, discourse, and epistemoiogies of any
N(n) may become subsumed under those of N+1(n+1). This is unarguab]y
the case in the organization of strata: consclousness suﬁsumes mind, and
Tife subsumes matter. That is, N not only organizes N-1 for its own purposes
but subsumes it op subjects .it. Stratum N, or Tevel n, has its own
particular laws and properties, and these emerge within the E€ of N 1

(n-1), buhﬁﬁhe 1mportant fact about N is that it can regulate, organize,
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and dominate the laws and properties of N-1. The fact that onef1eve1
or stratum is a condition for a higher one, while the higher one has
contre] over the Tower one, permits us to describe the schematization of

1eve1s and strata as a hierarchic structure. ‘A hierarchy is.q;/least

an/ascension of authority:""Thfs harnessing of the Tower level by the
co 1eetive uppet level is the essence of hierarchical cdntro]f'(Pattee,_
1973, p. 95). .

in_a hierarchy of emergent 1eve1s or stréta N(n) does not lose
its properties, laws, vpcébuTary,.methodologies or epistemologies to those
of'N+](n+1); it merely becomes‘regulated‘by,a'higher authority which,
hd@ever cannot function if subordinate levels cease to function. "Ih
a h1erarch1c structure the higher does not mere]y possess powers that‘ ‘
are add1t10na] to and exceed those possessed by the lower; it also has
power over the lower" (Schumacher, 1977, p.25). “Any N(n) contains
and sdbordinates the prdperties and Jaws of every other N(n) helow it,
and every N(n) comprises and condftions the properties and laws of
every other N(n)‘above it. Th1s is an asymmetrical re]atlon and it
permits us to say that for every stratum or level in a h1erarchy “the
potential operations of a higher level are actua11zed by thelr
embodiment in Tower levels which makes them 11ab1e to failure (Polanyi,
1959 p. 67).

We w1tness here the crucial phenomenon ef‘upward and downward
inf]uence by one stratum or level en the remainder of a hierdrchy.'
‘At ohe and the same time, N(n)} may posftive1y or negatively affect
the funct{ohs.of noth N-1(n-1) and N+1(n+1),_because,itlcan.regulate. x

Tower functions and condition higher functions. - For example, a sexual '
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- such as male impotence may qrig{nate‘at stratum_Ns, mentality, in
the form of a conditioned phobia, as when f]accidfty is a_conditioned
' response to‘the paired stimuli of femaie sexuality and female o
aggression or brutality. In this case, the phobia is a learned
response to a stimulus:at the level of, menta11ty, 1nvo]v1ng affect,
percept1on, stlmulus transfer, memory, and so on. The response has
an upward reverberat1on throughout the h1erarchy of strata ev1denced
_1n such th1ngs as d1stort1ons in personal mytho]ogles of sexua11ty,
moral d1cta aesthet1cs “and. religious symbo]1sm The phobla will
also reverberate downward, evidenced in the physiological end'glandular
disfurbénces it produces. The phobia will also reverberate‘through-
1out the'leve{s of the stratum in which it origipates; perhaps 1in |
" the form of unusual associations, defenses, or 1nformat10n processing
procedures Among the most pressing of prohblems generated-by this
emergent-hierarchic phenomenon is a.practicalione, namely; makiqgfxﬁn'
avai]able,a re]iab]e and valid procedure fiér accurate1y iso]atiné strata
or levels of pathology. No assessment instrumeut currently exists
for determining the.N(n) at which symptpms should be'diagnosed or
treated, Debrowski's effort notwithstending (Dabrowski, 1977).
Let us use an example'frou the inanimate sphere of machipesito
:bring'out some of the principles by which levels are re1ated tﬁereby

ga1n1ng further insight into the structure of emergent hierarchies.

}The 1**"”"i*@ff ‘artifact' is a move of great utility, because whi]e
i :éologlcally defined at the stratum of matter (N3i:
systems created under the aegis of subjective
within the E's of N, and N, and the E" of Ny

™
L&
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They are.accordingly’subject,to;the laws of physics and chemistny;
the laws of sdiid mechanics, énd the principles of engineéring and
architecture. _A car is an aréhetypa] machihg; o; a rational qssembiage
iA of parts. At the lowest ]evéi it is an organization of ehergies; emergerit
at Nz'as_ah organization of mqiecd]ar.systems. Reductionism would
say that the car isanthing-Qgggthe tota]ity of combined parts or
‘elements, but fecaii.fhat if gll_the}basit units of the car were strung
out side-by-sidevand.VieWedbe an afmy of atomic physicists uqdér a. .
powerful microscope, it would not be able to predict fhé emergence of
a machine from them. iThé'essence and ‘purpose of a car is therefore
unspecifiabie;and unpredictdbie in terms of its constituent parts.or )
' units; To repeét,.the parts (elements) of.a céf‘jointly serve a given
pﬁrpdse specified by subjective rationa]ity;.they'are unified by- the
pfincipies of engineering‘and design, which presupposes thé operation
of other principies at Tower strata. [f the operational principles
-oi the car are stipulated by the scieﬁce of engineering, then
‘engineéring alone can’teliiﬁs how to build and run a car. Of this,
physics, qua physics, knows nothing. But only physics can determine
the conditions which make the engineering princip]és;précticabie, and
so a physico-chemical examination of the car‘can}détect ifs'potghtiail
successes and fai]urés. Automqiive engineering aiong reveals the true
nature of the car, while physics, chemistry, and-a'méthematical language
determine only the conditions for its successful or incépacitateds'
functioning. N | . |
L Thé car is actually a hierarchy of levels within ongfontological

‘stratum, the stratum of organized matter, with EC's in each direction.
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It is in this sense a sing]y-stratified_phendmenon, combrised of‘a.set |
| ,_Of sub-Tevels integrated into a'Who]e Indeed, it is a rational
: system constltuted by a number of re]ated sub systems a combustlon
system, an e1ectr1ca1 system, a c1rcu;atory system, a mechanlca]
system,land so forth. Each of the sub-systems;1s an n-]evelled mlcro7
| hferarchy‘contrtbuting to the unitary phenomenon called the car. |
These leye]s of'sub-systems are.tomprehensible on}y by reference’to-the
single system in which they‘functionu |
| It has Just been c]almed that a mach1ne is an ascend1ng hierarchy.
of 1evels Let us view it for the moment as one system and brlng to
11ght the varlous perspect1ves from which it might be v1ewed It can bev"g
seen, first, that the car m1ght be rncomg]ete, its construct1on may
still be in progress. In this case, it would be said that it is in a
3 stage of cohstructfon For example, it mlght be at a stage of mob111ty
.1nsofar as 1t is we]ded together, in possess1on of wheels,  a steer1ng .

L

» ’mechan1sm,.gt_cetera. But it may also, at the same time, lack a com-','

L]

bustion system and so it requires an external force ‘to propel it. " The

stage it 1s at structura]ly, prec]udes 1ts posse551on of the property

)

of 1nterna11y generated mobility. On the other. hand, 1t may be strewn
- about in various thousands of pieces, each plece cons1gned to a conta1ner

designated as the sub-system to which the p1ece be1ongs. S0 at this
, .
stage of constructlon it lacks even the,cagac1ty for external propulsion.
o ? S ' .
- In any case, it may be at a relatively incomplete or relatively comp]ete

level of construct1on and’ may therefore be described as. f1xed at a stage
of development | |

kel

The car,“considered as a total unit, may also be viewed from a variety
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of perspectives from the point of view of function. It may, for one
person, function as an aesthetic object; for another as an instrument of

‘speed for another as a ut111tar1an instrument; and for yet another as

an index of social status. The p01nt is that one and the same ent1ty
can be éva]uated aﬁd appfaised‘within several dimensions, any one of
whichimay be dr may not be essentia]ly related to thé‘others

Within each of these dimensions there is a value gradlent along
which the‘machlne receives a value determination. Within the aesthet1c
dimension, for éxample, it may be found that it possesses minima]g
appeal in terms of its design, color capacities, or functional efficiency.
Theygradfeﬁt‘in terms of which it is evaluated is a continuum, limited
at eaéh end by the level within which 1he dimeAsipn is operative. -The
- machine is therefore a hiergrchic éntftyﬁin at least three senses: it
occupies a stratum in the cosmic order; it sits-at a level of development
within that stratum; andAit can Be represented in diverse dimensions, each
evaluable on a hierarchic gradient of value.
Just.as a mach1ne considered as a unltary who]e can he described

as having reached a certaln stage of construction or development so each
- of the dimensions constituting it can be described as being evo]ved to a
greater or 1éss¢r extent. The dimension of beauty may be at a relati&e]yv
‘ﬁascent_stage of development while thg functional dimension may Se
almost complete---so if a ca:‘m"s y'lewed solely according to the single
vdimension of functional mobility it would be thought of as being at a
mature stage of construction. On the other hand, to view the car in an
“aesthetic dimension alone would mean that it would not begin to emerge

as an art ohject until it was almost fully mature mechanicale.

-
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In a Tiving organism there are several inherent dimensions, most of
nhich are observor-independent. It has a pe?ceptua] dimension, a metabolic
dimension, a structural dimension, and a circu]atOry dimension. Each
of these dimensions can be independently assessed'%ccording to its
maturational comp]eteness. An animal, at the embryological stage, has
ALL its dimensinns functioning at a 1on level of deveTopnent. Later,
its structural dimensfon might be operating at the highest stages of
l potentia]‘deve]ophent while the perceptual dimension still functions at
an'early'stage. It is clear, however, that each dimension has a
development gradient as well as a value gradient. The f1rst gradlent
assesseé/the dimensions level of development, while the second assesses
its normative deve]dpment. The various dimensions of a car, for example,
‘may all be deve]opmenta11y comp1ete by normatively sub-standard. In any
case, another hierarchic scale has heen added to the other three,\name]y,
the sca]e of dimensional matur1ty

The fact of dimensional d1fference leads to another cons1derat10n
connected to the idea of e systematic totality. The car, considered as’
a unified system, ié at a stage of development; each of its dimensions
is at a stage of development as well as at a stage of normative excellence.
To a certain extent the stage of deve]opment reached by the car is a
function of the stage of deve]opment reached by each of the d1mens1ons
A car without a steering dimension in incomplete. But in addltlon to |
this, a car with a steering mechanism {s still incomplete if the steering
system functions in iso]ation from, say, the{combustion system, or if the
combustion system is functionally independent of the e]ectrica1 syStem.v‘

'A minute element in one dimension, if dysfunctional, can dfshupt the
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operation of the entire machine. This fact compels the recognition that
a new variable runs through the entire set of dimensional hierarchies.

Each dimension is related to each other dimension comprising the unitary

whole, and is governed in its relations by the overall purpose of'the _

whole. There is, in.other words, a scale of integration for the entire
system. And at a certaln level of integrity the who]e emerges from its
constituent properties and dimensions.

When a number of molecular systems ere arranged in the'right‘w&y

they give rise to elements of the car: wires, screws, bits of rubber,
’ N\
glass, and so forth. A]ready'something is emergent: phenomena1

propertles have been somehow generated from entities at a 1owe:\stratum
lacking such qualities as so]1d1ty, viscosity, and color.. At the" stratuq///////
of matter the1r 1ntegrat1on progressively leads to a number of 1norgan1c
system states. When a c]osed system state like a screw 1s aligned with
.others it generates a new system---say an engine;—-Which is a hierarchic
composite of a number of sub-systems;' Eventually the entire car caﬁ\Be
seen as a §jggl§_system, conditioned by but regulating the principles
and properties of all the componeet sub-systems. The car is the gﬁjigg
of all its subservient parts and systems, a unity wh1ch 51mu1taneously
defines the purposeeand nature of its components. It is the system
which supervenieﬁt]y integrates a variety'Of components. That is, it is
a whole greater than ‘the sum of its parts. _

A car is more than the sum of its parts, and the “more“ 1is
disclosed in the way these parts are related. Car-ness is not a quality
supeeimposed onﬁa co]lectibn of parts (as 1f car-ness could P1at6nica]1y

pre-exist cars) but a property which emerges from a collection of'parts
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related by an ihtegrating.princip1el. The tbta1'systemiof relafiohs is’
a gestalt. The gestalt is the totality of relations in a system, but
it is not only the totality of relations; it ié eSsentiai]y the‘emergent
_property generafed by the relational ensemble; it‘fs the configurational
unity of the system itself, elevated to a new 1eve1 in the emergent

hierarchy at the stratum of matter. The emergent property is a

consequence of the way in which properties at previous levels are

systematically organized. The level of the totality is therefore

determined by itsd8ystemic nature.

That a system is more than the suhmation of its parts is seen in
‘the fact that parts may be lost and rep1aced while the system rémains
essehtia]fy the same. The épidermai system, for example, is said to
replace all its cells every seven yéars, butAthis does not mean thét the.
system is replaced. What persists is thé pattern of relations between#
the cells composing it. Similarly, the persoha]ity's cognitive sy§fém°
can replace its "fdeas" or "fhoughts" every decade énd still remain the
same persoha]ify.

An organized system differs from its scrambled parts
neither in mass nor wieight nor content nor any other
properties of its separate components, as far as these
can be determined apart from their enmeshment in the
whole ensemble. The crftica] difference, therefore, is
not one of matter but one of the pattern of relations
among the components. The salient feature of the .
"organized" state is that the overall features of this
~ pattern are essentially invariant, whereas the behavior
of the compbnents varies greatly in detail from case to
“case and from moment to moment. (Weiss, 1971, p.33)
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It is when the pattgrn of relations is transformed beyond a
certain threshold, or‘wheh a new pattern is engendéred;that a shift to
another emergent level occurs, aSSuming; of course, that the shift is
- not. disintegrative. J :
Caré is being take here to contrapose emergent levels and emergent
strata. The trahsformation of N-properties:to and N+1 emergent stratum
has ‘already been admitted és‘a_piece of mystery, describable (but not
explained) as a quantum 1éap over an ontological threshold. Morgan's
view that strata; and not just levels, are functions of relatedness does
. not seem defensible. There is little evidence‘that l1ife is some new |
.kind of relation or set of relations_ in the 10Qér sfrata, or that mind
" is the reorganization of .1iving organs. On thé othef hand, it is clear
that levels ére functions of integration, organization, and.relatedness,
thét is, levels emerge as systems. A étrathm, in fact, is a system of
 a11 en@itfes sharing the unique ontological properties of é specified
.‘demarcation on thé scale of Being: each living thing is a system w%thiﬁ'
the whole biosystem. The universe must tﬁerefore bé:the hferarchic
system of af] sub:gystems, and each level within its strata is also
systematic, existing by virtue of the way lower levels establish new
relatidns. Bertalanffy (1968]), thé,origfnator of ‘General System
Theory, has comprehensively outline all considerations relevant to any
investigation in this area, obviatiné the need to feQiew them}ﬁere.
Gafhering together and augmenting what has been said so'far,

several basic axioms of emergent hierarchicalism can be summarized:

1. There are synthetic, emergent properties and novelties.
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10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
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Emergent pnoperties define a stratum of Being (N) or a level of a

stratum (n).

Fach stratum contains sub-levels of emergence (n...n+l1).

Each N(n) is not reducible to N-](n-)).

. Each N(n) is a necessary condition for the emergence and existence

" of N+1(nt1).

Each N(n) is both comprised by and has regulative authority over
N-1(nw1).

LeyeTs N(n) to Nx("x) form a hierarchic structure.

% The relation between N's(n's) is one of discontinuity.

Each N(n) is at a stage of development.
Each N(n) is systemic. |
Each instantiation of'N(n) may be differentiable into dimensions

of function; each dimension (D) is itself a hierarchy of emergents

Each dimenéion is at a stage of development, relative to itself,
to otner dimensions, and to N(n). |
Each D has an ascending value gradient (V) by virtue of which its
function canvbe evaluated at its level of deveiopment.'

Each D within N(n) is on a scale of integratipn (I) relative to

other D's of N.

| The description of N(n) level propertles has an appropr1ate N(n}

‘1eve1 vocabulary for d\scourse, and an appropriate level of
eplstemologlcal apprphension | |

Each.N(n) and éach D of N(n) has a set of unique laws.

Each N(n] has its own characteristic methodoliogy, tecnniques, anid

operations.
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18. Ehttties existing at aoy‘N(n) are contextualized by other entities

at the same N(n). The other N(n)-entities form the environing
o omiliew M. | |
“%]9. Each N(n) has levels or strata N-T...N-x (n-1...n-x) and N+1...
b N+x (ntl.;.n+x) as its environing conditions (£9).
20._ Degrees of freedom increase with asceoding‘hierarchy levels.

The principles outlined abore almost complete the preparatory.
.} work for the deve]opment of a philosophical anthropology. As Bertalanffy -
suggests, "Just as the conceptions of dynamlcs and who]eness in b1o]ogy
- have their para]]e] in psycho]oglca] gesta]t theory, the h1erarchy of
biological organization has its counterpart in the strata of persona]ity"'

O

(Bertalanffy, 1960, p.188, my underline). With this gravid suggestion,

we can go on to see Just what such a personality model would be. This
portion of the investigation will complete the introductory section by
out]ining the formal structure of persons. The struotural ana]ysfs will
say nothing of the existentiality of subJect1v1ty, if anyth1ng, it w111
be no more than a spat1a1 metaphor for the organ1zat10n of ontoanthropol-
“ ogical thought. If anything else, it wi]l be a completion of the
architecture of emergent hierarchicalism, thus providing the desired point
of departure for desortbing the stratum of subjectivity.
The Hierarchic Structure ofiPersons.‘

v
ti

The purpose of the ensuing remarks is to theoretically complete the

prolegomenon to a description of subjectivity.
Persons are emergent hierarchies in two ways. First, a person is a
series of N-strata up to and.inc1uding subjectivity, that is, a person is

-
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structurally a hierarchy of irreducible levels, beginning as an energy

 system (N]), then as a molecular system (Nz), then as a spatially and -
" temporally organized'material system‘(N3),‘then as a life sysiem (N4),
then as.é psychié system (NS)’ then as a subjective system (N6). Gen-
“erally, the stratum of'spirit, or what Kierkegaard calls Selfhood (N7),
s an'Ec fbr Ng. The N-strata up to and including Ng are necessary |
conditions for being a person, and must be ihc]uded in any adequate
developmental theqry forﬁpersonality; A hierarchy of-irreducib]e
N;strata; each functioning as a precursor for personality does not,‘
‘howevgr, characterize what is distinctfy human about persons. A secﬁnd
hierarchy, béginnfng at the N-level of subjectivity, contains the
sufficient conditions for being a person§ That is, the uniquely human
propérty of}subjectivfty is a hierarchy Qf n-levels emergent within the
hferarchy of/N-strata. A cqmpleﬁe theory of thé person accdrding]y :
describes its N-structure, its hierarchic n-structure at the N6 stratum
_of_subjectivity, the Em'of N6’ specifica]lyvthe ]jnguistic culture, an&

jii_
7" g

the ES's of N;...Ng and N
' Subjectivg personality is a hferarchica11y structured system. I

have taken pains to argue that the essential prdperties of any N(n) 1in

a hierarchy are irreducible to the stratum of mind (Scheler, 1961), énd

. that any attempt to reduCe‘subjective consciousness to menta]fty is

illegitimate, resulting in property-loss, ambiguity, incoherehce and

- contradiction. Moreover,an& attempt to reduce one n-level of subjectivity

to another n-1 fevel has -the same consequences. For examﬁle,’more

feasoning is a D of N6,\having six 1§rgls dnTlto dn® (Cf. Kohlberg, 1963).

Each .of the five highest levels,is irreducible to the ones below it. The

main point here is that each N(h) ih'é,hferarchya because it is irreducible,
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demands its own unique vocabulary, methodology, and epistemo1ogy. .

At the stratum of mind, an organism is a stimulus-bound creature,
: fncapab1e of'transcending its innate programs and environmental"
circumstances* In fact, one of the defining characteristics of 1ife/at ‘
~ the 1eve1 of mind is that its nature and activ1ty is determ1ned by |
1nnate potent1a1s and its stimulus environment. Until and only 1nsofar.as
subject1v1ty emerges from m1nd---wh1ch presupposes an organic awareness
or consciousness of a type qua]itatively different from subjective '
consciousness---mental 11fe 1s contro]]ed and directed by agents and
cond1t1ons exterior to it. Bats, rats and alley cats 1nhab1t thlS
‘onto]oglcal stratum but persons do not, except to the po1nt that the
, stratum of mind is incorporated into their nature as a condltlon for
the existence of sub3ect1v1ty But then mind becomes a~part of sub-
Jectivity and because of this 1t acquires rad1ca11y new. properties not
,present at the level of mind a]one This po1nt is ignored .by experl-
mentalists and behav1or1sts who do not d1st1ngu1sh mind from subjective
’consc1ousness and who decompose the essence- of persons into the level
of mlnd alone. Not wishing to deny that mind is a necessary condition
for subjectivity, correctly so, they make it a sufficient condition as
well, incorrectly so. This simple 1ogica1 fault forms the entire basis
for a humanistic cr{tique of traditionallpsychology.

what does it mean to be a human'being, or a.person? This is the
fundamental question for personality theory (hereafter, "ontoanthropo]ogy“))
Western ex15té¥t1a1lsts ‘repeatedly asked this question and provided
different answers to it until it dawned on Heldegger that the question

itself is deeply reve]atory No other kind of belng, even at the N5
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stratum, can ask such a duestidn of itse]f’ Neither rats, pigeons,
nor chlmpanzees interrogate themselves with such an anguished questlon.
The1r being, nature, or essence is not prob]emat1c for them
Fo]]ow1ng Heldegger, we can say that persons are distinctly human
insofar as theirlbeing is an issue for them, insofar as they canfront
themselves in the form of a mystery or a question. Persons are the
beingsuwbi¢h~quesfion, interpret, and define theméelveé. Being
human is being concerned (sorge) aBout being-human;\it is‘fhe onfo-
1ogicélfstate.of self sdifcitude The human being's concern over
its own being is the prlmal 1mpulse and sprlng of every spec1f1ca11y
human enterpr1se and activity, 1nc1ud1ng the refusa] to pursue ‘the
issue that being-human generates for itself. Subjective cqnscfoUsne;§ ,
emerges from the N-stratpm of mind in the context of a seTf—interrogathe.
confrontation with itself and by itse]f The irfevocab]e nature of
such consc1ousness is accordlng]y 1nterna1 d1v151on SubJect1v1ty
is the self—opposed, 1nterna11y dlsgunctlve being which stands
-over and against itself in the p051ng of the mystery “Who am I?f.
A person (a subJect) faces itself as an object to be comprehended.
This dividedness, this dlsJunct1on, this rlft and disruption, {is
the essence of subjectivity; it is the property deflnlng N6

Subjectivity is, hqg@?er a unltary phenomenoh in spite of its
'1nterna1 dlsjhnct1v1ty, it is, after all, the same "I“ whjch.lanIres
and is anuired 1nto. The ‘subject and obJeCTEbf cgncern are opposed
to each othgr in conséiqusness, and it is the §gﬁg_consciousnessA
which relates them. Here,_subjectiVe.Conscibusness is the field

which unifies opposi%éégal factors into a tensional re]atiqh. The

o
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division of the‘selfvfrom itself occurs in a "field of interest”
(inter-esse: to be between) in which the opposition is sustained.
Subjectivity is the interest in its own divisionality. Subjective
consciousness, therefore, can be provisiona]ty defined as an emergent

_ystem, aware of and interested in its own d1saunct1ve structure,

des1r1ng to 1dent14171tse1f

K1erkegaard claims, in a pregnant and intricate ana1ys1s that

the ability to conceive the "I" is not actua11zed until, it }; e
expressed in language. As we shall see in the next chapter, this
is both an ontogenet1c and a phy]ogenettc statement The property'of.
~subJect1v1ty emerges in reflexive, symbo]1c representatlon andﬂthe
representatlon is p0551b1e only in d1scourse which opposes a subject
- and an vbject. The "I" of subJect1v1ty is not the respondent :
"mine" of animal territoriality, for example; it is the "I" aware‘of
its “mine—ness" recoi]jng'baek tnto itself in reflection. Ref]ectipn
transfers or transforms‘the internal opposition df‘self—to-self '
into the form of'self—to-object-other—than;itselt, both moments being
unified in the interest field. The self is alierated from itself,
" a stranger to itself within its own field. |

The essential fact of being-a-person us being;a—division of
opposed e1ements dlsclosed in .language. The fnitial division‘fs
that of subject and object, that of "I" and the "Norld" The
condition for suchpan opposition is that of "I" opposed to fMy Seff":
"me" as.both.subject and opjeet united in~my concern or interest in

such a split. But the fragmentatfon of suBJect and oBJect is brought

_to 11ght in awareness on]y when it is ref1ect1ve1y verballzed The
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,conditionsvfor subjective consciousness emerge in the.consciousness
itself and they become actualized by heing dise]osed.there in
language. Their concrete"actualiiation‘is their relatedness:

B ;subjective_consciousness reveals and relates the components of its
structure by being interested in them, by being ‘inter-esse, ‘so
suhjective consciousness,is the vehicle and illumin toh ef'the /
fragmentatation of subJect and object wh1ch const1t};es a “person.

The pure, und1fferent1ated awareness of natural mind is indeed
a cond1t1on for human consciousness, for it is within this mode
of recept1v1ty to st1mu11 and 1nnate programmlng that -the. subJect-
ObJeCt split occurs. The_break‘w1th organic m1ndlls manifest in
and through discourse. Organic immedfacy, the continubus'identity e
~of Subject and object; has no distinctions‘or wrelations within it
(except as they exist for subjective consc1ousness) and organlc
'fawareness is a un1ty of subJect and- obJect wh1ch have never been

& @
'pur esgonse and

pa531v1ty whose cont1nu1ty 1s d1srupted on]y when it speaks. Speech

,'counterposed in 1anguage An1ma1 awareness 1“

is the break w1theorgan1Cx11fe and subJect1v1ty is the care 1n-
habggphg this hreak. Speak1ng-a11enates and dlvides qff the snbjett
from itse]f-into'oppdsed,,contradictoryvspheres,’and consefousness
can be'seen as the actua] conf]fct or collision of‘these spheres.
sThe unity of this fle]d of confllct is the whole suBJect--—a system
1n51de which the subject-object distinction arises. So the persan
is not on]y atrelatlon of subject and object ‘in dynamic conflict,

but a relation of opposed components related to itself. It is this .

aspect of self—refatedness'whieh‘opens,up the deepest

i o XS u % A WY o L witadl 3 - .- .. - e w e . -
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'ﬁ}characterizationaof subjectiue,'personal.consciOUSness.

The internal'relation of subject'and”object is one. of contlict;
subJect1v1ty is the clash of these po1ar1t1es in the field of
 consciousness.. The1r c]ash the1r confllct may be symbollzeo 1n
several ways, but whatever representat1ona1 form the conflict assumes o
"for sub3ectrv1ty, it 1s'always the case that the conflict is potentlally

unreso1ved and the'bfpolar elements of it are in disproportion'or

disequi]ibrium (K1erkegaard S great work The Sickness Unto Death

'15 an ana1ys1s of the var1ous forms 1n which subJect1ve d1sequ111br1um
can occur ‘and be symbo]1zed ) The goal qr need of consciousness. is

to bring the opposed, conflictual -components’uithin its_field into:
ba]ance harmony, and 1ntegrat1on The'relation.between subject

and obJect is brought into’ equ111br1um when the relation itself galg_
"an 1dent1ty by taking a stand on ltself by ch0051ng itself, or by
relat1ng to itself. The issue wh1ch-sub3ect1v1ty is for 1tse1f is
resolved through the reconc111at10n of subject and object, and th1s
s effected through the prov151on ‘of an, 1nterpret1ve symbollc frame—'
work in terms of which the subJect s experlence of itself and the -
wor]dvls made COHERENT. This orienting and reconc111ng structure 15'-
: chosen as an instrument'of‘identity If anytthg, it is a pos1ted
.Neltanschauung which 1mparts contlnulty and coherence to thought,
-actionm and the fleld in whlch they occur. Usually, the framework

is aBsorbed from the Em in the form of banal and vacuous socta]
purposes and roles, i.e., it is "Tnauthentlc"‘ Much more will be

© said of this in due,time.«
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Thevcentral datum in the structure ofisubjectiyity.fs th{s‘ ‘
‘fact of,se]f—relatedness‘and the imperative it contains‘for the
subje¢t’to come to terms with itself and harmontze the e]ements:ofl

“its internal po]es The datum is that of a fundamental freedom to

choose and conso]idate an 1dent1ty Freedom is an. emergent property, '

notrfound at the N-stratum of menta11ty, it emerges only 1n subJect1v1tyf
So K1erkegaard is ab]e to say that the “synthes1s (of subJect and
'obJect) is a re]atzonsh1p, and it is a re]ationsh1p wh1ch re]ates
itself to 1tse1f which means freedom. .The self is freedom (Kierke4 -
' aard 1954 p. ]62) SubJect1v1ty 1s not merely the ref]ect1ve
awareness of the re1at1on betwe@h subject and obJect but "cons1sts in

 the fact that the relation re]ates itself to 1tse]f“ in the medium

>,

. ) .
of a system of symbols (1b1d p 146).

In the’ not1on of freedom,$$he ana]ys1s of subJect1v1ty has

found one cond1t1on which is ‘both necessary and suff1c1ent for the

: ex1stence Of subJective consc10usnei§ menta] life which lacks the o

4 propertyaof freedom is not at the N- stratum oft@ub3ect1v1ty menta]

life whlch possesses it ls a]ready there.f But thekproperty of free-

- dom is coextens1ve with ghe capacity for reflective symbollzat1on, or .
| language. It is in 1anguage that the éleavage of subJect and obJect s
Iopens up such that the subJect is present to ltself Tn consc1ousness

Thus, the presence of language---Which equates with the power to

symbolize the oppositlon of the self (subjectl from the not-self'

(object),. rooted in the power to separate the se]f (subject) from

'itself (obJectl---is another defining property of the N- stratum of

. subjectivity. Freedom and symbo1ic eapacity are coexten51ve propertles,,.'

R
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and BOTH are sufficient conditions for subjectivity. Each is

necessary as well.

In addition to the necessary but not sufficient conditions for

the emergence of subjectivity provided by the N-1 stratum of

mentality, there is one more necessary presdpposition for the

emergence of subjectivity. Symbolic capacities are nof actualized

" without a symboiic~cbmmUnity.. That is, a linguistic society.is a

condition for subjectivity. Without participation in such a .

Cbmmunity, mind wou]d ndt give rise to subjectiyity.'~A Tinguistic

| cuiture is the envirohing milieu (Em) for subjectivity, just as the

biosphere is the environing milieu for life.

It appears, then, that the emergent properties defining a person
have been found. A person can accordingly be defined as: free,_
symbolic consciousness existing *1th1n a 11ngU1siic society. Any
entities with the properties of freedom, language, and cu]tﬁra]

communaiity is at the sixth ontologlcal stratum in the hierarchic

- cosmic 6(der Any description of the structuré and development of

the person mjst take its point of departure at this Tevel, otherwise
its distinctiy human qualities wiii be igndred and COncerns over a
developmental psychoiogy of ?he person, discussed in the 1ntroductory
chapter will go unheeded /

~

Embryonic subjectivity is a relatively undifferentiated symbolic

.system. "It is minima]lx ‘the tensions of subject and object suspended

fn a field of interest. As this system'matures it'compiexifies

and differentiates into, specifiaﬁle sub-systems which are initialiy
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in a state of fusion. As the‘consciqusness system deve]opé it
rémifies, so to say, into distinct functions, fo]Towing Werner's
"principle of orthogenesis", which says that "Lhenever development
occurs it proceeds from a state of relative globality and lack of
differenttgtionuto a state of increasing differentiation, articulation,
and hierarchic integration" (Werner, 1957, p; 126). Langer; Werner's
student, paraphrases the principle as follows: The inherent direction
of development is toward (a) increasing difterentiation and specifitation
of primitive action systems that are initially fused with each other
in one global organ!zat1on causing (b) the emergence of novel and
: 1ncreas1ng]y discrete action systems that are also integrated
~within themselves, such that (c) the most advanced (differentiated);

specialized, andvinternally integrated s&stems hierarchically
integrate (functiona]ly suddﬁdinate and regalate) less developed
systems (Cf. Langer,fT969, p. 92). So, he goes'on td say, "Many
selves, individuated systems of action, arise side—by—side. The mark
~of normal development is'these differentiated 'se]ves"are pro-
gressively related 1nto a funct1ona11y and structurally h1erarch1zed
brganlzatlonal who]e in which constituent parts are not lost but
1ntegrated“ (ib1d p. 92) what Langer calls 'selves" are here being
ca]led ‘dimensions’. It is noteworthy that the machine model in which.
the concept of dimension was refined fs applicable in one sense at
the N-stratum of ]ife; thejN—stratum of mind, and the N=stratum of
Ssubjectivity: the machine does not begin as a global dnity, but as a
- 'complete‘dieintegration of parts that progressive1y‘unffy into a

whole, but the ¢ onceg or symbo]ic representat1on of a car is a full

. e
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Gestalt---an undifferentiated globhal unity. ‘[n this sense, eyen a
“machine's construction follows Werner's developmental principle.
The structure of a person is a function of its stage of deve]opment.

At an early stage its structure is that of subjectivity s1mp11c1ter

subject, obJect and the re]ation between the two in consc1ousness
Later, this system is ram1f1ed into a number of d1men51ons - Each
dimension progressively articulates a more refined a complfx structure .
until it forms an ascending hierarchy of sub-systems. But these
sub-systems are a]] related dimensionally, and each d1mens1on is
related to the others within the entire system of symbollc
consciousness. When one dimension of the whole structure of the
person is retarded in its deve]opment; or when it is not efficiently
integrated with the others, pathology is the result. Here the reference
is to patho1ogy in the symbolic system of subjettivity, but it is
clear that the‘source.of maffuﬁction couid be at lower strata of
' exiétence because a person‘is concurrent]y a hiérarchy'of systems
within the N-stratum of subjective consciousness and a hierarchy
of strata within the cosmic order (Cf. 0'Connell; 1979).

Confining attentiohhstrictly to the hierarcﬁy ot n-levels
within the comprehensive N-stratum of subjective consciousness, it
is necessary to demareate, first, some of the dimensions in which
it can be descrlbed so that 1eve]s of d1men51ons can be discerned.

To an 1mportant degree Hke the h1erarch1c dimensions in a

1iving organism, the dimensions of a person function within the



framework of the whole. They are related 1n form and function, not
lTike an imbricative system but more like the strands in a piece of
rope. Just as the metabolic system of an organism is)detachab]e
‘from its digestive system in\abStraetion only, the cognitive system
of a person ‘is detachable from its affective system only in theory.
The maturatioﬁ ef all three dimensions selected for discussion

'proceeds e]Ong‘the same lines as the maturation.of the cosmic order.
_The set. of princip]es‘stated on pages 64 to 66 can be te]eScoped ‘
- and projected onto d1mens1ona1 h1erarch1es which means that the
structure of the person ref]ects the general principles of emergent
evolution. Consequently, the n-levels of a subjective dimension \
are emergent, and the properties of each of these levels are noveT
properties reflecting a mode of organization in the properties of
the preyious Tevel. This statement is just a variant of the well-
known principle of epigenesis.. . |

'Subjective consciousness is an irreducible symboiic system,}
free to choose~itse1f. As a system it has anAemergentehieparchic
structure, namely, it is differentiated into Severa] dimensions (D's
each related to the others on the scale of %ntegrétion (I-scale).
The moral function has a]ready'been mentioned as an example of ope

D; another would be the affective function. Débrowski (1977), who

77

1,

has elaborated a hierarchic theory of emotions with five n-leveTs, |

sub-divides the emotional D into 55 n«levelled functions. Consonant

with Klerkegaard s ana]ys1s of subJect1v1ty in terms of dlSJunct1v1ty,

it is postulated that each d1men510nal function is a BIPOLAR

\\
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hierarchic scale. Subjective,consciodsnesﬁ.wou]d then be the entire |
system_of symbols comprising‘these scales, and it would rubricize
the set of bipolar systems, which, integrated,,constitute‘a field
of unified consciousnesst That is, the po1aritiee,of consciousness
define its dimensions‘ as_for instance when the good bad polarity
def1nes the D- h1erarchy of the moral function through various 1eve1s
on a r1s1ng V-scale. Others would be. true-false, def1n1ng the
contraries of the D-hierarchy of cognition; beautifu]-ug]y (aesthetic
D); pleasure-pain (hedonic D); male-female (sexual D), and so forth. |

The dynamics of emergence fall within the laws oT development,
while the structure of emergent properties and their p]aeeAin the
'whole falls within thefdescriptive categories of'ontoanthropology.

I_The obv1ous question to be answered at this stage is therefore
How are the d1men51ons of a person deflned ‘and how are they integrated
into a system? The system.whose ‘structure is to be made explicit can

. o L. .
be diagrammatically represented .in three dimensions as follows:

Insert Figure Three about here .

In this~eystem of axes and coordinates the whole person can be
represented Naturally, this is a frozen statlc image of what a
- person is, representlng only 1ts structura] propert1es at a ftctiona]
moment in time. It can be made more exp11c1t by tracing out the
properties of one ofeits Qimensions, for example, the cognitive

dimension. o : -

[
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The difficulty of defining the cognitive hierarchy immediately
brings to light one of the properties of ajperson-system: each of.its
“hierarchies is intthéte]y connected with the others. Cognitive
functioning is regu}ated to'a degree by-emotionaT needs and va]uatﬁons,‘
for instance. hlternathe]y, affectivity is conditioned by what a.persoh
knows or be]ieves; Similarly, moral positionsvend activity are'bohnd
: upiwith variables d? the emotions and thehinte11ect; A pure definition
" of 'cognitive is made ditficult on that account. Nonetheless, the
foI]owing definition mfght be advanch,'based on the dual consideretion
that the berson is not “agbdliectiohizr aggregate of unrelated eognitive
components" but'e “comp]eily 6rganized systemnof interaeting'components"
‘(Ffavell, 1977, p.4), end further that cognitire functioning is to he
detined at the N-stratum of subjective cohseiousness:and not that of
anima]iintelligenee. The cegnitive system might then be defined as
the 1ogicatlcétegorial organization of experience into an epistemological
system of knoh1edge. The organizer is the subject, and—so there is not
aAdfstfnetly human cognitive hiererqhy until after the emergehee»of_
. stratum N6..'Prior to that there is only stimutus-bound behaVidr and
prograhmed reectioh. Thds, Piaget's'ffrst five levels of cognitive
development. in the sensori—motor‘stage are not distinctly human; they
.,apply equally well to chimpanzees But at the sixth stage (18-24'
months) the human organism begins to emerge at the level of subJectlvity
as {t acqu1res speech At th1s pofnt it achieves "the ab111ty to
represent the obJects of one's cognltion by means of symbols and to
act Intelligently with respect to th1s.1gggg, symbolized reality rather

than simply, in sensori-motor fashion, with respest_tb the oufer

~
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unsymbolized reaiity"i(jgjd) p. 32, my‘underiinei’ Here we see not'
oniy.the emergence of subjectivity (the genesis of the person) but
also the beginning of a cognitive hierarchy in the person, stili
relatively fused with the'affective and morai dimensions It is worth

empha51zing that the “I" or ego- subJect is formed at th1S semiotic’

A}

level: here is the origin of subjectivity, the first” appearance of . the

| subject-object split and,fragmentation, and the first possibility for

the. "I" to become a question to itself in a symbolic space. If Werner

‘and Langer are right, the person commences its hierarchical ascent
through cognitive'ieve]s in Piaget's sixth sensori-motor (semiotic)
stage.4 At this sU.ﬁe, symbol, 925595, and referent are mutuaily
“broken apart"‘(FiaVeii). | |

The cognitive dimension is a graded series of n-levels. At each ,

level emergent properties appear, and a new vocabuiary is required to .

describe them and their functioning. For example, the term

'reversibi]ity' is required at the level of concrete operations (n+2) - -

‘ while the term"counterfactua]l is required'ét the level of formal
operations (n+3]. The need for a new or expanded lexicon to handle
these properties gives rise to the conclusion that the new properties

| are discontinuous with those preceding them. ﬁithin each level, and

ascending through the entire series, is the value.gradient; At any level

of the cognitive hierarchy the person may have ochieved a high or lew
~ degree either fai]ed‘or 'succeeded in bringing to fnil actualization

~ those properties which are potential to that stage. Concurrently,

the person may have achieved either a small or large amount of success

along. another scale, 1i.e., the scale of integration between the

. cognitive ievei and a corresponding 1eve1 in. another dimen51on

o/“
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| The persnn may also be variable in its adaptability to its -
f | environing milieu. As it ascends through the’cognitive hierérchy it
tdevé]ops new abi]ities to re]ateisymbolicélly to cher}members of’the ;»
1anguage'culture. At each“]eve] the person discover new requirements:
and new potent1a1s in the logical and categorlcal organlzat1on of h1s or
her exper1ence into a know]edge system If he or she is arrested-at
some cogn1t1ve Tevel or anotheﬁy then cognitive 1nteract1on w1th the |
"m111eu is correspond]ng]y 1mpover1shed at hlgher levels..

Finally a cogn1t1ve hierarchy is.a sca]e of ascendlng author1ty
This is part of its structure. Consequent]y,,one‘of the structural
aspects of a person's éognitive’system is the degree of progressive, .
regu]at1ve centra]lzation of jts ]ower ]eve]s in 1ts h1gher 1eve1s Each
level is absorbed and subsumed by the next 1eve1

The preced1ng blnef outline of the structura] propertles of. the
;cognltlye hierarchy in a person‘ls in conformity with the axioms of
emergent hierarchicé1ism., In the cognitiverhierarcny thereiare:
emergent properties.at'an'N—stratum, sub-levels of emergenée,
zirreducibility of broperties, regu]ative authbrity, dfscontinufty; stages,
dlmen51ona1 d1fferent1als, a va]ue gradient, a scale of 1ntegrat10n,’
and approprlate n- 1eve1 vocabular{es With similar brevity, let us
look at.two other djmensions. | | | L |

;Erik Erikson has isolated %ight‘levels‘invtne person's affective-
emotional development. ‘Emotion" {s Qefined«asua disposition to feel
-and act, ‘perte{ved as'a eomﬁleX‘of bodily sensations. 'The;resdlutfon
of each level s “task" is a. necessary condition for the successful
transition to the next level and emotional resolut{on includes

reconc111ation w{th tbe demands of an env1ronfng human soc{ety At each

. ; : “

¥
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level, Erikson places a great deal of Emphasis on the value gradient, or
.on'how well the 1eve1's demands have been satisfied in terms of the
propert1es it presents For examp1e at the fifth Tevel of the affettive

h1erarchy the " person faces the task of re]at1ngﬁto himself with reference

Ito soc1a1 1dent1ty and role. He or she may do th1s successfu]]y or '
‘unsuccessfu]ty. Success depends 1arge1y on the acquisitiOn of.properties
requisite to the previous Tevel lamong them the'property of competence in
soc1a11y def1ned tasks, but it is dependent in part on cogn1t1ve and
-moral variables as well. Ro]e determ1nat1on as an effective task 1s
c]ear1y relatedfto(;hat the person knows and values. .So the affectlve‘
dimension has its own scale of value gradfents at each.hierarchic Tevel
and it lies on a sca1e of 1ntegrat10n re]atlve to the other d1men510ns
The fifth Er1kson1an level was mentloned because 1t undén1ab1y |
represents a level of emotlon representing N-sgratum propert1es connected
- to subjective'consciousness However Erikson's scheme has the drawback
that at no p01nt does 1t locate the emergence of person propert1es At_

-

the earlier stages of the scheme one is.not certain prec1se1y what s
.é’y N

\\ belng deﬁcr1bed hfecaﬁseqﬁhe neﬁfssary and suff1c1ent conditions for,

Ea

being a person are not st1pu1ated ~ He. c]alms to be describing levels
| of the affect1ve hlerarchy 1n the human ego, but the deScrlptlon could
a]so Be true, at the Tower levels, of a rhesus ego. There 1s also the
questlon\of whether or not the_ human nebnate 1s and’ "I" at the lower
‘levels. Erikson seems to confuse having an-ego w1th being- an-organism..-
~ The oral- sensory ]eve] as an_lnstance _app;1es to all animal infants f '
‘1nsofar as they are all “concerned w1th obtalnlng approprlate |

| sttmu]at1on in the oral zone. and- they must all “deal with the social
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; uor]d" as wetl as’the ﬁwea]th of sensory sttmulation" impinging on themkf

‘(Lerner, 1976; p.202). Moreover, as Harlow's studies of monkey'sh
colonies have shown, young monkeys may be trusting ortnon-trusting:ﬁn

| their behavioral transactions with the environment and withjother‘monkeys.

’ Erjkson has no grounds for saying that human tnfants are any different;
‘he provides no criter10n~by which a human subject can be distinguished

from a behaving organism.

9]

koh]berg's mora1'hterarchy displayscmuch'the same problem, except
\that emphasiS'at'all leveTS is on‘what kihd of reasoning;underlfes |

"~ moral eva]uatlons and this presupposes subJect1v1ty Persons must be o
'?present for theré to be reasons at the Towest levels in the moral o
d1mens1ons, but they need not be 1f the level descrlbes noth1ng more than
the'way antorganism ts behaving. Koh1berg s difficulty is that there

is an amb1gu1ty runn1ng through his h1erarchy between the way an B

| organ1sm behaves and what an organlsm thinks about its behav1or. It'the

mora] d1men51on is 1nterpreted as nothing more ‘than 1evels of mora]

reasoning then further. grounds must be adduced for saylng how it IS we

can know that it is in fact eason1ng a?ﬁlhe N-stratum. If it s -
interpreted as a descr1pt1on of behav1or, then Kohlberg is. regulred to
shdw how it is human and not just stlmulus bound behav1or espec1a11y
through the first three levels.

Another hierarchjc eJement absent from Kohlberg's scheme {s that
of the value-gradient. For example, at the sxxth level of consevense and |

nc1p1e orientation, there .is no hint of how to eva]uate the competence'f7
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of moral reasoning or behavior. Consc1ence an important vocabulary
(item of this level, may function poorly or well. A]so, reason1ng-.
about principles may be performed poorly Pr we]]. And very_lfttle.is
saidrabout the person's interactions with fts E@. But aside from)
'these'drawbacks, Koh]berg's theory of mora1v1eye1s exhibits the
- characterlst1cs of an emergent h1erarchy Each ]eve] represents

a mora] _ystgm_ whose vocabu]ary and propert1es are irreducible to thev
y one be]ow it, and each system is a sub -system conta1ned in the one -
above it. The mora] D as a who]e is 1ntegrated w1th the affect1ve and
cogn1t1ve D s and it 1s contextua]]y bounded by a milieu of other
_free subJect1ve and 11ngu1st1c agents
Other d1mens1ons of the N-stratum of subJect1v1ty are unarguably

|
~required to round out a struotura] anaTys1s of the person, and tHese

"i will be deflned in due t1me The other D's, togethér w1th the

dem1ns1ons of- cogn1t1on, emotion, and ethics, comprlse the d1men510na1

e]ements of a comp]ete theory of the person. The person 1s the

system un1t1ng a1] these d1mens1ons at _the N- stratum of subJect1v1ty

'Con51dered as a whole (as the system of all- these systems) thé nascent’
person 1s at a low 1eve1 of d1men510na1 d1fferent1at1on the mature |
\ _»person, on 'the other hand, 1s comp]ex1f1ed 1nto dxfferent d1mens1ons
each of wh1ch is more clearly dlst1nct from the others than 1t was '

at earlier 1eve1s The ontointhropo]oglcal mode], in any case, is .

- structura]]y fliled out when the d1mensiona] ana]ys1s is comp]ete

The ma1n e1ements for a theory of the Pperson have now been

‘ genera]]y dlsclosed SO that the ana1y51s has' reached the po1nt where

L : . '



. ':the parts are added,v1n whole the parts are arranged in a system. ?

the concept‘oti'person'fcan be strdcturaIIy definedv' A person is-‘
a system of relatedjh1erarch1c d1mensxons at the N- stratum of
'subJect1ve consc1ousness Th1s system:structurally mirrors the
_cosm1c.system pictured 1n_the theory of'emergent eyoTution, hence the
N-stratum itse]fvis'an emergent.in the cosmic'hierarchy, and each
n-Tevel is'an'emergent tn,a'dimensionalghierarChy comprising the
.person. Further,veach level is a systemaof related properties and -

functions. The who]e person, the entlre assemb]age/’f h1erarch1es, :

s
relations, propert1es and d1mens1ons, is un1f1ed in sub3ect1v1ty n{%@f

In- freedom, the who]e is re]ated to 1tse]f and th]S is its most

’

fundamenta] property . v 'e;> o '.»' o .f ..

A

The 1ast con31derat1on 1eads d1rect1y to a conc]ud1ng comment
v “3_1

on the re]at1on of the person con51dere8 as a who]e to- 1tse1f

as a whole. Taken lg_toto as_a s1ng]e,-un1f1ed,phenomenon, a person

is not on]y_the;aggregation of its dimensions, and its emergence is

not only the growth of its properties in sum. As a complete system-
it is-more than the summation of its elements' it is a unity in,"

mu1t1p11clty, but the unlty transcends the mu]tlpllcatlve ordering

L

of its components. As Angya] points out. '"Wholes cannot be compared -

to add1t1ve aggregatﬁﬁns at all... aggregatlon and who]e formatlon

",are processes of an entlrely dlfferent order.. In an aggregat1on

| The system cannat be derived ‘from the parts; the system is an
1ndependent framework in whlch the dkrts are placed“ (Angyal 1941,
'p 2571 A more str1ngent contentlon made by Go]dstein 1s that a

. ‘ o . . P E U,«‘L‘vh ‘
. : : . . : S R
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) segment cannot even be comprehended except as a part1c1pant and |
contrlbutor to a transcendent who1e (Go]dstein, 1947 pggslm) HQw: :
then does a person as a who1e relate 1tse1f to 1tse1f a&rvarlous

‘_ levels? :} ' “'_ _f | - fv’ . R o g : ‘l_ﬁ 5
Thevperson‘ reca]], is an 1nterna11y divided structure—-—the o
' opp051tion of subject and obJect in consc1ousness " The subJect 1s

:an obJect to 1tse1f but the oppos1t10n of the subJect and subJect- "

as- obJect IS the "space" 1n wh1ch al the aspects of the subJect cohere

and merge together It is a symbollc space someth1ng 11ke a mathematlca] -
space in thch.the dlmen510na1 hlerarch1es of: cognltlon ‘ﬁmot1on a d

¥ :

SO on are synthe51zed into one system or who]e But sti]l, sub3ect1v1ty
o o
is not on]y the 1ncorporat1on of a]] aspects of the subJect-as-'

object lnto a synthetlc unlty, because the/tota11ty of a]l aspects of

| the subJect as obJect stnl] announces 1tseif to ‘the subJect qua
ZsubJect as snmethlng to be comprehended The subject un1f1es and
synthesizes 1ts component dlmensions 1nto a whole but 1s st111 _asv i:-'j .

a whole, an 1ssue for itself tis sti]] possible for it to ask “Nhat :
IS thts who]e which I am?" | .’”*m* - '. . :

" In the subJectlve space which transci X undi y'of its ; ’.,f;w”~

) e]ements, there is an “I" which is aware that."I"ikn W- SOmething
1n the cognttive d{mension. In this space, “I" am aware that “I“

. am feeling somethjng, when “I" ask who “I" am I/yéﬁ say that T amf

: ’.the tota11ty of my thoughts. belfefs. feeTfngs,Jlfalsons, and SO pn, ; ’;

,M,f’but the I-asﬁsubject stands ‘over and against the. tota]tty of those

,;‘ -th{ngs~uhich constttute.the I-as»object /ﬂhen I as& who I am as ‘" ”

; «the subject which {s aware of all tbose things, then, I am really “'giiga;
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asking what I am independent]y of all the things I can say about
myself. Considering myself as a Whole’whfch transcends the sum of

my contingent qua]itlgs and their relations, I am aware of myself
as Pure subjectivity, as the bare relation of myself* to myself which
I experience as é nuTlity to be filled in. My subjectfvitz'is that

which' seeks a meaning, an inter retation, not given in the totalit

i,

of qualities by which I am constituted. fhe Person of pyre subjectivity

is the relation of the whole to itself, expressed in the need for a,

meaning. The.need i meaning, for interpretation, is met and

it to take a sténd on itself and its Pife---to relate itself to ftse]f-—-
by creating an interpretation for iése]f. The whole person; s0 to

speak, is the self-aware metastructure which CatATES ITSELF,
Consciousne%s 1S a system which is-FREE 1o interbret itself. The
inferpretation is e]abocatéd gnﬁ’exfstentfally bursuéd at the para-

gymbolic N-stratum of spirit.

ASummarz

-

1. A ﬁu]ti—]eve]]ed'hierarchic baradigm has been deveTtped,
positing a distfnctiy human Tevel at which novel properties emefge.
'-2. The Lompregensive iaws and principles of this paradfgm wére
systematized from the example of a machine, andfthése principles were‘
tentativer applied to a mOdu]ar_analysfs qf personality.
3. The following chapter wfll‘leend the analysis through a

reconstruction of Kierfegaard‘s phenomeno]ogica] anthropology.
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CHAPTER THREE
ONTOANTHROPOLOGY I7:
KIERKEGAARD'S PHENOMENOLOGY OF THE'SUBJECT =

The way has now been prepared for a comprehens1ve descr1pt1on of -

1eve1 N of the human hterarchy, the preceding two chapters form the
‘/

framework and justification for sUch an undertaking, The genera]

feature of the project will be a search for the d1$t1nct1y human

- propert1es of subjective Consc1ousness emergent from the prev1ous level
of natural’ mentality, coup]ed with a developmental account of their
origins. Th1s progect wh1ch is an essent1a1 task for ontoanthropo]ogy,r'
must conform to the requIrements already 1a1d down for an adequate /
theory . of persona11ty development . In prosecutlng this task, some ‘

.materlal a]ready deve]oped w111 be retraced in detail. -

It has already been emphat1cb11y stipulated that ontoanthropo]ogy ot

must remain resolutely ant1reduct1on1st This entails that only those
properties of subjective consc1ousness whlch do not appear at any pr1or :
lTevel are appropr1ate for d1scu551on ~They must be -genuine emergents

and they must be fundaments of sub3ect1v1ty Any reference to

onto]og1ca] Properties shared by other entities must be abJured and Rence
most of the categories of traditional psycho]ogy must be suspended.

Also entailed is the neceSSIty for establishing a language and a method
approprlate to N6 Th1s w111 have profound implications for oyr enter-
prise, because adherence to the requirement that coitéptual categories

and 1nvest1gat1ve methodology be irreducible to those aligned with N5

,}dlctates that notions such as ver]flcatlon 'description‘, 'theory!
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and 'know]edge'iwill undergo striking changes.

The refdrmu]etion of 'property', 'languagel’and ‘method" within
the ontoanthropo]og1ca1 framework is cond1t1oned to a certa1n extent
by the most basic fact of human existence, i.e., its encounter with
iteelf as an iesue or'prob]em to'be overcome. ,The hunan‘being'is che
unique be1ng for whom 1ts ‘OWn Be1ng is an 1ssue, it is the be1ng for™
whom its own Be1ng rebounds upon itself as prob]ematlc Being human is
- being concerned about being hfiman; it is the ontological state of
~ explicit interest in itse]f. - The .human being's concern over itself, ics
self-solicitude, is the primal impulse of every specifically human
..enterprlse and act1v1ty, 1nc1ud1ng the refusa] to pursue the issye that
being human is for itself. . ‘ | o \

The manner of approach1ng its own being is ]1m1ted and d1st1nct
from the multitude of technical approaches with wh1ch the human belng
has furnished itself for the purpose of ObJeCtlve 1nvestIgat1on, the
distinct approach ar1ses when the "obJect“ of 1nvest1gat10n ls‘the»human
being's essence or nature. When the human be#ng's concern oven itself
is restr}cted to its onta and nothlng derivative of its onta, its
self concern is then an onto]oglcal concern. To appropriafe human
nature as problemat1c, to estab]lsh one‘s own being as a 1ssue, is
already to have charted the d1rect1on and context for the reso]ut1on of .
that concern

The be1ng for whom its own being 1s a problem is ab]e to

d1fferent1ate and pursue a number of methodo]ogles through which it -

attempts to acquyre a lucid comprghension of Ttself as a being imbued
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with many propertieS' emot1ons va]ues a phys1ology, a Ianguage and

1Y

tso forth. But the methodo]ogy ref1ect1ng ‘each of these propert1es is

derivativerghd to a certain extent artificial. The ontological
r

aspiration to face itself and quest1on itself, and to act on‘that

comprehens1on in the tota]1ty of its being prior to the objective

differentiation of,human "propert1es" for the purposes of "sc1ent1f1g"v

‘e

1hvest1gat1on can :be adequate]y sat1sf1ed only, through a

\

“phenomenological ohtology of the subJect g___subJect Phenomeno]oglcal

descr1pt10n is the only ava1]ab]e methodology and 1anguage for an

' ontoanthropo1og1ca1 Psychology at the level of sub3ect1v1ty The

properties 1solated at level N6 are access1b1e Jonly through :

phenomeno]ogy, a fact which exposes the 1nherent contrad1ct10n in most

'trad1t1ona1 "501ent1f1c" psychology: 1t seeks understanding of human
‘-'nature or subaect1v1ty but it ¢ constralned to abo]tsh the very thing

it seeks to undeFstand because it owes alleg1ance to a methodology of

ob3ect1v1ty wh1ch has no access to the subJect The subject can be
known only subjectively, not as an object..

. Phenomenology is. descriptive. ‘It deséribes'the structures of -
experience as they are directly and immediately present to awareness.
A phenomeno]ogy of subJect1v1ty wou]d therefore amount to the subJect s
exper1ence of {tself Fo]]ow1ng Glambattlsta Vico, the elghteenth century
thinker, we can say that a "new sc1ence" of human nature f1nds its

Lo

principles "w1th1n the mod1f1cat1ons of our own human mind". (ylco 1970,

i

P. 53). The data for ontoanthropo]ogy are found in subjectivﬁty itself.

If it is Tndeed,the“case that the ontological constitution of human
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being is or ought to be revea]ed through/descr1pt1on ‘and not through
a prescr1pt1ve model’ der1ved from pr1or dogmas or prev1ous onto]og1ca1
presuppositions, then 0ntoanthropo1og{/must conf1ne its descr1pt1ons
on]y to those rea11t1es of which it has direct expér1énce The

methodology is therefore "radicaﬂ]y 7 pirical," to use\Wil]iam James:

‘tenn.‘ The oroperties of subjectivyity suseeptib]e:to description, fhen,
. . . 7,
are only those properties which can be experienced. "Everything else

s inference. ' - " S v

The pos1t1on which states, 1n effect,that comprehenslon of human
nature has it start1ng po1nt in descr1pt1on derived from the direct '
observat1on of consc1ousness, by an observer whose personal 1nterests \
and- be]lefs have been suspended in the interests of know1edge and
truth, is a-position laden w1th d1ff1cu1t1es It is striking, for
example, that for any ontology of the subJect there is another stand1ng
opposed to it on some fundamenta1 p01nt But each ontology is B /
professedly a descr1pt1ve one, and two degcriptions of thé same
Phenomenon ought to'agree, provided that the descriptions are directed
to the referent's essencé or-uniqueness. Somehow, the.alleged .

veridicality of an ontologlcal descr1pt10n must be reconc11ed with the \

' var1at1ons which emerge when two or more of. them are put tOgether

It is necessary to understand what an ontoanthropological

description is; moreover, it is neéessary to see that what for so lohg

~ was thought to be a’description in the classical sense is an impossibility

- for ontoanthropology. Straw§on's distinction between“descriptive and

revisionary metaphysics {Strawson, 1963) is important and useful, but
g - :
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it is also m1s1ead1ng, for 1t applies tq every’methodologlcal approach

except ontoanthropo]ogy He has applled the d1st1nct1on to onto]ogy,
“the only. sc1ence for which such a distinction 15 a m1sunderstand1ng
" Ontology, spec1f1ca11y ontology of the subJect, is not e1ther descr1pt1ve
or rev151onary it is both. 0nto]og1ca1 descr1ptlon IS rev1s1on\
(re v151on, seeing again); a noue] or rad1ca1 descr1pt1on of human be1ng
is a mod1f1cat1on of Be]ngﬂ‘ To experience, ontoanthropo]og1ca1 structures
1n a complete]y new fash1on and to descr1be that exper1ence is an altérat1on
or dlsplacement of prev1ous structures, the descr1pt1on is concurrent
-with an ontological reconstruct1on or: reV1s1on 0nto1og1ca} descr1pt1on ~"’
at level N6 is a report on the perspect1ve from whwch one has exper1ented
the structure of subJect1v1ty, it -is an out11ne of a persona] |
consc1gusness of human nature (Descr1ptlon on th1s account, is g
ver1f1ab1e because my experience can be anyone else S experlence My
exper]ence can ‘be ver1f1ed by the Other, it can. be made true, as the
conJunct1on of verum and facto 1mp11es) That an onto]ogy of the subJect
is a descr1pt10n and a rev1sion at the same time is to be expected from )
a property of 3ub3ect1v1ty a]ready ment1oned, i.e., that it 1terprets -
Jtself. RN S -f B t

In addition to subscr1b1ng to Vico's suggest1on that dntoanthro-
pologlcal descriptlon is an operation of subJectlvity on itself, thIS '
chapter w111 also make use of h1s pr1nc1p1e that human nature must be

descrlbed developmenta]]y and h1stor1ca11y It has prev1ous1y been.

asserted that the structure of human belng is determlned by its development,

: meanlng that ‘the composition of emergent levels 1s a function of

evolutloﬂary sequences ~ At the N6 level, Vico suggests gOIng even

N .
- q E
»

-
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farther: the structure of subJect1ve consc1ousness cannot be understood
except by reference to 1ts tempora] or1g1ns the essence of sub3ect1vity
1s\prec1se1y 1ts\beg1nn1ng, 1ts eveﬂut1onary emergence out of level

o

N Thus, 1f "dottr1nes must take the1r beg1nn1ng from that of the matters

5
of which they treat" (V1co p 49) then ontoanthropo1ogy must seek .
sub3ect1v1ty s nature 1n its nascence, 1ts being in its b1rth(natus)
The search for thlS nature must be both ontogenettc and phy]ogenet1c, )

SO that the exper1ence of the 1nd1v1dua1 can be comprehended as the
-

-experience of the race The procedure wi]l accord1ng]y be go e]aborate
descriptlon of sub3ect1v1ty s structure and then to trace its or1g]ns
in: 1nd1v1duals and in the spec1es a procedure occupy1ng the, next -two ,7'

chapters

o ,‘.iw KIERKEGAARD S ANTHROPOLOGY

.

Structura] Analys1s

o
S¢ren Kterkegaard s onto]ogy of the subJect is be1ng used here

as a po1nt of departure for descr1ptlon for severa] reasons. F1rst
he is one of the few psycho ph1losophers to have exp}1c1tly and
/systemat1ca11y exp]ored the essentlal structures and or1g1ns of
‘subJect1v1ty Second he does so in a 1anguage and w1th a method not
subJect to reduct1onlsm Th1rd he is 1nterested 1n app1y1ng his

” onto]ogy to patho]ogy and therdpeutlcs ANl three reasons’uould Justlfy

. the use of Sartre as well, for examp]e so a flnal reason may be adduced

: wh1ch.makes ‘Kierkegaard a vfab]e ch01ce It 1s the*two fold cons1derat1on
that all ex1stent1&1 phenomeno]ogy of the subJect or1gtnates in }
Klerkegaard s thought and that of all the maJor thlnker who potentially
.contrlbute to- the deve]opment of ontoanthropology KlerkeZJard istthe.most”:f |

E
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1mportant and the least understood In 1tse1f a reconstruct1on of‘h1s

3

'theory of human nature is a maJor contr1but10n to modern scholarsh1p and

paradigm rev151on .

“Exploring, C1ar1fy1ng, and expTa1n1ng the structures and d1mens1ons
\)

- of K1erkegaard S apthropology is of supreme 1mportance man is, as h1s

-

) h1story abundantly demonstrates,a deeply troub]ed creature. His nature

is a f1ssure w1th1n Be1ng He is the fracture or c]eavage in Be1ng
. d

o whose consc1ous cond1t1on is, as Dostoevsky puts it, one of thorough-

go1ng 111ness K1erkegaard knew this profound]y\ and the Archimedean
po1nt around wh1ch a]] his th1nk1ng révolves is his descr1pt1on of man |
}; as a 51ck creature standing in need of a radica] cure. As yet no
'attempt has successfully been made to lay bare the onto]og1ca1 structures
of subaect1v1ty as K1erkegaard understood ‘them. He himself d1dn t do it
_elther, as he was more preoccupied w1th curlng than with, d1agnost1cs
‘ Numerous attempts have been made to unpack such dense concepts as

-~ 4

the most centra1 and most dlfficult question ralsed by Klerkegaard

i'subjectivity‘ and 'dread’ but few.have sucCeeded because they evade
"Nhat does it mean to be a human belng?" Only when the anthropo]ogy
in Klerkegaard s—work is clarified will ‘the categories. of dread and
,despalr, for examp]e make sense because these moments in ex1stence

| rest on and are formu]ated 1n terms of the anthropo]ogy, until the

‘ phrase ‘what it means to be a human be1ng makes sense nothlng is
__explained The analysis of the structure of subJectiv1ty 1s the ground
’floor of K1erkegaard S thought thus it is at this po1nt .that

§

reconstructlon must beg1n.-
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There is, throughout the ent1re pub11shed authorsh1p, only one .
systematic attempt by Kierkegaard to address himself: directly to the

quest1on of the nature of human be1ng His onto]ogy of man in the

S1ckness Unto Death (SUD) ‘and in the corresp01nd1ng _gplgg_ entr1es, is -
S a descrlptlon of the. mo __rphg of every subJect ~As an ontology it is
pa1nfu1Y} cryptic- and 1ncomp1ete but it xs the basis for any
reconstruct1on because it is the only work 1n wh1ch a consc1ous‘attempt '
is made to estab11sh an ontoanthropo]ogy |

The S1ckness Unto Death makes a central dlstlnctlon between "man"

and "self" wh1ch prov1des Klerkegaard w1th the means for mak1ng the X
_critical»structura] separation of "aesthet1c" ex1stence from "eth1ca1".

~ existence. What he calls the aesthet1c self sha]l here be ca]]ed

| Subjectivity (N ), and what he ca]ls Se]fhood(or, 1nter:hangeab1y,
Spirit) shall.be called the same(N ) The textual basis for the
subJect self distinction is readlly apparent "Man 1s a synthesis. ..
a synthes1s is a re]atjon between two things. SdhconSidered man is
‘stilltnot a‘se1f- (Sup, p1146) This propos1tion c]early states that

© man (the Subject) is somethlng dlstlnct from Se]fhood and it prov1des

5

the po1nt of departure for an ontoanthropo]ogy whose flrst task 1s to
‘clar1fy the notion that subJectivity 1s a compos1te relatlon ' }
Nhat is: be‘hg ca]]ed subJectiv1ty 1s in Kierkeg%ard s 1anguage, ,
a synthes1s of the "factors" or moments constltutlng the natural belng,.
of the anthropo ‘In the re]at1on between two factors in subJective ,
ex1stence the re]atfon is itself a thlrd term. act1ng as a “negative

| unity" and the two factors “relate themseres to the" relation ‘and fn )
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the relation to the reiation"(SUD p.146). But ‘when the factors form
a reiation related to the: reiation dtself, then the reiation isa
"p051t1ve" third term and Selfhood has established tself. This is
Kierkegaard s way of stating/a bare anthropology, and it clearly needs i
thorough<31uc1dation L e o f‘ |

Ontoanthropoiogy is 1nterested for the present in the structure
of human existence before it posits itseif as a "positive unity" i ';
| Seifhood The comp]ete anaiysis of. aestheticism 1s found in the concept»'
of a "negative Unity“' Here, ‘negative unity s subJéctiv1ty ,iand
aesthetic are being roughiy equated ( Aesthetic normaTTy means .
'__ pertaining to beauty or the arts but Kierkegaard retains the originai
meaning of aisthesis grounded in sense experience The archetypai

.aesthetic is Don~Juan, who makes no reflective ch01ces ) with this

.tentative equation the’ subject is simply described as comp/site and

dguiistic, 1t is a relation of opposing categories It is necessary

to recognize that the subJect is a relation ofifactors They are

| phenomenoiogicaliy disciosed as opp051tes -and existentiaily known as

contradictions but objectiveTy and conceptuaiiy their. union is absund
Nhat is a factor? Kierkegaard does not say, so the anaTysms must -

be prov1ded for him. It is 1ndicated that a factor s at Teast a

;presuppOSItion for SeTfhood 51nce subJectivity is a relation of factorsh

'and the Self is this reiation s reiation to itseif Thus 1t is-certain |

as weTT that the factors function as constitutlve structures of

subjectivity.. Subjectiv1ty is not Selfhood for it is onTy when the

-
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relation chooses 1tse]f that Selfhood emegges "...the se]f is not

l
the relation, but that the re]atlon relates itself to 1tse1f" (SUD p.

146). The relation is present in the subject/, indeed is the subject,
and the relation is the boundary® or context in which the Self will later
b; chosen. The factors must therefore be construed as the primitive
conditions of subjectivity 1n general. They can be understood as the
existential a Erlgr_.categor1es of sub}ect1ve consc1ousness, pos1ted

as the f1e1d and ground of human existence, plunged into the wor]d with

the.1mperat1ve that a Self be created out of them.

A disjunctive list of factors would oppose at least finitude and

infinity, and tempora11ty and eternity. Also included 1n the sale list

are the factors of possibility and nece551ty (vide: | SUD, pp.162-175).

In addition to these three sets on1y one other is-clearly warranted.” It

A

-can safely be said, that the subject is also a r%lation of mind and

body (det sjelige og det Tegemlige) and that¥this relation is primitive

and covalent with the others. This is beyond a doubt the case when in

_the Pag1 we find the assertion that the m1nd -body synthes1s provides

the crucial po1nt of d1st1nct1on between dread (a angest) and despa1r

' (fortv1v1else) (Pap1rer, VIII B 168:6). In the Concept. of Dread (CD)‘

itself, Kierkegaard- tw1ce asserts that "man is a synthe}1s of mind and

body" (CD,pp. 39,79). And in the opening passage of the Sickness Unto

Death there,appears the fo]]pwing»remark: the relation which is "not

- yet a self" is a "third term as a negattve unity" and "such a relation

is that between sou] and body, when man is regarded as soul"(sSup, p. 146).

Th1s is the only passage in which Klerkegaard discusses man before
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he has a self, and the only factors tientioned in the passage are those
of mentality and corporea11ty A]] the other factors are d1SCUSSEd
extens1ve1y, but as elements of Se1fhood the factors of mind and body

are never mentioned in the context of human existence before- being-a-

T
~

self,

Pursu1ng this fact further, it begins to appear that some important
distinction 1s to be drawn between factors as they function 1n Selfhood
(K1erkegaard s "solution" to aestheticism) and as they funct1on in_
avérecurs1ve°subjectivity (aestheticism) The most p]aus1b1e suggestion o~
seems to be that mind and bod) are ‘the first factors to come into ex1stence
in human lTife and that these factors de11neate a context for discussing
subjectivity. Any investigation of subjectivity, if this suggestion is
correct, is bound to use‘the mind-bodygre1atthn as a beginning
| Kierkegaard himself legitimizes the claim that the mind- body\re]at1on
is.the initial object of analysis,if not the sole structura] basis, for
“subjectivity. _w1thout this relation, the others can never emerge:

"Man was said to be a synthesis of mind and body, but he is also a
synthesis of the temporal and the eternal. Concernlng the ]atter

synthesis it is quite obv1ous that 1t is formed dlfferently than the f1rst"
(Begrebe t Angest, my trans]at1on, p.122). Already the m1nd -body relation .
is "first" and it is "formed different[y". Within the context of The
Concept of Dread it is admissible that Kierkegaard consi&ers the

mind-body split as developmentally prioh to the other relations, that
Ts, it is ontogenetically the nitial set of subjective factors. Indeed,
he admits that subjective existence can persist under the categories of

mind and body alone; he calls such a Tife a psycho-sensuous one. Byt
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more impnrtant, the mind-body re]ationhis different than the others.
The primary difference, according to Kierkegaard, between the mind-body
re]ation and‘all the others lies in the fact that‘the mind-body relation
is a relation in itself, while the others are relations for themse1ves
(Journals,I, p.347). !
On the basis of what has been concluded so far it could be said that
-Preston Cole, in his study of_se]fhood in Freud and Kierkegaard, is qnite
right in exc]uding‘the mind-body relation from any discussion of the
Kierkegaardian self (Cole, 1971). The self, as it has been argued, is
a xnthes1 of possibility and necess1ty, tempo<e11ty and eternity, and
finitude and infinity, but the subject pref1gur1ng Selfhood is a omgos1te
of mind and body, and 51nce the present investigation is concerned to
describe man before he is a self it must be carried out solely within the
context of the mind-body relation. |
To isolate the most general disturbance generated byfthe collision
of mind and body is to bring to light the-;ubject's existentia] condition
and to lay the groundwork for a phenomenology of the subject. This project
has reached the point of descr1b1ng subjective ex1stence as a compos1te of
opposed factors, in describing the properties of the factors 1t has
‘become apparent that mentality and corporeality are onto]ogical]y primary
and directly reievant to any understanding and to analysis of subjective

existence. The results of the entire investigation to this point are
summarized by Kierkegaard h1mse1f when he says that "Every man is a
mind-body synthesis planned as something which will become spirit"

(Sygdommen til Dgden, my transTation, pP. 42). It remains to be seen how

‘the factors re]ete to each other.
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The factors of mind and body have been defined formally as eTements
in a "negative un1ty" by saying that they contradict each other; they
are abstractly and conceptually related by being logically opposed and
at odds. The inadequacy of such.a relation cons1sts in nothing more than
the fact of the uncomp]ementarlty, the opposzt1ona11ty, of these factors
in subJect1v1ty. For Klerkegaard the mind-body re]at1on is a conflict .
between contradictions and as such it is unhealthy, 1nadequate and n&t
grat1fy1ng It is not until the factors are pos1ted as the conditions
of Selfhood that they have a chance of belng positively un1f1ed, at which
time their oppos1t1ona11ty is preserved but their conflict is annulled.
'So far, K1erkegaard s ‘anthropology is nothing more than a formal model
of the subJect Consc1ousness comp]etes this model. K1erkegaard S
descr1pt10n of human consciousness allows him to describe the mind-body
relation as a sythe51s ylgglg_consc1ousness and this is what he does.
Consc1ousness‘ K1erkegaard will say, is the synthesis of mind and body.
| Mentality and corporeality, as well as the other factors which
later emerge as elements- of Slefhood, havelbeen dépicted as the pre-
suppositions or conditions into which human existence is thrown. They
are the imparted a priori's for subJect1v1ty, but they do not concrete]y/
" exist as such until they are disclosed or revealed by consciousness, /go
in a sense subjectivity br1ngs 1ntse1f to nght Human consc1ousness
unveils the conditions of existence and in so doing it makes them concrete
- and it "creates" itself. Kierkegaard acknowledges that suph a view
.of consciousness iS'mysterious and paradoxical, but,heAjpﬁgsheless;

maintains it.
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The conditions of human existence emerge in consc1ousness and they
- become concretely actualized by being disclosed there The1r concrete
actua11zatlon is their synthesis; consc1ousness revea]s and relatés them
by being interested in them. Mind and body are therefgre to be construed
not as 1nd1fferent objective states-of- affairs, but rather as constltuent
references for human consciousness.

* That the factors are disclosed in existence by consciousness is a
notion suggested but not exp11c1ty worked out in one of Kierkegaard's
early works Johannés Climacus, or, De Omnlbus Dubi tandum Est (Jc).
Johannes C11macus is pr1nc1pa11y an 1nqu1ry concern1ng the meaning of | 3
philosophy, concluding with an inquiry into the nature of human
consc1ousness, into M1nd or consclousness as it is in itself, viz,
as the instrument which explains all individual minds without jtseif being
an 1nd1v1dua1 mind" (JC p. 147).

Consciousness is the vehicle and 111um1nator of ‘the. fragmentat1on
wh1ch subjectivity is; it is the contradiction of menta11ty and corporea11ty
conscious of itself, ex1st1ng in the awareness of d1v1s1on and oppos1t10n
It is not simple awareness, Since all life 1s awareness ~but awareness of
itself as the sp11t between oppositional factors. More than this, human
consciousness is the abyss suspended between and surrounded by its
opppsed, conditioning factors, and it is actual only as the interest of
this abyss in itself. The pure undifferentiated awareness of the external
world shared by organic consciousness (N ) is lndeed a cond1t10n for human
ex1stence for it is within tﬁms organic mode of receptivity and open ness

that the break in human consc1ousness ‘occurs. Such a primal awareness,
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however, does not explain human conSC1ousness, it is on]y a starting e
po1nt 0rgan1c consciousness, or the simple awareness _shared by a]]
\11v1ng entities, is described by Kierkegaard as "1mmed1acy“, and this
world of immediacy is hermetically enclosed in feeling. Whenever feeling
'breaks out of immediacy in thought or reflection it is no ]onger
feeling and consciousness is no 1onger immediate consc1ousness’ Immediacy:
is pure silence. | .

Speech is the break with organic 1ife. Hunen‘consciousness
abruptly leaps out of 1mmed1acy in Tanguage and 1ts contradictions

develop within speech:

Cannot consc1ousness then remain 1in fmmed1acy?

Th1s is a foolish quest1on, for if it could no
consc1ousness would exist. If this immediacy be
identical w1th that of an animal, then the problem
of 1mmed1acy is done away with. But then-what would
be the result of this?  Man would be an animal,
“or in other words he would be dumb. That which
annu]s immediaey is therefore speech. If man‘coqu
not speak then he would remain in immediacy...
immediacy is reaTity and speech is ideality. For
when I speak I ‘introduce opposition. (JC, p.148)

Immediacy is absolute 1ndef1n1teness having no dlStlnCt10ns or
re]at1ons within it, even to the extent that it never distinguishes
truth or fa151ty in what is present to it. It is pure, contlnuous
| response, w1thout any opp051tion of subject and obJect and its
continuity and unity 1s disrupted when it speaks. But speaking does
not’ formulate and lay down the oppos1t1ons which consc1ousness then

‘ appropr1ates as the substrate or matter of its actuality; human
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consciousness is not a response to speech rbther, it is speaklng This
1mp11es the important point that consc1ousness is not Just "1dea11ty"

~opposed to "reality"; consciousness is the 1oeos oK these two ‘ 7
contrad1ctory spheres engendered in speech. Human\cbhsc1ousness is not -

“to be 1dentified with reality. "Rea]Ity" and "1dea]1ty" and the e]ements
of consciousness made explicit in: speech consc1ousness is. thelr

contradwct1on brought to life:

For consc1ousness imp]ies collision, and then
contradiction jJnevitably appears. Reality is not
consciousness, ‘any more than ideality is. And yet
consciousness is not present without both, and this -
opposition or contradiction between 1dea11ty and
rea11ty is the or1g1n and essence of consciousness.
This is the first pain of Becomlng (Jc, pp. 149 150)

- Consciousness, which has been labelled as the cond1tlons of Tife
made exp11c1t does not however, create those cond1t1ons It is on1y
the montrad1ct10n Tiving 1tse1f out in reflexive conce n. The division
in terms.of which consciousness is concrete1y actua] preceded 0
- consciousness or1glnat1ng in speech or "med1acy" \ :

what\1s.med1aqy? It is "word". The "word" is the break with organic
fife, w%th}immediaoy, and consciousness is the care 1nhab1t1ng this
break. The word magically and v1olent1y fragments 1mmed1acy. The ‘word
is Reflection. Through Ref]ect1on the wor]d stands over and aga1nst the
subject, whose life is divided into halves and the empt1ness between theT

halves 1s consc1ousness "Reflexion is the Qoss1bfl1tx of relationship," -

but "consc1ousness is the relat1onsh1p The basic form.(or essence) of

consciousness is consciousness or. opposition" and "the classifications

/
!
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. madefby Reflexion are always dichotomatic: e.g,,ideality and nea]ity,
.soul and body...and so on." (JC, p. 150) |
Ref]ect1on that 1s, language, pos1ts duality and oppos1t1on—-;
so speech ‘is the p0551b111ty of consc1ousness---and consc1ousness is
‘the actua] contact of the factors in the dua11ty when they collide. =

Consc1ousness i's Interest or Care "This can a]so be :stated thus:

Ref]exzon Is disinterested. Consc1ousnesspon the contrary is relation-

-

ship, and ft hrings with ft interest or concern; a duality which is
¢%perfect1y expressed with pregnant doub]e meaning by the word "1nterest"
(Latln interesse meanlng (i) to be between (ii) to be a matter of
concern)" (JC p 152) | |
The severance of ‘the speaker and what is spoken about is the
f1rst oppos1t1on 1ntroduced by 1anguage before he speaks man is an
*}mmed1ate -unity of organlc ‘receptivity and his environing milie at Tevel
-'N5 The separat1on of subJect (the speaker, ideality) and obJect
(what is spoken about rea11ty) 1s a pr1mary d1SJuct10n K1erkegaard
| calls 1t the "or1g1n and essence of conSC1ousness“/or the "f1rst pain
of Becom1hg" The second d1SJunct1on wh1ch a]so presupposes speech, is
'a d1smemberment w1th1n the speaker who, in speak1ng, d1sc1oses a d1chotomy
. of mind and body w1th1n h1mse1f th1s d1chotomy is what makes him a
ubgectlve consc1ousness a term deflned here merely as ref]ectlvely
aware contradictions Consc1ousness is the synthes1s of these two
d1chotomat1c categories in Tnterest the subJect1ve relation of m1nd and
.'body is consc1ousness |
K1erkegaard~1eaves'himself open to‘the interpretation that speech
produces a'mfnd and a body, that itvis somehow an agent.of creation for
. a psychological and physicd]usyStem;}which is-absurd. Here the status

of the factors must' be remembered. Kierkegaard is surely not‘thinking'

ot : - - ! Lo ST : : N C !
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of the body wh1ch objectively EXIStS as a bare fact before it is d1sclosed
by language-as a conditidn of human ex1stence and subJect1v1ty, he is

not referring to a physical system. of ]eucocytes bone marrow, and ed:on\
~ Nor is he thinking of mind as a sensate system of perceptions and 1n-
formation storage. Body and mind, conce1ved in this way, would equate
with Strata N4 and N5 on the emergent hierarchy. Their: status, then, i§

_ qu1te different when they are.defined as ontological rea]1t1es than when o
they are defined as categories in the symbollsm of subjectivity. They
are, in the context K1erkegaard estab11shes, categor1es of subJective
existence, revea]ed only within and for consciousness. 'Mind" and

'"body! are designations for realities descr1bed by ontoanthropology and
they can therefore be described only as they are d1rect1y present to

~ consciousness, g1ven in the form of contradlctory demands The

1dent1ty of subJect1v1ty is contrad1ct1on, the existential g_griori's‘

of menta11ty and corporeality, given as ‘the conditions of subjectivity;
are juxtaposed in conSciousness'by concern or interest. On this baeis,
7K1erkegaard s assertion that man 1s a "synthesis of mind and body
susta1ned by spirit (der baeres af Aand)" (CD, p. 79) is comprehensib]e,v

when ' spirit' is understood as consciousness'];

1. “Const1ousness is spirit.. "(Jc,p 151). The equation of consciousness
and spirit is a crucial point,: Without such an equation the whole
ontology of the subject collapses. The only commentator to have
seen this necessary equat1on to my knowledge, is the editor of the
Danish edition of Sygdo ntil Dfden. Cf.-the Gyldendals Uglebdger
edition, p. 124: "Sjel, D.V.5. bev1dsthed" In understanding
the reason for this obscure equation one understands the unstated
ontoanthropOIOgy in Kierkegaard.
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- It has: been argued: that subJect1v1ty is a relat1on, thatnt
"relatton is a re]at1on of mind and body, and that the relatton i
‘consc1ousness ‘A f1na] 1mportant e]ement wh1ch cou1d be referred to

" as a concrete determ1nat1on of the re]at1on demands attentlon
K1erkegaard cal]s 1t the "negatlve aspect of. the sub3ect1ve synthe51s,,»
and he prov1des a c]ue to the meantng of th1s concept With specific
'reference to mind and body he says that when the re]at1on "1s the th1rd
term as a negat1ve un1ty such a relation is that between soul and body , o
' hen man is regarded as soul" (SUD p. 146) It can now be asserted
that subJect1v1ty 1s the negative un1ty of m1nd and body in consc1ousness,t
;that is, sub3ect1v1ty 1s the 1nterest in the contrad1ct1on of mind and
‘body Such is the SubJect S def1n1t1on wher- he 1is regarded as soul, or,

. as Kterkegaard says e]sewhere when he ls "psych1ca11y" deflned |
:Kterkegaard doesn t say the subJect is a negat1we un1ty when he regards ”
himself as soul but when he is regarded as sou] Th1s means: regarded

'as consc1ousness"; a move perm1tted by the footnote on the prev1ous page.

In add1t1on the Concept of Dread prov1des grounds for th1s read1ng In-

. that work he def1ned man as: "a synthes1s of the soulish apd the bodily.
But a synthe51s is unth1nkab1e if the two are not united im a th1rd
' factor. The third factor 1s sp1r1t" (¢, p. 39) Sp1r1t as We have

71earned from Johannes C]1macus, is consc1ousness (JC p. 151) Se the

triad is mind-consciousness- body ThIS 1s what K1erkegaard means when
~ he says that man is a negatlve unlty of - m1nd and body "regarded as sou]"

Why is the subject a negat1ve unity’
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? Human'fife‘at N6 is pr1mord1a11y eharacterlzed as never- be1ng -at- . .

| .one with 1tse1f, it is a]ways 1nterested in 1tse]f care full of itself,

’ so]1dhtous toward itself. [Its be1ng is always an issue for 1t, 1t R E |
‘never settled The life of. Everyman is a perpetual str1v1ng,

'K1erkegaard says a]ways w1th1n essent1a1 dtsqu1et, 1n.cont1nua1 motioh,
breath1ng in an. atmosphere of tens1on '1nert homeostat1c f1xed

’.subJect1v1ty 1s un1mag1nab]e To attempt to conce1ve of human 11fe

~without 1ts restlessness and movement s to conceive of unconsc1ousness

‘ 'and death. Sub3ect1v1ty s perturbed cyc]e of Becom1ng 1s a ser1es of

. moments in whlch contrad1ctory needs ‘or demands are exerted
consciousness. Change is forma]ly understpod even from a pure]y f
mechanical p01nt of v1ew, as the movement w1th1n oppos1t1ona1 cond1t1ons,
'that is,<all k1nes1s is the offspr1ng of conflict. Strife, as o
AEmpedoc]es saw, is the root and spr1ng of a1] change movement and
process But ‘such a formal 1og1ca1 descr1pt1on is not vacUous 1ndeedg\
the Becom1ng of human exlstence is exper1ence prec1se]y 1n thls way It\\\\\
is str1fe pure and s1mp1e The . strawn and tens1on wh1ch s subgectfve ’ |
life 1s ‘conflict generated from the mutua] demands of opposed or |

i ;::contradlctory forces At the- aesthetlc, subgect1ve ]eve] thlS is what

‘subJect1ve ex1stence s: rest]ess change generated from the c]ash ahd

?;Q%conf11ct of oppos1te factors N | . . o

Human be1ng is exper1enced as the prob7em of reso1v1nb the | |

R contradlctory demands w1th1n it accounting for its d1squnet human o

subJect1v1ty recogn1zes 1ts fate as the necess1ty of d1scover1ng the

méans>for termlnat1ng the bat€]e between these demands w?thout actually

destroy1ng them. tBut.while it is- anxlously searchlng for a. dynamlc

s



‘.oppos1t1on becomes actu The onto]og1ca1 conp
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equ111br1um 1t 1s nonethe]ess the be1ng wh1ch is in conflict; 1t is,
.the unrest and movement generatéd by demands or forces "outs1de" it,"
wh1ch have assumed the status of contrast1ng poles ho]d1ng ex1stence
together ‘ |
| Opposing forceg'reven forces 1ikednegativevand positive elementary
fpart1c1es can engage in conf11ct and initiate act1v1ty through the1r

conflict only when thgia:ave a med1um or f1e1d 1£ wh1ch the]r potent1a1
1

nents of human be1ng

' s1m11ar]y become actual only when consc1ousness emerges as the field of ‘
; 'the1r conf11ct ConSC1ousness is the actua11zat10n of ontologlcal
dlsparlty, human subJect1v1ty 1s a re]atton between oppos1ng forces, :
-1t is. the f1e1d w1th1n wh1ch opposing- forces _ggagg_each other; the
mov1ng tens1on eventuating from thelr engagement is human consciousness.

' Al] human movement 1s essentially und1rected conf]ict human
d‘subject1v1tyﬂrs fundamenta]]y,a d1v1s1on, a dua11ty, a nature which.is‘st'
split. It is the rupture’in,Beingfin‘which‘conflict'thrives, motivated
) hy'the demands of oppoSitional forces..'The conflict‘is constant: ngﬁ?&“*\tﬁtl“"
demand is ever met to the exclusion of the other. The other is always R
- 1mp11c1tTy w1th1n 1ts opposite, threatenlng it, d1sturb1ng it, or

perverting it. Each is, as K1erkegaard says, d1a1ect1ca11y related to
the other. One forcé or demand can assert“Itse}f'existentfélingglx
oecause its opposite resists it,‘makfng its owngdemands,gandvthis-is
“always the case, even_when-tﬁ% Self is*posited as the "positive"

‘synthesis of opposite demands.
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; This much has been uncovered‘ human ex1stence is most primitively
delineated as d1squ1eted movement generated by the cTash of contradlctory
d ands, and 1ts dest1ny is somehow to reconc11e the contrad1ct1ons |
di 1d1ng it. This 1s the f1rst and’ most generaT form of human hs?e"
the| subject is the relat1ona1 f1e1d of<opp051te demands wh1ch form
clusters, so to say: they grav1tate towards a H1m1ted number of

discernible eTementary poles each of wh1ch TS‘L cond1t1on for subJect1vé

cons 1ousness an ontolog1ca1 presupposxtxon for human Tife. Onto- .

genet1ca11y the f1rst "c]uster ‘is the dlslocated mind- -body re]at1on‘ )

—

efore the subject chooses itself in Selfhoogflt is a relat1on

[ :

' whlch is "negatlve" It is a negative re]at1o/, or an 1ncomp1ete being

1n wh1'h contradictory demands tumuTtuousTy cohablt subJectlve Tife is

a frac ured ex1stence whose nature 1t is to be at odds w1th itself. The

i subJect is the combat waged by the factors const1tut1ng its being. Prior

| to the founding of Sé]fhood the reTatlon 1s one of oppos1t1on and‘ | |
conflict _gly_ of tumuTt and upheava] where mind and body str1ve aga1nst
each other without comp]ementar1ty The negat1ve :e]atlon has no axis
w1thin it, no spec1f1c gravity (so to speak) thrqbgh which the factors
get pos t1ve1y syntheSIZed There 1s, in the negatlve re]at1on no
commerce betWeen the factors other than an 1mp0551b1e batt]e between
hgnid1vergedt demands, never. tennlnable in v1ctory for one or the other,

xBecause the ann{hihﬁtlén of one is the obl1terat1on of both The. subject

is the Tocus of pure confllct he IS‘the stanﬁ the factors assume relative

to each ther, not a stand re]ative to and in. terms of them. The Yy

PR
-~

"qulddfty in “its purest form, of subJectlve 11fe/1s negat1v1ty in the

~
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mode of conflict arising out of the conditions of human. 1ife -The'conflict,

the 1ncomp1eteness or the negat1v1ty of subJect1v1ty, is expressed as \; o

d1sequ111br1um between/ the factors

The .formal properﬁ}es of subJect1v1ty have to a certa1n extent -
v;been spe]led out 1n terms of the nature of the factors by wh1ch
,subJective consc1ousness 1s const1tuted and in terms of the form of the
factor's relation to each other Attent1on must now turn. to a descr1pt1on
of subJect1v1ty’s ex1stent1a1 response to 1ts nature and to the 1mperat1ve :
given in that nature |

'Ex1stent1a1 Ana]ys1s ’

Structural ana]ys1s has descrlbed the propert1es of subJect1ve
. ex1stence in terms of its compos1t1on and the formal relat1on of its
comp051te factors to one another, but noth1ng concernlng an ex1stent1a1
response ‘to these propert1es and the1r nelat1on has been c]ar1f1ed I o
©is known only that a set of factors 1s thrown 1nto the world a]ong with
ean imperative to come to terms w1th 1tse1f What does thlS structude do
once it finds 1tse]f in the world? Klerkegaard s answer is that the
subJect can. undertake one of two gross existent1aJ prOJects it-can

elther pursue its "sa]vat1on" by "re]atlng 1tseTf to ftself" or it can
recof] from th1s poss1bi]1ty and attempt to fa!] back even further into

- the Ievel of pre- subJect1ve menta11ty The recogn1t1on of thls "elther- -}'
",or" in subject1v1ty fs made in dread (gnggs_) | -
Dread is the exper1ence in which the knowledge that subJectlvfty
"1s patho]og1cal and that it must curé 1tse1f arlses. It is an ambiguous
mode of consciouSness, which for Kierkegaard consfsts in the subject s

f awareness of his own sin the first movement in the disruption of innocente
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- 5nd‘immediacy. S}n, beihg for Kferkegaard the opposite of faith,
is equatable here With the sickness inherent in subjectivé existence, -
- and dread is the understanding, first, of original sin and,‘second,
~ of the fact that the conditions for its transcendence are given

in it. Dread isjzge "First reflex of freedom". It is also the
e awareness of the necessity to exerc1se the terribte freedom to

choose one's se]f if one is to cure one's natura] condition,

Kierkegaard describes the consc1ousness engendered by dread as

ambiguous; dread is phenomeno]og1ca]1y disclosed and experienced
2’, as amb1va]ence toward the either/or given to consc1ousn@ss when the
'>“'fact of const1tut1onal pathology is d1j;fvered the SubJeCt de51res

a "cure" for his natural condition; at _fthe same time he fears 1t

Adread is a sympathetlc antipathy and an ant1pathet1c sympathy (CD‘
- p. 38)' The possrb111ty of sa]vatlon given in dread is both
faseingt1ng and alarming, thus it 1nforms subJect{vity of its optfons:
a 1eap'of'%aith or ecoil and flight. - y
The phenomenon of dread exhibits: dual ésbects, one informing
the subject of his f;éticityhéndﬂpatholoby.' "Sin" is now‘definabie
as "nééﬁtivity"; that 1is, in terms of the negativity of the sdbjective
o ‘ielationf 'So dread is, initia]ly, the state of awareness in wh1ch
the subJect is 1nformed of the contradictory duality on wh1ch his
existence is based. The fact uncovered in. dread is the fact of the
d1v1s1ona11ty of human nature, already dep1cted t%e mind- body
disparity at the point of ergln. It should therefore be the case

that the conflict of mind and body is the first ontological cleavage
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experienced in dread, and for Kierkegaard this is exactly what
.happens. . i |

Before the‘emergence of dread the subject is "innecent" and

unaware of his fragmentation-‘he is not "determined as spirit,;but
_ psychically determined in immendiate unity with his natura]
condition" and his Self is "dreaming" (Begrebet A t Angest, p. 70). As
long as the subject has not differentiated the po]es of his existence
in reflectijve consciousness he is an immediate un1ty of m1nd‘and
“body, d1st1ngu1shed from life at N6 only insofar as he 1s/potent1a11y
a split, In innocence, "everything turns upon dread cg coming into view"
and w1th the inruption of dread d1SJunCt1V1ty is d1sclosed In h1s
‘disunity of mind and body, the subJect comes to a consc1ousness of
his sin through the category of the sexual. The sexual is the
initial disclosure of subjective contrad1ct1on' This is the first
chasm opened up by consc1ousness when refleetion fragments immediacy,
and the inseparability of sin (the fall from 1mmed1acy) and sexuality
is of the utmost 1mortance for showing man' s'original gtate, for

"if he was not 1ndeed a synthe51s reposing in a th1rd;jS§ng the

two consequences would not follow", to wit, the consequences af |

sin and sexuality. "If he Was not a synthesis of mind and body,
supported by spirit (s1c) the Sexual could never have come in with
‘s1nfu1ness" The Structure of subJect1ve ex1stence IS/ﬁos1ted as
contradiction first in the sexua]', as soon as subjectivity posits
itself as human it pos1ts the synthe51s of mind and body "but in

order to posit the synthesis it must first penetrate it. differentially,

and the extreme limit of sensua]1ty is precisely the sexual" «Begrebet
Angest, pp 78, 79 passim). " | ) o
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In dread, consciousness totters; the pro]ongqtion‘of dread
is sexuality. Sexua]ity; in proportion to dread, intensifies
as the subjeétive problem is revea]ed, to the point thaé n solution

for sexuality becomes a necessity. The aesthetic""so1ution" is to.

. try and return to immediacy and restore the original unity of body

and mind by becom1ng objective.

The Sexual signifies the "prodigious contradiction" on wn%ch
subjectivity is structured; this contradiction is the source of '
dread, and it is what makes man a subJect and not an object, for
subJect1v1ty is contrad1ct1on and opposition. "If man were a beast
or an angel he would not be able to be in dread. When he is a

synthes1s he can be in dread, and the deeper the dread the'greater

the man“ (BA\ p. 205). So by becom1ng less a man, less a contradiction

or subJect consc1ousness decreases dread: "The most . effectlve means.
for becoming free of the demands of spirit is to become sp1r1t1ess"
(BA, p. 160) and to become spiritless is to become Tess a subject and

more an object.

Objectivity is the Weltanschauung of human being
'consistently‘confers the status of objects upon everything in its
wor]d, including iggglf Objectivity is not, therefor s a property
‘of objects but a way of ex1st1ng for consciousness of which only a
subject is capab]e It is an attitude toward the world and toward
oneself, an EXistentia1rposture, in which subJect1v1ty subsumes all

phenomena or tries to, under the rubr1c of obJect They are trans-

formed into the modes of exteriority and publicity, making human

%

"
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life a catalogue of pPropositions and calculations. Objectiviéy ig
the.expfession of the subjective desire to return to original
immediacy.

The objective "subject", in detaching his thought from his
interiority and in handing it over to the community, is a Pub1fc
éntity, subject to the impersonal‘operations of measurement'and
calculation. The subject can do this, however only because the
community itself is given over to the ideal of objectivity, so that
objectivity is rea]]y the outgrowth of a massive conspiracy (in

this sense it is the sourck of original sin). One of Kierkegaard's

shorter works, The Presen Age), analyses this conspiracy. ‘The

most genera] conclusion of his brief phenomeno1ogy of cultura]
objectivity 1s that the tyranny of objectivism in all areas of human
ex1stence represents a w1thdrawa1 from subjective ex1stence into a
para]yt1c stratum of subs1stence where subJect1ve rea]1t1es are
f]attened out and levelled down, where conflict and contradictions
are neutralized.

Thé/;ubject, as ref]éctive"oﬁjectiVity, recedes back into a
detached, spectatorial posture, effacing his subjectivity only to
~emerge as an ambiguous carrier of quantities submerged among other
similar entities. He is ~pure externality, and as such announces
himself to the world as a THING which, hav1ng produced a system of
thoughts and actions, transports them into a public market place; he

inserts them into a world of public objects where. they function as

indices of his identity. Although they are accidents somehow aligned
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or cont1ngent1y attached to him, they mist at all costs be defended
in the forum established by objectivism, for they represent everything
'he is. f

The SubJeCt s turnover of itself to the negat1v1ty of abstract
obJect1v1ty eventuates in its becom1ng levelled out into a kind of
mathematical ::%ﬁty with all other given-over human be1ngs, but in
a way that no personal demands are placed upon 1t and no- d1st1nct1ons
are found w1th1n it. A negatwve and abstract,equa11ty ensues between
human ent1t1es when they retire from thefr being in this fashidn
Once 1nd1v1dua]1ty 1s erased,. the levelling process draws everything
1nto its orbit and down to a common denomlnator of quant1ty, and
all issues are referred to the empty denominator of number for
resolution. The process is vfciods: in a Tevelled wprlgAthe subject
does not really know he or she}is lTost, for the levelled world is
exactly the means for camouf]ag1ng Tost- -ness, 1nasmuch as it has
annihilated subjectivity.

The levelling process is a fall from plurality to one-ness,
that is to say, in the process of~1eve111ng existing subjects
dismantle their subJect1v1ty and interiority-until each person 3
nothingness conjoins with the nqthingess of everyone else at a
common vacuous point which provides support for each instance of
empt1ness: nothing remains except a cohesive impersonal wasteland -
of negative “subjectsf.

The 1eve111ng process is possible only because subjectivity
can disperse itself into a repos1tory of objectivity, where it

subsists as impersonal, objective, external1ty. Inwardness dilutes

A
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outwardly into a locus" of emptiness, whfch untruthfully confirms
that the emptiness is "real™ andv"full“ The procedure is s1mp]y
this: human nothingness conv1nces itself that it is someth1ng by
resorting to the very criteria for noth1ngess, noth1ngness is
: e%ternality and the medium ot confirmation for objective existence
- s also externality. | |

Kierkegaard calls the rep051tory of obJect1v1ty "The Public".
The Public has no dens1ty, so to speak, no point of self reférence.
giving the subject no centre through which he is defined by
himself and for himself, Instead the public subject is an abstract
ungrounded negativity outside himself. As such, the Public subject
~ makes nothing his own, appropriating nothing into interiority:
its thinking, its interests, and its language is sunken and flattened
in the Public Self," |

The Public dismembers the principle of contradiction, it 1s the
law of included middie, where A and not-A fade into each other From
the point of view of ontoanthropology, as far as it ‘has been worked
out, the abolition of the principle of contradiction makes perfect
sense. What, after all, is the subject? It is aontradiction'béar1ng
the requirements that it reconc1le its contradictions by taking a
stand on itself in venture and r1sk The nature of its contrad1ct1on
has a1ready been ‘spelled out, and from that standpoint ]eve111ng
yca" be understood as the retreat from extstent1a1 contrad1ct1on into
“objectivity, such that human ex1stence, whose very substance is,

opposition and disjunction, refuses to be itself by’tranSforming’itsé]f,
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into an objective thing’ in the medium of PubTicity. |
Things are non-contradictory; homogeneity is their essence,
In the mode of Public thtng -ness, human be1ng has erased 1ts essences
because it has honed down its contrad1ct1ons to the point, that nothing
is opposed within -it any 1onger A 1eve11ed Public entity is
an object, absorbing the wor]d and its experience into the moda11ty
of objectivity. Its be1ng‘1s objective; its truth is objective;‘ |
its happiness is objective. That is, the subject is EXTERNALIZED,
| Kierkegaard's pos1t1on has been reconstructed to the
following point. Human existence is const1tuted dua]15t1ca11y, it
;1s the’ movement generated by the conf11ct of contrad1ctory demands
(factors) which, by virtue of the 1mperat1ve that sub3ect1v1ty heal
1tse]f seek a positive synthet1c resolut1on - The discavery of
the d1v151ona11ty of human ex1stence and 1ts cancurrent need for
healing is made in dread by the consc1ousness responsfble'for
unveiling the factors in speech or symbolic. d1scourse The pr1mord1a1
| d1v1s1on revealed in dread is the split between mind and body, whose
’ ex1stent1a1 expression is. absorption in sexua11ty The. retract1on
from the p0551b111ty for positive synthes1s, uncovered 1n dread,
1s the project in: wh1ch subjective consc1ousness attempts to reduce
1tse1f to an object 1in the hope of restoring an or1g1na1 unity,
As a negatlve synthe51s the subJect longs for del1verance from
his contradlct1ons, the conflict generated . by the antipodes of his
nature can be eliminated on]y if his inherent duality 1s also -

| e11m1nated The flight from dread the recoil from the innate "s1n"
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of sub3ect1v1ty, is an attempt to get back to an original state
of 1nnocence to- a pr1ma1 un1ty, to 1mmed1acy The aesthet1c ideal
in terms of wh1ch all aesthet1c projects are undertaken 1s the
| ob11terat1on of subJect1ve consc1ousness and a restorat1on ‘of the
primitive consciousness out of wh1ch subJect1ve consc1ousness emerged
in ref]ect1on and d1scourse That is, aesthet1c1sm is the way in
wh1ch subJect1ve consc1ousness pursues the pure fee11ng or sensat1on
which pre ex1sted d1scourse and this is 1mmed1acy Aestheticism
is the way 1n wh1ch obJect1ve human sub3ect1v1t susta1ns itself;
it is how the subJect which seeks to be ‘an objeqt ex1stent1a11y
maintains’ itse]f wh11e necessar11y rema1n1ng a subJect
Consciousness and 1mmed1acy mutually cance] each other And
yet the return to 1mmed1acy remains as the fundamenta] goal of
aestheticism, with the resu]t that aesthet1c existence must be

character1zed as the pursult of an 1]1us1on To succeed aesthet1ca11y,

© s to fail comp]ete]y, to descend to the 1eve1 of 1mmed1acy sought at N5

by the aesthet1c ideal is to s1mu1taneous1y remove the very conditions
which des1re continuation in fulf11ment Th1s is the impossibility.
lnherent in K1erkegaard S aesthet1c1sm to become an object,
embody1ng pure und1fferent1ated sensation. and st111 remain consciously
human. The se]f-negat1ng project 1is nonetheless amb1t1ous1y
pursued; the subJect is dr1ven by the nature of his be1ng to do it.
Aesthet1c1sm pos1ts exter1or obJects as sources of grat1f1cat1on

: and p]easure The objects cannot be located w1th1n the aesthetic

subJect himself, for it is precisely externaiity<intO,Which the

subject flees in dread. - So something gther than itself must be
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procured which generates and stimulates sensat1on for the subject's
recept1v1ty. The Other is sought and pursued-as a reference to the
need proaected from dread, name]y, the need to heal the r1ft between
m1nd and body. The rift is expressed‘as sexual 1nterest. Consequent]y, |
the Other must bear those attributes appropriate to the nature of
the need. Such an object could be.nothing other than a éekua] object
which functions as a reference and source for_the‘gratification of
‘subjective desire. The sensation sought by the aesthete, in his
attempt to recover an inmediacy prior to the dislocation of
mentality and corporeality, must satisfy the needs of those
-conditions which initfallx\jnvoked the demand for salVation;‘dread

reveals 1nd and body as divided, and once conscious of himself as -

such a division, 11v1ng out its contrad1ctdon in sexual 1nterests
the aesthet1c subject is necessarlly constrained to pursue 1mmed1acy
in a sexual objbct. This is the fundamenta] aesthetlc project: to -
‘attempt to re ore immediacy in the med1um of sexua11ty Sexual

gbjects are d1rect1y present to subJect1ve consciousness as, a ,z’*\v

o
Cad

coalescence of mind and body. .
Whether subJect1v1ty‘1s acting on the Other or beino acted

on by the Other, its fundamental project is still the objectification

of erotic entities as sources of. sensation, and its‘mediumvof

interaction with themtis force and control (exhﬁbited.in endless and *

subtle waye). Both forms of aesthetic orientation still reduce

to dependence: "The aesthete...is dependent on objects which are



124

other than he is and which condition'him He discoVers that his
form of consc1ousne35 is real]y a dependent consc1ousness“ (Bernste1n,_
1971, p. 86). Erotic obgects are the condition for aestheticism
and the must be man1pu1ated and controlled in order that sensation
can be elicited from them. |

‘ Erotic objects are the condition for human control. They are,
however obJects of subJect1ve interest and therefore appear to
consc1ousness not s1mp1y as matter (or body) nor simply as menta]]ty,-'
but as m1nd-and-body'expressed in sexua]ity' Sexua] obJects,
existing in the world as. potent1a11ty for contro] funct1on‘as
resistance; aesthetic love is the attempt to subJugate this |
res1stance actlvely or passively, in such a way as to secure |
§§nsat1on from it. It is the need to isolate another erotic ent1ty

as an object for seduction, Seduct1on is the e paradigmatic prOJect

of aesthetic subjectiv1ty, it is the apparent instrument for restor1ng'

1mmed1acy to objectified subjective consc1ousness

The preced1ng lengthy reconstruction of Kierkegaard s
anthrpology is 1ntended to serve as the bas1s for deve]op1ng a
phenomenology of the subJect His authorship, as it has been
g 1nterpreted, is prodjgaous]y sugoestive and gravid: in one form or
another, all his major concepts contribute--~in modified form---to a
~ description of the emergent properties of subjectivity. On thisg
basis,. the elaboration of the ontoanthropoiogy can proceed with

indebtedness to Kierkegaard(?f;nsights. A

£



e

125
Sdmmarx | |

f 1. A reconstruct1on of K1erkegaard s phenomenology of the subJect

was proposed as representative for the ana]ys1s of -the d1st1nct1y
~human properties of leve] N6 on the emergent hierarchy,

“2.' Structura] analysis disclosed human nature as consc1ousness of

contradiction. The first contrad1ct1on is revealed in dread as

, ’the mind-body oppos1t1on and it arises through language in the

form of sexual 1nterest

3. Existential ana]ys1s disclosed that human consc1ousness general}y

attempts to resolve 1ts contrad1ct1ons by regress1ng to the non-

~.contradictory state (the 0bJ€Ct1V1ty of N5) out of which it emerged.

The environment js which this regressive proaect occurs is the

impersonal Public. o

4. The next chapter Will attempt to expand and corroborate Kierkegaard's

analysis with historical and empirical evidence. It wil] retrace

the deve]opment of human consc1ousness in the race and in the

individual. |

\ 1]
H
£ R
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CHAPTER FOUR
'ONTOANTHROPOLOGY I11:
THE DEVELOPMENT OF SUBJECTIVITY

K1erkegaard s reve]at1on of the significance of such categor1es

- as 1mmed1acy, dua]ity,_dread consc1ousness, and ob3ect1f1cat1on

/ .
form ‘the basis for an analysis of the level of subJect1v1ty His

f1ns1ghts, subJect to modtf1cat1on at the bar of h1stor1ca1 ev1dence
'and modern 1nterpretat1on, rema1n essentially 1ntact'as contr1butions

./ to the dev ment of a comprehen51ve and contemporary ontoanthropo]ogyL

’{ As Becker po1nts out "In the last few decades as new d1scovery

'of K1erkegaard has been tak1ng p]ace a d1scovery that is momentous |
because it 11nks h1m 1nto the who]e structure of know]edge in the

" humanities- 1n our tlme .He gave us some- of the best emp1r1ca1

ana]yses of the human cond1t1on ever fash1oned by man's mlnd"

(Becker, 1973 p. 67) The psychologist Mowrer is quite r1ght in
po1nt1ng out that Freud had to conceptua11ze psychoanalys1s be%p

-\
’K1erkegaard S gen1us cou]d be appreC1ated (Mowrer 1950), so tha
‘now, in a post Freud1an era, the origtnal K1erkegaard1an categori

can'be-rerrbished and deployed as foundational e]ements in a modery
3 P R o

o

metaphor of man. | |
The procedure now w111 be to synthesize an ontoanthropo]ogy from
K1erkegaard and a number of other re]vant sources, commenc1ng w1th .
an 3volut1onary account of the emergence of the subJective stratum
5 -(NG) in the species and the 1nd1v1dua1, adher1ng to Vtco s pr1nC1p1e

_that a- th1ng s nature is g1ven in its natus (comtng 1nto be1ng)
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The synthesis willibe quided by the principle that ontogeny_
recapitulates phylogeny; so the first section will search for the
' origins of SubJéCthlty in racial and 1nd1v1dual development Once

the emergent essence of subJectiv1ty is located in time, " the

o structure and development of subJectiVity as a dimenSional system

5 can be descrlbed

The Evolution of Subjectivity
Phylogeny | | L |
' Like nearly'all great ideas Kierkegaard s 1ntuition concerning
y'the origin of human nature is elegant in. 1ts 51mplic1ty human nature -
emerges when the unity of natural life (”1mmediacy") is reflectively-
split and becomes 1nterested 1n itself as a dualism Subjective ‘
consc10usness 1s, quite 51mply, the opp031tion of symbolic categories
within a field of awareness, 1t is the awareness of internal
separation distinction difference contradiction, or bipolarity

Unlike consc10usness of the natural mind at stratum NS’ which is

~ indeed able to make discriminations and distinctions subJectiv1ty

',;distinguishes "this" from "that" introflectively, (to Speak neologistically)

__beginning w1th the OppOSltlon of "I—ness" and "Otherness", subJect |

_'and obJect These are concepts or categories already buried in the '
symbolism of consciousness a knowing along-w1th which presupposes |

* human’ language Sonfar, this is a repetition of Hegel s analy51s f |

' - of 1ntentionality in the Phenomenology of Mind (Taylor, 1975) ‘but

.Kikerkegaard advances beyond Hegel by giv1ng the dual structure of _

fe)

consc10usness an existential content in the form of. sexuality
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The natus of subjectivity's natura is pinpointed by

R

K1erkegaard in the emergence of a sexualized being, when the upr1ght

.animal experienced shame (blufaerdigheden) over its naked body, when

it Tost its natural innocence and became reflectively divided of f and

~alienated from its corporeality in dread. The f1rst a]1enat1on for

.K1erkegaard recall, is the alienation of m1nd from body in the med1um

of sexuality; this was the original sin, the original loss of faith and
wholeness. The appearance of sin, which is to say §ickness,is the same
thing as the historical emergence of subjectivity, and for Kierkegaard

- this is " a suhject for the interest ot psychology" (CD, p.19). He
approaches the origins of subjectivity through the single most 1mportant
- narration in Biblical mytho]ogy, name]y, the myth of the Fall of Man from
the prelapsarian innocence of Eden. This myth ISancontestably one of

~ the most critical pieces of historical data for an‘ontoanthropo]ogical
}'accounting 0s subjectivity's emergence. With appropriate amendments

and concess1ons, it can be read as a psychological, rather than theological,

" narratlon of sub3ect1v1ty S phy]ogenes1s Now, it is 1nconce1vab1e that

.the GeneS1s myth of human origins has the same meaning or intention in ,
King James English as . it did in Mosaic Hebrew For one thing, there ise

not one narration, but two. But a motif is ev1dent in each which, in

general outline, d1scloses some deep and foundational facts. First, the
original human, the Primal Man, was not sexually d1fferent1ated "Maﬁe and
'female/he created them and called their name Adam in the day when the; were
created" (Genesis 5 2) That is, Adam was not the first male of the spec1es,

‘but the name for the males and females of the race before the1r sexual

differentiation or before they were sub3ect1ve1y consc1ous 'Adam' would
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then designate, in a Joose sense, the asexual state of'human nature
be;ore the Fall into subjective consciouéness, a state of unpolarized
generality, of androgyny, of psychophysical hermaphroditism. '‘Adam’',
after all, derives from" ' formed from the earth' ip Hebrew (as does
:human in English) and the systematlc mascu]1n1zat1on of the term, as

well as of 'God', s & resu]t of a mistranslation (Mathers 1957). .

vThe first hdman (the first d1fferent1at1on of humus) was man-woman,
and as hermaphrodite he is basically asexual" (Singer, 1976, p.99):
It was later that Adam slept and spawned the fema]e other, thus
differentiating each into male and female, but even at this stage the
Sexes are not aware of their difference, They are not yet subjectively
censcious. It is only when they become conscious of distinctions,
above all the d1st1nct1on between the polarities of good and evil, that
"the eyes of them were both opened and they knew that they were naked"
(Genesis 3:7).

The radical alteration of God's image by h1s own

hand that occurs when God extracts Eve from the

body of Adam represents the first act of different-
1at1on that occurs within the infantile psyche. Here,
the first step away from the unconscious hermaphrodite
is taken w1th the appearange of two distinct units or
" opposites. But with thgs first act of different1at1on
a strange event occurs. The d1v1s1on of the fiqures
y1e1ds a type of creature God had not anticipated.
Here for the first time the possibility of
consciousness occurs. - .suddenly, for the first time
since their separation out of the original hermaphroditic
mold mode]]ed after their maker the two perceive one

another, They Took at each other and see each other :
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in their nakedness; they havé/;eeling for
one another. (Poncé p//éo)

The Fall is out of 1nn0cence, nature, and immediacy. into the
know]edge of oppos1tes, 1n€o the antipodes and polarities of
symbo11c consc1ousness, ﬁ%rst man1fest in the awareness of Otherness,
specifically sexua] Otherness The knowledge of good and evil is
existentially exper1enced in the psycho]og1ca1 separation of male and
fema]e in conscwousness As Kierkegaard points out, differentia]
genital organ1zat1on has already occurred, byt until the Fall transp1res,
subjectivity is "dream1ng" and the opposition is still only potent1a1
On this basis, it can be said that the Genes1s myth is a very bare
narration of the movement of humanity from the stratum of natural mind
N5)‘to the stratum of subjectivity (N6) and the contradictions of
consciousness.” The narration is of course ancient and’sparse,
reflect1ng subjectivity's comprehension of itself in 1ts infancy, and
hence it leaves out as much as it says. Two problems in particular
lead tovthe necessity of interpretatien

First, what is the role of's Speech in the Biblical story? We know
that Adam possessed language in some sense before the Fall, because
Genesis tells us he named a]] the Creatures and that he spoke with God,
. But when he ate the fruit of knowledge everyth1ng changed he became
subjective and sexua]]y d1fferent1ated It is impossible to say now.
what 'know]edge would hare meant in Hebrew around 800 BC, Or even what
'good' and 'evil' meant, but at least we know from the B1b11ca1 myth

that the first knowledge of whlch the primal Adam was capab]e before his

fall into sexual otherness was the knowledge of contrariety, and this
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contrariety was somehow constitutive‘ofﬂhis nature. Good and evil
became categories for Consciousness, they formed the symbolic content
for the d1SJunct1ve structure of human nature. Since the precursor to
subjectivity s natural, immediate mind, the essence of the trans-
formation from one stratum to another may be clarified through a
comparlson of natural menta]1ty with subJect1v1ty, thereby clarifying -
the d1fferenct between natural communication and: subJect1ve discourse.
A1l ‘animals communlcate in one way or another (N1lson, 1978) with
whistles, mot1ons, colors, shreeks, and so on. At the highest levels,

ch1mpanzees communicate with v1sua1 s1gns, but no organism other than

- human gives any sign of having the capac1ty for what K1erkegaard calls

d1scourse -Before acquiring "knowledge" of disjunctive categories the
Edenic Adan must have closely approximated this state of best1a1
intelligence, in which communication is aptomatic, determined
respondent, and genetica]]y programneg,//:he qualitative ]eap into
subjective consc1ousness -occurred when commun1cat10n dramatically
transformed from signal codes into symbolic meaning systems (Cassirer,
1944 Schm1dt 1973). This is not a change in quantity or degree but a
true emergent kinesis. The prodvg1ous change resides in the emergence -

of an interior symb011c Space, an inner mental region, whose reality is

experienced as a system of meanings in peference to which the "I"

identifies itself. This change from menta115t1c communication to
subjective symbollsm, from stlmu]us bound responses to categorlca]
‘,representat1on, is the change from the stratum of m1nd to\the stratum

of subjectivity, from’commun1cation to reflective discourse. With the
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Fall, a new stra}ym emerges:

No longer in.a merely physical aniverse,ﬁman
lives in a symbolic universe, Language, myth,
art,~and.religion»are parts of this universe.
They are the varted threads which weave the
symbolic net, the tangled web of human R
experience. A1l human pragréss in thought o
and experience refines upon and strengthens
this net. No longer can man confront reality
1mmed1ate1y, he cannot see it, as it, were,
face to face. Physical reality seems to recede
in proportion as man's symbolic activity _
‘advances. Instead of dealing with the things ' .
themselves man is in a sense constantly _
-convers1ng with himself. He has so enveloped
himself in linguistic forms, in artistic 1mages
in mythical symbols or religious rites, that he
cannot see or know anything except by the
‘interposition of this artificial medium (Cassirer,
1944, p. 25).

Concerning the role of speech'in the Biblical narrative, we may
say, theﬁ, that language or communiqation pre-exists symbolic
consciousﬁess (Subjectttity) but it is a language of best1a] and
' immediate 1nte1]1gence commonly observable in the nonhumaﬁ species
today With the advent of subJect1v1ty this natural language is not
- improved or mod1f1ed but displaced at a hlgher level by symbollc speech.
Symbolism creates a new ontological stratum, a new reality. Novel
properties emerge which are not found in the Tower stratum of immediate

+ mentality. . - | ) 0
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A second quest1on concerns the necess1ty for subJect1v1ty to express ,

its first contrad1ct1ons as sexuality. The B1b]1ca1 narrat1ve says

that the human race became conscious of 1tse]f in its sexua] nature

~when it became knowledgeable of the symb011c po]arit1es of g;od and evil..
Aga1n, the symbo]1sm of 'good' and 'evil' more than twenty seven .

centuries ago is beyond our contemporary grasp, but a con51stent -

| 1nterpretat10n is’ poss1b1e a]ong K1erkegaard1an Tines. Jaynes (]976)

suggests that ev11' or1g1na11y de51gnated the void or empt1ness left
behind by the loss and departure of the Gods, by the loss of direct -
author1ty | 'Good' and 'God' may have in fact been 1dent1f7ed, as they‘ ,
are in their etymological ‘roots in old English. Evil is:then the abSence
of God (as some modern theo]ogy'says it is) and»suhjective consciousness
would accordingly emerge as the knowledge of separat1on from God, in |

short, as a11enat1on from the ground of being. The knowledge of Good

and Evil is or1g1na1]y the awareness of difference and estrangement

to eat of the tree of knowledge meant that the Eden1c human d1fferent1atedv

the Self from the not-Self. The pr1mord1a1 symbo]1sm of consc1ousness

s s1mp1y the subJect obJect split of wh1ch the subJect has knowledge,

_or upon which it reflects. With this f1rst ref]ectlve act mank1nd is

ban1shed from paradlse ‘condemned to mortality, and 1nvested w1th SOrrow.
The break with un1ty and 1nnocence, the shatterlng of 1mmed1acy,

accrues on the- know]edge of good and ev11 wh1ch has just been deflned

as knowledge gfzieparation of oppos1t1on. ‘They symbols of difference

violently wrench the first human out of their natural minds, and the

first chasm opened up by this difference is the bare distance between I

e
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;"and Other, The ftrst form of th1s L‘Other separation, accord1ng to

.'Genes1s and K1erkegaard, is sexual dlst1nct10n-;-the sexua]1zed |
'Loppos1t1on of ma]e and fema]e - Why does the structure of Otherness

flrst revea] 1tse1f as sexua] contar1ety7 The B1b]1cal account does not
- say; we know only that pr1or to hav1ng ”knowledge" the man and woman
}were naked and not ashamed" whereas 1ater they “knew that they were

naked" and there was "enm1ty" between them. S1nger(]§76) says only

that' “gradual]y in the process becom1ng conscious . (man) becomes

aware of a]] the other pa1rs 28 opp051tes, the male-female pa1r be1ngv
the most 1mportant for thig pa1r can be seen as a metaphor for near]y
"all the others" (p 100) K1erkegaa:? S exp1anat1on is that the 1nstant
” subJect1v1ty "posits" 1tse1f it does S0 by pos1t1ng an oppos1t1on f
' w1th1n 1tse1f and th1s‘oppos1t1on is "flrst posited in the»sexua] as
a. contrad1t1on" because the "factors" in the oppos1t1on are those of
mind and body N 0 Brown (]966) approaches the prob]em in roughly the i
same Way Or1g1na11y everything was un1ty, a sing]e body: this is
the Good (Godhead) The body of God, 1n the Fa]l, is "broken’ 1nto
pieces", 1nt0 d1fference and. polar1ty "Separateness, then, is the
:Fall---the fall 1nto d1v1s1on"‘(p 148) The original body is
-./’f-and(ogynous and hermaphrod1t1c but the self sp]1ts itse]f off from the .
a body 1n the original d1smemberment It becomes separated from God in
’ the ref]ect1ve knowledge of good and evil. When mankind (adham, or Adam)
fel], it f1rst fe]l 1nto bare otherness, but the "ego is incapable of
splltt1ng the obJect (or splltt1ng w1th the obJect) without a. .

,correspond1ng splrt taking p]ace w1th1n the ego“ (p. 148). Moreover, B

"the split of self from env1ronment and of self 1nto both self and
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environment, is also the split of self or soul from body“ (p. 51))
The body, originally an androgynous unity, is d1smembered 1nto
body and other-than- body.1 e.; into body arid soul, Aga1n, the
d1smemberment is a division in the symbolism of consc1ousness, the
pr1mord1a] Se]f Other fracture is an oppos1t1on of categor1es in and
for consc1ousness and is originally expressed as a d1saunct1on between
mind and body, The. “grototype of all oppos1t1on or contrar1ety 15
sex...Dual organlzatlon is sexua] organ1zat1on” and the "prototype of
the division into two sexes is the separat1on of Mother Earth and
Father Sky, the pr1ma1 parents. The primal one body that was d1v1ded :
was parental’ and b1sexua1" (p.23). |

At th1s point consc1ousness emerges as §g§ggl_concern because
sexua11ty is the most pervas1ve med1um for the restorat1on of 1mmed1acy
»» and unlty For consc1ousness, it is ‘@ symbol’ or metaphor of
reconc111at10n of union and un1ty, of innocence Adam became ma]e and
female . in his Otherness and a11enat1on in the moment he percetved Eve
~in her nakedness as a sexual obJect whtch would heal h1s separateness of
. Self and Other, body and mind. "The tendency of the sexual instinct is
| to restore an earlier state of th1ngs an earlier state of unity, before
11fe was sexua]]y d1fferent1ated ultimately going back to a state.
"before living substance: was ‘torn apart 1nto spearate particles" (Freud)" v:
1p. 85) The or1g1na] symbolic cleavage, the f1rst subJect1ve ;
-representation of the withdrawal and sp11tt1ng of Godly un1ty into self
and other, is the polarization of mind and body The original pr1nc1p1e

of unity, metaphorized in the image of the androgynous cosmic parent
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uniting w1th1n itself the male and fema]e pr1nc1p1es,’1s
‘symbo11ca1]y rea]1zed in the comp]etlon of co1tus The ideal is
essent1a11y rea]1zed in the repeatedly sought moment of orgasm1c uh1on, Ca
~in wh1ch subJect1ve consciousness is 11tera1]y lost and the symbo]1c :
contrad1ct1ons of sub3ect1v1ty are trans1tor11y dissolved. Th1s most
profound anthropo]og1ca] fact justifies the concluding assertion of
the Iast chapter that seduction is the parad1gmat1c project of aesthet1c

retreat back to ob3ect1v1ty The dread or anxiety of Otherness a]most_

, -demands 1t

The ob3ect1f1cat1on of se]fhood should therefore be evident in
the ear]1est institution of ancient history. From Genes1s one would
1nfer that the institution of marriage is mank1nd s first objectification,
s1nce hdam and Eve's first 51gn1f1cant act after be1ng ban1shed from
Eden was a sexua] procreat1ve one. Eve was Adam's "wife" in Eden, but
lthe1r a111ance was not consummated until after they bécame consc1ous
and they did not start a family unt11 then as well. Vico sagaciously
observes that human h1story commences in the 1nst1tut1on of marriage,
~ which originated in sexual de51re In a deeply revea11ng passage Vico
relates that early man was once 1nd1scr1m1nate]y copu]at1ng when a |
.thunderstorm began and terrorized by the thought that the Gods were angry,
 the man dragged the woman 1nto a cave and kept her there for sexual
purposes (V1co p. 128). In any case, one sees that the attempt to get |
back to 1nnocence, to recoil into 1mmed1acy and heal the mind- -bédy

“rupture, is objectified in the 1nst1tutwon of marriage. The 1mportance of

this notion w111 eventually be made evident,
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The myth of the Fall e]uc1dates someth1ng about the phylogeny
of human1ty It is. the deepest and m%st reve]atory narratlon in
Western h1story, SO much so that our most sacred book commences with
it. As such, it 11]um1nates the deepest structure)of subJect1v1ty and
the ear11est experience of the spec1es thus prOV1d1ng the basis for
a psychology of subJect1v1ty Genes1s is mytho]ogy (mythos= story,
fab]e), and mythology is the repository for the co]]ect1ve experience
and memory of the race. It 1s our s1ng]e most 1mportant source of |
information about our natus. As Campbe]l has expert]v ‘concluded,
"Dream is the persona]1zed myth, myth the depersona11zed dream; both
~myth and dream are symbolic in’the same general way of. the dynamics of 41
the psyche But in the dream the, forms are qu1rked by the peculiar
troubles of the dreamer whereas in myth the problems and solutlons
shown are- d1rect1y valid for all mankind" (Campbe]], 1949 p. ]9),'
Motnfs in other myths of human creatlon should accordingly ver1fy or
corroborate that Jf the B1b11ca1 account, And S0 they do. '
. Every cu]ture emb9d1e5/a\mythological account of origins. There
are two, types; one fs cosmogen1c and the other is anthrogen1c Each
'1s pervaded by a 51ngle theme creation is the result of an or1glna1
‘ b1furcat1on of un1ty, a separat1on 1nto opposites._ The oppos1tes are
usually described accord1ng to sexual gender (Cf Freund, 1975) For
examp]e, the anc1ent Br1hadaranyaka Upan1shad descr1bes it: this way: As
a Ionely man 1§ un appy, God was unhappy. He wanted a companion He
was as big as man and -Wife together; He divided h1mse1f into two,

husband and wife ere“born God said: "Man is on]y,half»himself; his
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'~wife-ts the'other-ha]f." They<§oined and mankind\uas born (Freund
p.3). S1m11ar1y, the Homer1c vers1on of creation d1v1n1zes Eros, ‘0ldest
of the Greek pantheon and doub]e sexed as the one who set the |
. .un1verse in motwon Later, Plato refers to a prototyp1ca1 myth of the

or191n of human 1ove in h1s Sympos ium. Essent1a11y, Tove is the desire

to reun1te with one's original half which was 1ost when the Gods severed

'--,everyone 1n ha]f "Human nature was or1glna1]y one and we were a who]e, '

and the des1re and pursu1t of the whole is- ca]led ]ove"(p 319). ‘The

'myth of the Fall from unity into sexual d1fferent1ation .crpsses a]]
Cultures and religions. It is found in one form or another in al]
ancient cultures, and its structure rema1ns pretty well invarient
(Singer, 'p 1122) It:és foundatlona] to the wor]d views of ancient
astro]ogy, Gnost1c1sm, Kabba11sm and med1eva1 alchemy ‘The world views
of Taoism and H1ndu1sm w1th the1r mythologies of yin and yang, male

_and female, wou]d be ‘unthinkable W1thout a narrative of an or1g1na1
"breaking into p1eces Jung1an psycho]ogy begins w1th this conception.
But nowhere is the myth more clearly ev1dent than in the doctr1nes of
Tantr1c yoga E]lsabeth Haich, ina. necessary but 1nte11ectua11y

muddled attempt argues that "po]es“ are expe]]ed from a pr1m1t1ve un1ty.
and that these po]es are .mind and body Sexua]ity is the 11nk between
them, and Tantr1c yoga is the ggth for recovertng the or1g1na1 androgynous"
cond1t1on (Ha1ch 1972; Thompson, 1973; Singer, 1976) Cur1ous]y, ‘the .

| recently d1scovered Gospel according to Thomas attr1butes the fo]]ow1ng
saying to Christ: " when you make the ma]e and the female into a single
one, so that the male will not be male and the female (not) be female..

then shall you enter (the Klngdom)" (p 17).
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a« planetary mytho]og1es wou]d 11ke1y conf1rm :
ﬁden myth as the most 1mportant Western y
:{y s phylogeny But rather than pursue th1s o
7“tack, the ’ , sign1f1cant 1nvest1gat1ons 1nto-the or1g1nsx
of'conscioushv f‘ f;e sunmar1zed ‘both of wh1ch are based on
comprehensive%sik W;e of mytho]oglcal mot1fs These 1nquir1es have
been jSo]ated ;_ A they are spec1f1ca11y 1nterested 1n the ;
emergence of sun
structure and evtl ?1on of subJectlvlty

1. Neumann: Thel 1v ins_and History of Consciousnessh

NeUmann's Sutwf- 1nvestlgat1on into the natus of subJect1v1ty
‘1s regulated by the dictum already accepted as an ontoanthropo'logma] 0

pr1nc1p1e that the 5: ges of rac1a1 deve]opment are recapltulated in -

the stages of indivf 'velopment h1s task is to show that i R

A ser1esgof archetypes isa ma1n const1tuent of _ |
mythology, that they stand in an organic unity to n
-one another, and that their stad1a1 succe551on
determines the growth of consciousness : In the
. course of 1ts ontogenet1c development the .
ind1v1dua1 ego consciousness has to pass through '
the . same archetypal stages which determ1ned ‘the .
evolut1on of consciousness in the l1fe of human1ty
_ (Neumann, ]954 p. xv1) - » ' ‘
The developmenta] stages are not so much tempora11y defined
per1ods in Tinear deve ment -as they are "layers", each of wh1ch 1s
a qual1tative transformat1on of the precedlng ones Each stage is -

ultimately cond1t1oned‘by an original emergent event in the l1fe of

A
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.collectlve and 1nd1v1dual subJect1v1ty, namely, a primordial splitting
iand breaking of 1mmediacy and unity. This momentous psycholdgical
gevent represents the dawn of consc1ousness in the race and in the child
Prior to thlS event, there 1s no world no €go, no otherness In the
J.creation myths found throughout all cultures the unconsc1ous condition
| iof unity and perfection is symbolized in the circle or the egg  The
Y‘WOrld Egg, the nucleous of the beginning, is "the perfect state in |
which the oppd51tes are united~---the perfect beginning because the
opp051tes have not yet flown apart §§B the world has not yet begun“
-(p 9) The earliest representation of this\stage of hermaphroditic
;roundness was the Uroboros, the self-begetting and self—consuming serpent
| which eats 1ts own tail, It is the paradisical state, containing
"within it the world parents who are unconsc1ously JOined in perpetual
coitus It is the Taoistic t'ai chi (the circle containing male and A
female) and the Hundu purusha (the unity of male and; female) Neumann_
\describes thlS unconsc10us condition as the uroboric pleroma the |
self-contained EEEElE of plenitude and wholeness; and the longing to g

\

'return to it as "uroboric 1ncest" This incestuous urge 1s indiv1dually
manifest in various symbolic efforts to return to the womb |
;tt'  The twilight of consc1ousness, before the emergence of the ego,

1s a consc1ousneks of assimilatioh of obJects from the "outside" to the
"inswde“, Specifically through the mouth*in the form of food with
. the development of reflective symbolism the act of eating is ritualized *
| and symbolized In GenESlS, Adam becomes conscious: after he eats, L

"vNeumann believes man prefigured consciousness in r1tualistic cannibalism

‘.and communion mysteries Already the uroboric simplicity begins to 'iv
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disso]ve the presexua] hermaphrod1t1c round is d1st1ngu1shed

from the ego as a source of nour1shment which accounts for the
pha111c content of the. ear11est mytho]ogles and food taboos or
'.fet1shes The th1rd stage 1s that of separatton of the world parents
Into male and fema]e and w1th th1s act subJect1v1ty emerges ~ Detach-
, ment from the uroboros entry lnto the wor]d as an 1ndependent
sexua11zed "I opposed to. the "Other", is the f1rst essent1a1 task of
_ human deve]opment

- The uroboros 1s ‘the co]]ect1ve womb of human1ty, and Tife in its

' und1fferent1ated roundness 1s unconsc1ous Urobor1c exfstence 15

therefore 1dent1f1ed w1th matern1ty, with the mytholog1ca1 great
' mother - The 1nc1p1ent ego, under the dom1nance of the unconsc1ous

maternal pr1nc1p1e (wh1ch is stiT] presexua] in character), contends E

. w1th several aspects of unconsc1ous nature broadly represented 1n

| primitive mytho]ogy as the devour1ng mother (nature as destruct1ve)

-and the good mother (nature as nourlshtng) pth. aspects must be

L worshlpped and appeased and thlS 1nvolves a rebe]11ous strugg]e in

"wh1ch the consc1ous ego separates from the 0r1g1nal materng] prtnciple
| and becomes‘"masculwne" »"The stage of the struggles marks tH!
‘glvseparation of the consciousiego from the unconsc1ous, but the ego i!:

'not yet stable enough to push on to the separation of the first parents
: and the v1ctorious strugg]e of the hero“ (p 96) Nith the separat1on
vof ;Le uroboric wor]d parents, subjectxvity is nascent :

- distingui hed from: "that".'as "I“ opposed to “nature";

Id

T T

The strugg]e with mother nature 1nd1v1duates the ego as "th1s" o
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The ‘experience of "being different”, which is
the pr1mary fact of nascent ego consc1ousness and
which occurs in the dawn11ght of d1scr1m1nat1on,

_divides the world into subject and object;

orientation in fime and space succeeds man's

vague ex1stence in the dim mists of Prehistory

and const1tues his early h1story .Besides
dlsentangl1ng itself from fts. fus1on with nature -
and the group, the eqo;, hav1ng now opposed itself

to the non-ego as anqﬁher datum of experience, begins
simu]taneous]y to constellate its 1ndependence

1§of nature as 1ndependence of the body...This leads

finally, as we know, to a state of systematized

~ €40 consciousness, where the entire bodily realm is

to a large extent unconscious, and the conscious

- system is split off from the body as the representat1ve

of unconscious processes. (pp. 110- 111)
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The struggle'then begins: the masculine ego is separated from the |

world parents is sundered and fractured into Male and Female.

the first syﬁbo]ic, reflective delineation %f ego:

feminine body. The original bisexual constitution of the uroboric
It is

"To d1$cr1m1nate

to d1st1ngu1sh to mark off, to isolate oneself from the surround1ng

context---these are the bas1c acts of consc1ousness" (p. 121). In

Neumann's interpretation, then,

the origin of consciousness. First, the pleromatic shell of

there are successive developments in

unconscious nature is made into an obJect symbol1zed in rituals such

as ceremonial food consuption. fert111ty rites, and sacr1f1ces

Consc10usnessvis incipient here;

. complete.

the leap’into subjectivity is not yet

Thé'stage is_being set, hawever, insofar as the oppositions
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of self and nature, ego and body; conscious and unconscious; are '
beino reflectively symbolized, The completion of thlS process is the
third stage, when unconscious nature jis polarized into male and

fema]e, into oppos1tes, shorn of unity and wholeness, at enmity and in-
conf11ct Thqs d1smemberment is the expulsion from paradise: This
loss of who?eness and of total unconscious integration with the world
is exper1enced as the primary 1oss, it is the original depr1vat1on \
which occurs at the very outset of the ego's evo]ut1on Iso]atfon from

nature (the first d1smemberment) leaves the ego fr1ghtened and alone;

~isolation of male and .female from the original p]eroma leaves the ego in

turmoil and internal disruption.

The tumult of consciousness is, for Neumann, gererally placated

in one of two ways. .The €90 can first suppress one side of the

opposition or the other, that is, it can force the masculine s1de

(animus) to subdue the feminine s1de(an1ma) or it can force the mascu]1ne
side to cap1tu1ate A]ternatlvely, the ego can attempt a regression to
the preconscioys pleromatic cond1t10n (uroboric incest). This is the
project of group co]]ect1v1zat1on and massification, the group stands in

as_ the medium in wh1ch the unconscious desire for unity is pursued.

" Both prOJects are futile,

Neumann S reconstruction of mytho]ogy continues into further

stages in the evolution of consciousness, wh1ch include the hero1c

stages of stuggle with the first parenfgj/;ransformat1onal odysseys and
the syntheSIS of se]fhood’ But for our purposes, we have enough to go on.

His interpretatlon has conflrmed a profound]y significant idea:

<
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The breakdown of the u}oboric initial state leads
t0 differentiation in duality, decombination of
the original ambivalence, divfsion of the herma-
Cphroditic constitution, and the splitting of the
world into subject and objeet, inside and outside,
and to the creation of good ang evil, which are
discriminated With the expulsion fromvthe uroboric
Garden of Paradise where the opposites 1je\gown
together, Naturally enough, as soon as man -becomes
conscious and acquires ego, he feels himself a
divided being, since he also Possesses a formidable
other side which resists the process of becoming
conscious., (p. 122)

Neumann's conclusions derijye from an-exhaustive sorvey of ancient
mythology, and they historica]ly corroborate aspécts of Kierkegaard's
phenomenology of subjectivity, at least the most importarnt ones.
Another“investigator, Joynes,‘has made simi]ar'excorsions into early
mythology and has come up with conclusions which while strikingly |
different in some respects, cannot be neglected by any attempt to builg
ao’ontoanthropojogy.from a Kierkegaardian base. A brief summary of his
findings will eventually be incorporated intg the ana]ysisvof level N

2. Jaynes: The Origin of Coqsciousness'in the Breékdowh of the

6

Bicameral Mind
} ———=creral Mind
For Jaynes, the question of the essence of consciousness has never

been answered. He 1nte1]igent]y rejects every posit%on.on the question

~,

from behaviorism to phenomenalisn. His own position, to be spelled out
here, regards consciousness, 1;e. subjectivity, as an emergent quality

- Quite distinct from mental or biological processes. His 1977 work is
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an account of the structure and development of subjectivity.
vJaynes is much more emphatic than Neumann in his 1ns1stence

that subjectivity is grounded in language. If anything it is
a transformation of the Edenic signa] language discussed earlier,
~ Language, he says, is metaphor Every term of speech was originally
metaphoric, in which a metaphrand (the phenomenon described) is
symbo]1zed by a metaph1er (the descriptor) “Subjective conscious mind
s an analog of what is called the rea] world. It is built up with a
| vocabulary or lexical field whose terms are all metaphors or ana]ogs of
behavior in the physical world" (p.55), and "menta) acts are ana]ogs
of bodily acts" (p. 66). Infused 1nto most metaphors are associations
or attr1butes of the metaph1ers, called paraph1ers Paraphiers are
ref]ected back into the metaphrand as its paraphrand. For examp]e, in
. the metaphor "she purred gent]y the metaphrand ls a bit of behavior
which is appea11ng, and the metaphier 1s a relaxing cat. Byt the power
of the metaphor is in the paraph1er of the metaphier: s]ow, rhythm1c,
contented gentle act1on with quas1 -erotic associations, These
- associations then become the paraphrands of the or1glna] metaphrand
Jaynes' argument 1s that consc1ousness 1s spun out of the concrete
metaph1ers'of expression and their paraph1ers, projecting paraphrands
that exist only in a functional sense, SO that consciousness "is the
metaphrand when it is belng geénerated by the paraphrands of our verbal
express1ons But the funct1on1ng of conscaousness is, as it were, #he

return joorney Consciousness is spatialized, rooted as it is in

v1sua1 metaphors and it excerpts particu]ar aspects of the world into: _
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its space. The analogic "inner" wor]d (thé analog "I" or the metaphoric
‘me") narratizes itself and its experience within th1s metaphoric space",

How did th]S process of consciousness or1g1nate7 Jaynes argues, ®
with massive historical corroborat1on, that at one t1me man was
unconscious, even though he had language. But the spat1a11zing,v
ana]og1z1ng, narrat1zing, and 1nter1or1z1ng aspects of subjectivity
were absent because all behavior was responsive conform1ty to commands
from the Gods. The divine vo1ces, Jaynes be]1eves, were 11tera]1y aud1tony
tellucinations, and when these ha]]ucwnat1ons stopped, human . be1ngs had
to fill the vo1d on their own, thereby becom1ng subJect1ve This.happened
at some po1nt in the second millenium BC. Unt}] then entire
c1v111zat1ons were untonscious, much in the same way that somnambu]ents
and hypnot1zed subJects are, 11ving with no inner 1ife unt11 about

10 000 BC, when they deve]oped inner voices to solve problems. These

v01ces, actually just side effects of early language, enabled the ean]y

|

\
i
'
}

\
attributed to k1ngs and gods, becoming instruments of social control |

\

\
which permitted, almost like a superego ear]y nomadics to live 1in \\

humano1ds to pers1st in their tasks. Eventua]]y the voices were

communities. The brain slowly evo]ved to accommodate the vo1ces,

the "bicameral mind" had ‘two sides to it: M. the speech of the Gods

was directly organisgd 1n what corresponds to Wernicke's area on the

r1ght hemisphere and was "spoken" or "heard" over the anter1or cofimisures o
to or by the auditory:.area of the Teft tempora] Tobe" (p. 105), B1camera1
c1v1lizat1on began to break down sometime after 2000 BC, due to social

_stress, the undermining of divine authority by the written word, migrations,

e
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invasions, and natural catastrophes all-of which contr1buted to the
"wedge between God and man which results in consciousness" (p. 259).

’ Though subdued, - the voices of the right side of the brain stil] break
| through in de11r1um drug 1ntox1cat1on sch1zophren1a, and intense
'creat1v1ty The neurosurgeon Penfield (1953) may have‘revived'them
electrically when he stimulated‘the right side of the brain and
;elicited feelings of unreality, often music,;and strange voices ordering.
~the patient to do something.‘ | |

Jaynes' compilation of data trom’neuro]ogy, psychopatho]ogy, A
archaeology, linguiStics, and part1cular1y, mytho]ogy in Support of
his theory is 1ndeed both- exhaust1ve and- 1mpress1ve, but it 1s‘not
relevant to_e1ther recount it or evaluate it here. The‘assumption
is made that his argoment is evidentially sound. Instead, some general
1mpl1cat1ons and themes of his model need to be summar1zed for
1ncorporat1on into ontoanthropo]ogy The first of these is that the
emergence of subjective consciousness is coextens1ve with a catastrophic

transformat1on of bicameral 'language" into subJectlve symbolism, which

Jaynes wou]d Characterize as metamorphos1s from automatic 51gna] language

_into metaphoric symbollzat1on Preconscious man was a robot w1thout an

3
ego, slavishly following the commands of the Gods without a sense of w1]]

or agency. It is onﬂy when there 1s a breakdown in the bicameral mind’

‘and a concurrent _gpos1t1on or confllct between the dlvine commands and

k1naesthet1c sensatlons that the analog " emerges into consc10usness

Jaynes c1tes an examp]e in the Iliad, where Agamemnon is told by his

rd
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voices to take briseis;away from Achi1TeS°‘ "As. he does s0, the |
response, of Ach1]1es begins in h1s etor, or what I suggest 1is a cramp
in his guts where he s in conf11ct or put 1nto two parts (mermer1zo)'
whether to obey his thumos, ‘the 1mmed1ate 1nterna1 sensat1ons of anger,
and kil the pre-emptory k1ng or not" (p. 259). Such a tale may eVen
narrate the nature of the mind- body sp11t in the earliest moments
of sub3ect1v1ty, where the vo1ces are equated w1th m1nd and the
v1scera] react1ons with body. This is certa1n1y a pref1guratron, in
' any case, unt11 the voices stop and- the analog1c "I rep]aces them,
now, instead of voices contradicting fee11ngs, it is the m1nd'
consc1ence contradlctlng the 'body Jaynes finds the actua]
derivation of the m1nd body dua]]sm s1gn1f1cant psyche or1g1na11y
'referred to a bodily functlon (psyche1n- to breath ), .thus breath was
at first a metaphor of Tife, when ]1fe was originally called psyche ,
ln oppos1t1on to 'soma', wh1ch meant corpse or deadness, and soma
' becomes not psyche or matter, and the mind- body dua]lsm has begun i
With the coa]escenge of psyche and nous (v1sua1 perception) in about 500
BC, psyche "is now the consc1ous subjective mind- space and its self that
s opposed to the mater1a] body"'(p 291). f |
| In general form, Jaynes has conflrmed the centra] notion 1n the
ana]ys1s of subJect1v1ty and its origins. Level N6 emerges when the
first hyman become aware of the1r separateness from the Gods and the1r
interna] d1saunct1ons occas1ohed by this separateness. Their
conscwousness was in effect the agony of self d1v1s1on as a result of
their be1ng lost and divided off from an origina] unity, in this case an -

e
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ordgina] Unity of the'brain SubJect1v1ty was the emergent “space"
which had to f1]1 1tse1f in or construct itself in the absence of the
hallucinated divine voices.. Human literally became consc1ous when the1r |
mentallty was sp]1t into two at a h1stor1ca1 point which, Jaynes
proposes, can- actua]]y be p1npo1nted~w1th a fair degree of accuracy.
“Until the splitting of bicamerality occured,: the human races
ex1sted at the stratum of natural mind, 1nhab1t1ng a noetic env1ronment
thCh controlled their behavior As in the Biblical myth, they
possessed 1anguage that is, a ref]ex1ve signal system,.they 11ved in a
signal and st1mu1us f1e]d and were capable of all the mental’ acts
potential in a]] other pr1mates volition, d1scr1m1natlon, sensory
memory, soc1a1 organization, terr1tor1a]1ty, communication, and so on.-
But they were not subJect1ve1y consc1ous because they possessed no
symbolization of d1fference I-not I; mind- body A1l ‘their behavior,
including commun1cat1on was programmed automat1c robotized. Not until
that behav1or could be narratized and symbo]1ca1]y detached from the
analogic 'I' and the metaphor1c me' was subJect1v1ty @ possibility. Only
the symbollzat1on (metaphor1zat1on) of an 1nter1or se1f or soul, made
possible by the withdrawal of the Gods and the concomitant need to fill
the void occas1oned by the.retreat could exp1a1n the transformatlon out
of natural menta11ty into the contrad1ct1ons of subJect1v1ty It was
possible only when 1anguage became reflective: | |
Jaynes clearly argues that the preconsc1ous state of natural mind
. is a necessary condltlon for the emergence of subjectivity, and he sides

with the ontoanthropolog1ca1 principle (#19) thdt N5 must be an



) | ;e 151
- env1ron1ng boundary cond1t1on from wh1ch N6 emerges: "The presence of .
vo1ces which fhad to be obeyed were the abso]ute prerequ1s1te to the |
consc10us stage of mind in whlch it 1s the se]f that is respons1b1e and
- can debate w1th1n itself, can order and d1rect " (p. 79). Also
consonant w1th prev1ous ontoanthrop01091ca1 conc]us1ons is Jaynes'
‘1ntu1t1on that one of the 1mperat1ves for sub3ect1v1ty, consequEnt on
dts loss of se]f—1dent1ty and unity, is to find a metaphor fo ltse]f
wh1ch organizes and synthes1zes its varlous funations and contrad§2§1ons
~(wh1ch we now posit as the process wh1ch eventuates in the _emergence ‘
of the next higher ]eve] N7) The search for such a metaphor beg1ns
W1th Philosophy 1n the pre- Socrattc per1od Conspicuously absent from h1s
ana]ys1s, however, ijs a statement on sub3ect1v1ty s response to its |

contradictions in sexuality and the reco1] back to b1camera]1ty

through mass culture., It W111 eventual]y become necessary to show how

- these anthropo]og1ca] data are reconc11ab1e w1th Jaynesian theory

The b1camera1 theory may not be correct in historical deta11 or even
1adequate in ‘some of 1ts more’ central notions, but one fact seems”
1ncontestab1e T it c]a1ms that there was a h1stor1ca1 point g§4wh1ch
yhumano1ds became subJect1ve ~and that hlstory v1nd1cates the hypothe51s
that we can now 1so]ate a preconsc10us per1od in wh1ch the propertles of
subJect1v1ty were simply absent There is no con5c1ousness in the I]1ad
for example, nor in. the ancient epics of ear]y c1v111zat1ons Equally
1ncontestab1e is the fact that subJectiv1ty begins as the ‘break with

1mmed1acy (b1camera11ty) into the contrad1ct1ons of symbol1c awareness.
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This be1ng so, the process must also occur in the transition from neo-
nata] unconsc1ousness to human1zed consc1ousness in 1nd1v1dua1
‘development ) |
| Ontogeny _ ‘
| Mainstream developmental psycgology has, to all 1ntents and
. purposes, 1gnored the quest1on of subJect1v1ty S natus,ﬂastoundlng]y,
1t has contr1buted 11tt1e toward understand1ng how human nature |
~develops, and this is 1mp11c1t1y 1ts regnant purpose The failure of-
' academ1c psycho]ogy 50 contr1bute'to an understand1ng of subJect1v1ty s
'vdevelopmental structure is s1gn1ficant1y influenced by the. constraints
1mposed on 1t by reduct1on1st sc1ence Certainly the large amount of
: usefu] knowledge about deve]opment is commendab]e and necessary; we now
.anow a great deal about embryo]ogy, motor development behav1oral
/cond1t1on1ng, cogn1t1ve transformat1ons, moral reason1ng, and stage-
/ spec1f1c character but concerning the development of human consc1ousness
psycho]ogy has ascertained very Tittle. This state has ‘been rect1f1ed
only very recently in the exemplary}work of. Leov1nger (1976), whose

‘out]ook is heav11y Freudian. In fact the descr1pt1on of subJectlve

ontogenes1s comes tg rest squarely in psychoana]ys1s, f1rst with Freud
. then with h1s hewrs, specifically Er1kson then with the neo- Freud1ans,
and f1na1]y with the contemporary psychoanalyst1c rev1s1on15ts, upon
three of whom this section wil] depend extens1ye1y (Becker, 1973, Brown,
1959, 1966; Marcuse, 1955).
Freud may be 1mportantly and 1nterest1ngly wrong in many respects,

| 'but one of h\s anthopo1og1ca] 1nsights is fundamenta] for descr1b1ng the
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evolution of.subjective consciousness in the indindual ‘In exp1a1n1ng
the or1g1n of sub3ect1v1ty--—or in psychoanalytxc ‘language, the origin
of the. ego---Freud cannot be forgotton His greatness, even if ]1 h1s
other formu]at1ons are 1gnored might consist in the single insight that-
the ego 1s an emergent . from the pr1m1t1ve, unconscious un1ty of the id -
into a symbo]1c culture wh1ch is localized in the superego, and the 11fé
prOJect of the ego (which is essent1a11y intact 1n the first six years '
of life) is the reinstatement of th1s original unlty, or, as Brown (195 9)'
“puts it, man is "the historical proaect of recovering h1s own ch11dhoo/“ '
. (p. 52). Based on this s1ngle compos1te thought, a necessary rev151on
of psychoanalyt1c thinking is possible. The rev1s1on must add to
psychoanalysis somethxng which is profoundly absent in Freud and - nearly
all his fo]]owers, name1y, a theory of ‘linguistic symbolism. Freud has
no general theory of 1anguage orvsymbo]ism' He has an inadequate- theory
of signal 1anguage, der1ved from Sperber s ana1y51s of mating cal]s etc.,
and he has a theory of s1gn1f1cat10n for recurrent themes in dream and
myth content, but no account1ng for the symbollsm of consc1ousness
'Symbol' in Freud is the “relation.. between a dream -element and its
translat1on" and the dream—element 1tse]f is a "symbo] of the unconsc1ous |

dream~thought" (quoted in Ricoeur, 1970 p. 499). His theory of symbols,,

first worked out 1n The Interpretation of Dreams, IS actually a k1nd of *

lexical map f0r interpretlng dreams and n t a theorz of how symbo]s
constitute the ego. A theory of symbols, 1n the fullest sense of that
word, must be added to Freud1an thought if psychoanalys1s is to ach1eve

~the dESIPed status of a unlfied conception of human nature and the human-
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~of symbollsm in the tradition of Cass1rer (1944,‘195
?(19;0) ‘
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condition (Cf. Yankelovich & Barrett, 1971), This addition must not be
a trans]ator S gu1de to s1gn1f1cat1ons but a comprehens've hermeneut1cs

-57) and Ricoeur

Freud c]early asseverates the ontoanthropolog1ca1 pr1nc1p1e

: a]ready adopted'that individual development | retnaces the history of the

"spec1es in the f1rst two years of ch1]dhood "we have to recover the ,

=;ienormous dlstance of deve]opment from pr1m1t1ve man of the stone age to

' j(la%s the analys1s of ontogeny is u1t1mate1y the. ana]y51s of phy]ogeny,

ic1v111zed man of today" (quoted 1n Brown, 1959, p 13) For Marcuse

‘which exp1a1ns the order1ng of h1s chapters on the repressed 1nd1vidua]

'f1rst and the repress1ve cu]ture, second It 1s not necessary, however,

i “to dogmat1ca11y adopt the canon that ontogenes1s folﬂows the same

‘:?dynam1c as phylogenes1s both Jaynes and Freud may be right, ‘The_

‘_f?development of the 1nd1v1dua1 may retrace the deve]opment of the race’

/

1n form and theme w1thout be1ng subJect to 1dent1ca1 cond1t10ns and events,’» .

;%—

fsubject”do"J

;of organlcity_g

. .special abo {

thé emergence of subJect1vity in Adamlc Eden is conce1vab]y different than

the transm1551on of subJect1v1ty to and its awakening 1n, each

; »1nd1v1dual at stratum N6’ but the result is the same’ subjective
é\j

: 0

/c0nsc10usness emerges as duallsm and contradict1on w1th the compulsxon to

make 1tse1f whole. In. Freud, all llfe, inc]ud1ng human life,

od1g1nates in a pleromat1c state of "qulescence The ego diffenentIates

] A
'.4from a prelapsar1an state of uroboric simplicity and the sublime solitude

'ﬂiﬁg is fused So. far, this says nothing

,? eparations to which all organisms are

the separatien from the

Ee
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paradisical womb the separation from the maternal breast or even the
separation from the familial nexus Essential to the development of the

ego are symbols of difference which prov1de to subJect1v1ty an awareness

of . 1tself as separate from the world and separated within 1tself

It is one of the great romantic visions, clearly
. formulated by Schiller and Herder is early as
1793 and still vital in the system of Hegel and
Marx, that the history of mankind consists in a
/departure from a condition of undifferentiated -
primal unity with himself and with nature, an
»1ntermed1ate period in which man's powers are
developed throughvdifferentiation and antagonism -
.(alienation) with himself and with nature, and a
final return to unity on a higher level or harmony
“ But these categories primal unity, differentiation
through antagonism, final harmony, remain in the
romantics arbitrary and mystical because they lack '
da foundation in psychology. The psychoanalytical
- theory. of childhood completes the romantic movement
. by filling this 9ap. (Brown, 1959, p. 86)

Freud s stages of psychosexual development are indices of the
progreSSive falT into the dualisms of self—other, mind -body, and male-_,

‘female Becker ( l970) thinks that anality reflects the first férm of

' l’subJective duality, the human paradox is to be "out of nature'hnd

o 'fhopelessly in it", a fact expressed in the opposition of body(nature)
and symbol (non-natural mind) The body is finite, determined material '

. and unconscious" mind is unlimited, free, incorporeal and aware

| :i,But Becker identifies the self (the subject) with the mind thus

.”,?subjecting himself to the difficulties of Platonism (which 4s

‘”fiflstartling, considering that he begins with Kierkegaard) He also does

- -

SN eSS



| | 156
not. go far ehbugh hack' the I- Other spiit has a]ready occurred and .
{fwe must return to Freud to explain ijt. In the orai stage, from birth
to about one year, the human‘neOnate cathects;itsilibido in'and around

the mouth this area being the iocalization and focus for the 1nstinctuai o

) reiease of ten51on and reception of pieasure Freud de51gnateS‘ora]

activ1ty as the most ' primitive" stage of deveiopment because 1t is
where libidinous energy is first ceii??éd\\ggt this notion of energetics,
With ali its philosophical‘difficulties, can be discarded for a. far
“‘simpier one namely, that nature directs the infant to instinctuai ‘
activ1ty for surv1vai purposes and, in dOing so, gives it pieasure as a i‘h'
stimu]us and reward for dOing so. But the obJect of p]easure, and its
source w1th which the neonate is fused and from which it s not
fpsych;caiiy distantiated, s aiready an 1nheritance of cu]ture a
nedation of nature The neonate is in perpetuai syzygic attachment

to the maternal source. and the rest of nature, w1thout comp051tion .1: o
B or distinction, but the mother 1s d1v1ded from natire in symbolism and
f{‘cuiture The proviSion of food to the 1nfant is therefore not simply the.

iibidinous difquion of two ids into each other in a mutuai, unconSCious -
. v

-

{act. One- party in the act is aiready conscwous, and brings the
m'symbolism of consc1ousness and difference into it In d01ng so, the
-.mother imposes an un naturai (non spontaneous) set of contingencies on

the act therehy preparing the first moment in’ the infant s subjectiVe

| "evoiution, the separation of the neonate organism from its natural

: environment the aiienation of ego and object This happens in many

: ways, 11 within a iinguistic context* food is a scheduied reward---the" o
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the object changes. hood is given with inconsistent affett,‘sometimes

warmly, sometimes impatiently, sametimes careiessiy-——the object

" carries contingencies. A1l these variations, however, accompany the act

of 1ncorporation in all non-human organisms as well, but they do not
femerge as SUbJectS Why?. Because in humans the act is overiaid with ,
. Symbolism from the source of nurturance which is gradua]]y transferred
to the infant, so that by the end of the oral stage---when the infant
is beginning to speak-——it obscurely and incipiently forms a
conSCiousness of aning in what is happening to it. It begins its
Faii from paradise, into a twilight zone which is stiii pre- subJective
but in which it formuiates a dim perception of 1tse1f as-being distinct
from the mother. )

In the orai stage, the structures of id €90, and superego are
'vaguely prefigured, existing in prototypic form.” The id is simple
unmediated appetite. The imp051tions of the mother, her sanctions and
demands, estabiish ten51ons confiicts frustrations These impositions
carry the weight of authority and, aiong with other cultural demands
transmitted through the mother, they collectively. form the superego.
Concomitantiy, the ego, inter-esse between the urges of the id and the
Uprohibitions of . the- superego, deve]ops as the ‘locus of mediation and
resolution The ego here begins its lTong journey of detachment separating
itseif from the environment, recoiiing into itself from the demands of

- its body and the vicissitudes of its Pleasure source. Both its body and
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The subJect and object are becoming split, wa1t1ng only for the
symbols of difference to estrange them in consciousness, 1n the
.ego. Freud is quite right in his statement that it is in the oral
stage that the dualism of subject and object erupts (Freud, 1959,
p. 77) Like Adam, who became subjective when he ate from the tree
of knowledge, the child’ -emerges into consc1ousness in the medium of
. the mouth.

The first format1on of the ego is schematized and out11ned in the
oral stage; 1ts status as the agent of regress1on is formed here The
primary emergent dualism in the bral stage is that of subject- ob‘lct
and "otherness" has a dyal aspect, namely, the promptings of the id
~ and the demands of the superego. ‘Sometimes the ego-subject displaces
the author1ty of the superego W1th id gratification, making the
superego S requirements unconscious, and sometimes it suppresses
the’ appetites of the id.in favor of the demands of the. superego. The
first. movemeni of the ego, in any case, is the process of repress1on,
in which the stage is set for the development of the unconsc1ous

In the course of oral development Freud says, the locus of
libidinous gratlflcatlon shifts from the mouth to the anus This
is not a spontaneous movement as Freud thinks, but a culturally
induced one. Through the parent the culture demands progressive
control not only over the incorporative processes, but over expu}s1ve
processes as well. "Manners" are extended from the table to the

toilet throughout the anal stage, lasttng from about one to three

years./ During this period, the émergence ofesubjectivity is almost

R
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complete; all that remains is the sexualization of the ego's
disjunctions. Throughout the analhstage the ego becomes more
autonomous (Erikson) and progressive]ykmore divided, At this po1nt
the d1v1s1on is internalized as the. cleavage of mind and body, which
originates in ‘the superego s.uncomprom151ng demands that the "se]f"
shbdue and Subordinate "natural" urges to urinate and defecate -
indiscriminately. Becker's analysis of anality applies, for the‘most
part, to the deve]opment of subjectivity in th1s stage, and need not
be gone over, Freud himself does not use the terms "mind" and "body"
to designate the dualism of the anal stage; for hinm there is the

"contrast between active and passive, which may be descr1bed as the
forerunner of the sexual polarity W1th wh1ch it links up ]ater"
(Freud, 1952, p. 336). With all the associations of "activity" apd
"passivity", and Freud's exp]icitridentification of the anal region
at this stage, it is clear that the contradiction of mind and body
IN THE EGO can berpsychoanalytically Tocated at this point.

For ontoanthropologlcal purposes, we have followed Freud far
enough in his deve]opmenta] stages, even though we have not come to
- the male- fema]e polarity of the phallic stage. Ne have what we need .
in the rea11zation that the 1ndiv1dual proceeds through two precur51ve ‘
movements un his evolution toward subjectivity: the subJect is pro-
gress1ve1y sundered from the object (ritualized in the trauma of
weaning) and m1nd 1s progressively sundered from body (ritualized
~—1in the trauma of tailet training) These are the first cu]tural

events in the evolhtion of the indivfdual. until they occur he has

|

- |
I
!
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had no cu]tura] experience To repeat an earlier observatxon however,
we still do not have a sat1sfactory comprehens10n of. these events as
human events. All organisms are subject to maternal separation and -
social-parental controls, but they do not develop consc1ousness But
again, th1s is because they do not evolve in an env1roning culteral |
m111eu of language and symbols, nor do they possess the genetic and
biological capacities for doing so. Perhaps, in the higher species,
their minds are stili bicameral Whatever it is, human consc1ousness
has ‘the symbo]1zat1on of its experience as a necessary Cond1t10n, |
_the major events of oral and anal enculturation must be r1tua11st1ca11y
symbo]1zed into oppositions before they can constltute a human
subject. Ritualistic symbolization enta1]s the metaphorization of

actua] events Cassirer, Tike Jaynes, avows that language is "by

1ts very nature and-essence, metaphor1ca1" (1944 p. 109) With its
cultural inher1tance of symbolic. ]anguage the infant recapitulates

" the centur1es old metaphorlzat1on of a significant experlence in the
oral stage: the coerced loss of 1ts source of grat1f1cat1an is given
a metaphoric meaning, conceptuallzed as the separatlon of Me from
Mother. The exper1ence 1s named, conceptua]ized and g1ven a content.
_Agggggg a symbol of difference, becomes the metaphrand divided into
two metaphiers: what is absent, i.e., the Other with al] 1ts paraphiers,
and ‘what remains after the Other absents itself, i. e » 2 void to be
filled in, conceptualized as the metaphor1c ‘me', with all 1ts

: parapqgers Similarly, in the anal stage, the experience of controlling

)

-

- the sphincture is a metaphrand generatrng two metaphiers "Good
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boy" boints to them: the metaphier "you" (the willing, directing,
voiitfona] psyche) controls the metaphier "it" (the resistant, forewgn
soma) Psyche and soma- are metaphor1ca11y and. symbol1ca11y split into
categories, between which consc1ousness emerges as anxious interest.

Predictably, - the study of deve]opment ver1f1es ‘that -ego deve]opment
coincides with _symbolic development. Foreexamp1e the subJect -object
_SP1it emerges dut of the oral stage JUST AS THE CHILD IS LEARNING
LANGUAGE, completing 1tse]f in the mind-body sp]1t after language
hasﬁﬁeen conquered. " In fact, Freud S anal stage coincides with the
change from one-word utterances to syntact1c speech, and to11et fraining
'fs completed in this period (McCandless & Trotter, 1977 p. 112),
usually by about the age of eighteen months S1gn1f1cant]y, the end
of toilet training and the beginning of symbo]1c speech- overlap In -
:P1aget s sixth sensory-motor stage (18-24 months) the: achlevement is:
"the ab111ty to represent the object of one's’ cognitions by means of
symbo]s (Flave]], 1977, p 33) and to act with reference to them
~ rather than to the immed1ate environment, In Werner and Kaplan's

ana1y51s

The major entities’in any symbolic act are

.the symbol itself, the: Egrsg__produc1ng or
comprehending it, and the symbol's referent

2 Init1a]1y these three ent1t1es are largely N e
fused together, or psychologically un-

| differentiated from gne another, and a very
1mportant aspect of deVe]opment of symbol-
ization is their mutual’ breaking apart, o
differentiation,.or "distancing”. -,
(Flavell, 1977, p. 39) o ‘ |
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The human race became subJect1ve1y conscious som time in the
second m111en1um BC. 1ndiv1dua15 becomes subJect1ve1y c nsc1ous g} L<
sometime between elghteen and twenty four months after birth. The
symbols: of difference in subjectivity are una]terab]y deteraned by the
~two maJor eu]tural r1tua]s of the first two years, aligned with )
eating and excrement. The first is not symbol1ca11y represented as
it occurs. The break with organic unity is therefore retrospect1ve1y
romant1c1zed 1n nosta]gla the subJect~obJect split is lived_ through,
-A_however, the fragmentat1on of mind and body is a concrete, existential
process. It is at this time that the separated ego- SubJect first

raises the questlon "who am I"!l and the end]ess task of subjectivity

7/

has begun. - . ‘ . ~
o Freud has been followed no further than the anal stage of 5
' psychosexua] deve]opkehtu/6531at1ng the need to enter the intr1cac1es
_ of the 0ed1pus ang ETectra complexes at the phaTT1c stage. For
psychoanalysls, this stage symboT1zes the third dualism of consciousness |
as mascu11ne -feminine (Freud 1960, p 77). Without following
psychoanalysis into this third deve]opment how then is the maTe female
dualism, and the overwhe1m1ng 51gnif1cance of sexua]1ty, to be disclosed?
we have already learned from K1erkegaard mytho]ogy, Freud,himse]f and
the most casual observations of than social lwfe, that sexual1ty is
a-constitutive. phenomenon 1in subjectivity---perhaps its most fundamental

fact The answer lies aga1n in Freud but in another direct1on, whlch !

he charted in one of his Tatecvworks Beyond the Pleasure Principle
‘ - . - ! . . }” - . g
,,
4 °
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(1959), an admlttedly baff]ing work which many psychoana]ysts find
_embarass1ng because it rev1ses much of Freud's ear11er th1nk1ng The
| work 1ntroduces Thanatos, the death 1nst1nct and concernlng its o
_’conc]us1ons Freud says "I do not know how far I be]1eve in them"’(p.'103).“
But an important po1nt is contalned here, spelled out as follows. |
Freud's final dualism is an oppos1t1on of 11fe inst1ncts and death '
1nst1ncts Freud "cannot escape a susp1c1on“ that he may have hit
upon a "un1versa1 attribute of 1nst1ncts and perhaps of organ1c ]1fe
'1n general,. that an 1nstinct is an urge inherent in organic ]1fe to
'restore an earlier state of things which the 11v1ng ent1ty has been
Qobllged to abandon under the pressure of externa] d1sturb1ng forces" |
(p. 67) - .".' : e

- The 1nst1ncts, rather than be1ng prope]]ants ‘toward expans1on

sl

~or growth, are "an express1on of “the conservat1ve nature of all living x\
substance" (p 68) The state to be restored is an "old state of |
things, an initial state from wh1ch the living entity has at one
time or another departed" (p 70). wlth great’ re]uctance, Freud

g posits that the 1ife inst1nct and the death 1nst1nct serve the same
'purpose Eros and Thanatos are both concerned w1th the "most un1versa1
endeavour of al] 11ving substancee--namely to return to the qu1escence

,. of the 1norgan1c world" (p. 108). Love and death are un1f1ed in the

"sexual act (wh1ch) is assoc1ated with a momentary ext1nct1on of a
~highly intensified excitat1on" (_bidl | |
At the deepest level, sexuality 1is the: integrator of the fractured

. po]es of subject and obJect, mind and body. The unification of Eros

- !

P
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“and Thanatos restores the original androgynous unity ~Freud quotes
- P]ato S myth of the formation of mankind by bisection of an originally
bisexual Creature to suggest that Eros "1n seeking ever W1der | |
unification might be seeking to reinstate a lost condition of prima1 '
“unity“ (Brown, 1959, p. 133). He uses the myth to venture . the
hypothe51s that life at one time was "torn apart into small particies,
‘which have ever since endeavoured to reunite through the sexua] 1nst1ncts"
(Freud, 1959, p. 102). Here, Freud diverges from Kierkegaard who
goes even fUrther In Freud humanity is a neurosis spawned from
: repreSSion and alienating symbolism, and neur051s is fundamentally
anxiety. Freud's. only so]ution to the prob]em of anxiety is a
regressive one, back to an original state where dualisms are re-united,
- but at the cost of the ego. .Kierkegaard s is a progressive one,.
‘pOSiting a "higher immediacy" in which an absurd SynthESIS of po]ar ’
categories is effected in a leap of faith from SubJeCt1V1ty to
spirituality Hav1ng seen how Kierkegaard, in combination with
} phylogenetic ev1dence ‘and ontogenetic descriptions, has explained
. sexuaiity, we are now in a position to organize severai 1n51ghts
1nto a skeietal phenomenology of the subJective system.

‘The Form of Subjectivity R

~ The general structure of subJect1v1ty has been outlined in
Chapter Three It can now be filled in more r1gorously and improved

upon in light of what has been uncovered in the subsequent chapter
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The thrust of the argument as it has been h1therto deve]oped can
~be-allegorized in the Metaphor of the Evolving Brain. The bra1n-hasl
vertically evolved from s1mp]e ]1v1ng substance (N ) to mind (Ns) to
k subJect1v1ty (NG); Its genesis begins in the Subcortex, whose. three
maJor structures (the cerebellum, the medu]]a ob]ongata and the
pons) contain the primitive 1ifd funct1ons Next 1s the layer of .
mind, centered in the d1encepha]on and the Timbic system, where, just
be]ow subJect1v1ty, the expressive and sexual functions res1de Mind
ascends 1nto the apex of the brain h1erarchy, the cerebral cortex,\
domic1]e of the hlgher 1nte1]ect which governs language and Judgement.
~In humans, the cortex is split into two distinct "m1nds" d1fferent1ated
out of the  Tower level of natural emotlon and sexua]1ty 1nto
mascu11ne (analytic) and feminine (1ntu1t1ve) sides. In effect, the
brain is bisexual; consc1ousness 1nhab1t?’thls po]ar1ty But the two‘
halves can be: potentwa]]y androgynlzed over the corpus ca]losum Their ‘“

\‘J////fntegrat1on and synthes1s would const1tute the emergent stratum of
sp1r1tuallzed se]fhood (N ) on the hlerarchy of Be1ng This allegory

p1ctor1allzes the ent1re argument of th!S work At present, 1nterest
| 'ls focused on the spllt of N6 before it has been br1dged |
SubJectlve consc1ousness emerges 1n gggg__(dread anx1ety)
. Heidegger calls it §grg_ (care), Freud calls 1t neuros1s The flrst
quiver of consc1ousne§s is the. dislocatIOn of abso]ute fusxon and
conjunction, when the symbo]s of difference d1srupt the pre]apsarlan

lnnwdlacy of nature Neumann-s descr1pt10n of the state of innocence -
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before the Fall as.the:“uroboric»pleroma" captures its essence
' comp]ete]y This Edenls state cannot be exper1enced as such w1th1n
subJect1v1ty because the c]oser the subject gets to it the less
hg subJect1v1ty is consc1ous, the less contradictory and dua11st1c 1t
- becomes Paradise is nosta]g1ca]]y yearned for and the experience of
1nfancy and the womb jis craved 11ke a lost 1ove, but its recovery is:
1mposs1b1e for subJect1v1ty It is an. empty memory, as-are the first
two years of childhood, only dimly approx1mated in art and intoxication.
.5 It is perhaps reached only in the regre551ve instant of orgasm, when
5 consc1ousness re-enters the n1rvana of extinction, and in the h1gher

f med1tat1ve states, when subJect1v1ty ablates itself into a higher
stratum wh1ch transcends the contrad1ct1ons of consc1ousness and 1ts‘
pain.

The return to lnnocence the recovery of . chlldhood the d1ssolut1on

L of duahsm, would be a rest1tut1on of ABSOLUTE OBJECTIVITY an

: ann1h1]at10n of subJect1v1ty In ob3ect1v1ty, ent1t1es are not conscious:
they are obgects pure and 51mp1e “Even ent1t1es character1zed by )
meﬁta11ty and feeling, mobility, and _behavior are ObJeCtS because they
are not 1nterna11y contradictory, because they have o consciousness'e

of the symbols of difference, ~ They ‘are in mute syzygy w1th the1r
env1ronment and 1dent1cal w1th themse]ves They are ObJeCtS because

they do not constitute a wor]d w1th metaphors and symbo]s for them

‘there is no wor]d to which meaning is impa’ied no experience to

organ1ze and 1nterpret The wd%]d in wh1ch they are unconsc1ously sunk

1* e
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s ~already organized geneticaiiy and behavioristicaiiy, and, qua

bJects, these entities can do no more than deterministicaiiy respond

' ThTS state of obJect1v1ty is symboiized (for subJectiv1ty) in the

anc1ent archetype of the androgyne . (Singer, 1976). This is freud's |

‘ poiymorphous perverse character of sexiess chiidhood and the Bibiicai

state of grace, when consc1ousness, in the indiViduaT and the race,

is oniy "dreaming" (Kierkegaard) It is the dormant sleep of the
Cosmic Tw1ns joined in coital embrace The pre- subJective state of

_grace and nature, in any case, is broken and sundered and flung into

opp051tion The wrenching of subJectiv1ty out of 1ts naturai mind

:and out of the 1mmed1acy of ndture is a FaTi into’ many things but

Jdt is first of all a ‘Fall 1nto dread and anxiety.

The first moment of consc1ousness is a severance, -a fracture,
a rent (Hegei) ThTS first moment is the "fauit" (Ricoeur, 1967)
opened up between subJect and obJect the fissure from which aii
other symbois of difference flow: mind- body, reai-apparent true -false;

good eVii male- fema]e finite 1nf1nite temporai eternai act1ve—,

‘passrve, and S0 on 1ndefin1tely The dismemberment 1nto SUbJECt and

obJect is the first determdnation of a ngst hav1ng come to a knowledge

of duaTism, the immediate consequences for Adam before his banishment

.- (apart from sexua] shame) were fear, belittiement, privation, enmity,
71nequaiity, and sorrow These are subjective emotions Dismembering i

or severing an organism produces reactive pain but not anxiety or

dread because dread is a determination of a subJect which narratizes,’

or symboiizes its division in conscieusness of ioss, in the awareness‘
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‘of part of itself div1ded off. Between the self and 1ts otherness

is a nothingness or chasm, a void, and this void is- consc10usness

or subJect1v1ty Subject1v1ty TS the ' nothingness" (Sartre) WhTCh
rglgtgs the symbols. of difference, and this nothingness is what
/:subJect1v1ty first dreads (Cf Kierkegaard co, p. 38) The first /
L_ f]ush of subJect1Vity Is. dread. S 4‘
| : It has a]ready been cTaimed that subJectivity is only prefiguregz
in the subJect obJect dualism, because at this stage Tanguage is StT]ik<
“inc'pient and metaphoric symbolization is bareiy avaiiabie to |

S bJect1v1ty The anaTysws of Freud 'S anal stage. recaTT conciuded

' ';that consc10usness emerges in its symboiic fu]]ness onTy after the =
,acquisition of Tanguage, and what TS prefigured in the subJect obJect-
H'Sp]1t becomes compTete in the mind body split. Full subJect1v1ty N .

emerges as the reTationaT void between the symbols of mentaiity and

’corporeaiity, subgective consciousness being the interest (inter—esse)»_ .

between them, The derivation of mind body from subJect objectggﬁs @@yf

~ been- sat1‘>%ctori]y achieved but for the moment attention shall
continue to dwe]T in the phenomenon of subJective dread Referring

: dhback to Jaynes, Tt .can be said that anxiety begins with a loss: the

| voices of the Gods - deégft Teaving the. subject to mediate the separatﬂ n

of good and evi] In ontoanthropoiogical'terms,'this myth_disciose /
'that subjectiv1ty begins only when unity is broken and when cons:,/
symbolically experiences the absence of its objectd. The obaec is
7ALIENATED from the subgect.c}Alienatjon;is dread But the-

hed

e. B N
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dread encumbers subjectivity when it is disclosed to’jtsglj;aS‘ |

a contradiction'of mind and bddyv 'Mind' and 'body', ‘as symbols _

of difference, are alienated (made foreign, strange) to each‘other
"within consciousness Again _consciousness is their relation in.a
.field of 1nterest A fundamental ontoanthropological principle is
disclosed in this concept. It is that consc10us subJectivity 1s the
v01d sustaining the relationship between contradictory antipodes |

and THIS VOID IS AN ISSUE TO ITSELF IT IS A NOTHINGNESS NHICH

| :EMERGES AS THE NEED TO SYMBOLIZE ITSELF IDENTIFY ITSELF AND

"CREATE A MEANING FOR ITSELF NITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF ITS CONTRADICTIONS
“In Kierkegaard 3 words, subJectiVity is "the relationship to one 's

self" The primordial disclOSure of subJectiv1ty as a _ngs__erupts 1n_,ﬂr
‘this nexus. . First of all"subgectivity is the clash of opposites, -/ ;b :

the conflictual collision of symbolic "factors" (momenter, moments),__.

- and thlS is a neurotic condition "The essence of man animal is

a0 neurosis and the essence of neurosis is mental conflict" (Brown,

l959 p 82) Moreover, the experience of neurOSis is anxiety, about
which both Freud and Kierkegaard agree. Second and more 1mportant, '
the locus of conflict is in the emergent "I" of subjectivity, which

| is essentially a void waiting to be filled in, subaectivity must ",
..; -,JI,,," }
;‘symboig “a,tself Subjectivity encounters itself as the radical

g v

freedom to carry out this necessity, and it is this task and this -

» freedom which stabds forth in the fullness of ngst The freedom residesfﬂgA
in the possibility of consolidating an identity out of NOTHING hence _

",_,
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anxiety is the existential expression of - this fact The task, to g
. repeat is to absurdly form an identity within the symbolism of
, difference. now phenomenologically disclosed as the symbols of
- mind and body, 0] that the task is equally to. synthesize the polarities :
.~ of mind and body into a conscious synthesis SUCh:a task_is dread-full.;
:fDread is the root of consciousness. Ll B v
. It remains to be seen how the motif of sexuality, alre%%y . f.i
- uncovered in phylogenetic and ontogenetic analysis, is central to y
,the dualistic structure of subJectivity and its successive polarities.
.Combining Jaynes and Freud, it can be said thatgsanCIousness of .
. difference is first symbolized 1n the disjunction of mind and body as
vsexuality They jointly answer the question for which Kierkegaard
1 does not have an answer. he says only that sexuality is thg "expression" Lff
:-for the "prodigious contradiction on which huma% existence rests |

;This is not. enough. however. There are actually thg}e explanations. Or

- perhaps three variations of the same answer. .
o First, the symbolStfﬁ male and female constitute the content of

T ' )
'_a collective mythis archetype, as Neumann and others have shown. In

. -Brown s words, “Dual organization is sexual organizatione the prototype
.,ruiof all opposition or contrariety is sexll C1966, Pp 22-23)

. Qprototypic fall is into sex€>the dual organization of mind and body ;L&Af"

| jis mythically symbolized in the division of male and female. because the L
. state preceding'the descent into‘difference uas a unified one, and.unity;;,_f;
~i«flfis archetypically recollected as. androgynic coitus.¢;5rffm ;f" SEEENE

The archetype of androgyny appears in us




" mind- body cleavage
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unity, having existed in oneness

or nholeness before any separation

was made.t.The primordial unity is

broken apart; then there exist the .
Two, as opposites. Only when the

two have become established as

separate entities can they move

_ apart and then join toéether in a

new way to create the many and dis-

- _perse them. In time, pairs of

opposites tend to polarize...One

pair, male and female, serve as the

symbolic expression of the energic ¢
power behind all of the other polarities. ..
Gradually 1in the process of acquiring
consciousness (man) becomes aware of

all the other pairs of opposites, the
male-female pair being the most

important, for this pair can be seen

as a metaphor for nearly all the

B others. (51nge+, 1976, pp. 20, 100)

If the archetypa] metaphor of severance is male- female then the
< aligned metaphor for union must be sexual congress.

Second the task for fragmented subjectiv1ty is to un1fy 1ts

Freud s great discovery is that the recovery of

- the unityaof the 1ndiv1dua1 is sought in the erotic whlch "binds all

things together“

Division .of seﬁf from self body from body, and

 body fram self 1s overcome in the erot1c which "restores an. earlier

state of thlngs ; the origina] antipodes have "ever‘since endeavoured

.

\~
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to reunite through the sexual 1nstincts (_R €it). In psychoana1y51s
the recovery of the pristine state is a regre551ve effort in the
medium of sexuality. The actuality of the sexual act testifies to
this: sexual union, intensified in the moment of orgasmic release,
is experienced as the dissoiution of Otherness and separation, when
the self and other, mind and body, are one. : '

Third, sexuality is phenomenoiogically disc]osed as the
exgressio in consciousness. for dda]ity No other phenomenon, apart
from the possible exception of ritualistic eating, exhibits such an
ambigu1ty of "mental" and"bodily" aspects. As a concrete, lived reality

' sexuality is neither of the body: nor of the mind, but simuitaneousiy
of both. . It is charged with corporal and mentaiistic symboiiSm.
preserving each in a kind of tension. Body events, fee]ings, ideation
cognitions, and psycho- somatic values as well as the ~ambiguous sexual
urge itseif are drawn together in the experience of the erotic, C

_ coalesced into a single experience, / |

Sexuality is an expression, a task and a memory In it-are

”grounded all otherpoiarities of subjectivity. ' In one way or another,

- each haif of every successive disjunctive opposition in conSCiousness
relates back to either the symbolism of the body or the symbolism of
the mind and in one way or another every synthe51s of consc1ousness
finds its metaphor in sexual union For example, the symbo]s of time

aad eternity originate in the body and mind respectively, as do the
symbols of finitudetand‘infinity. Time and>Eternity conjoin jn the
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Eterna] Now, wh11e finitude and 1nf1n1ty conJo1n 1n the Cosmic
APo1nt exper1ence of these synthetic unions is.often descr1bed
in the mystical literature in sexua] 1magery K1erkegaard recogn1zes
that the mind- -body relation is subjectivity's f1rst duality, upon
which other dua11t1es are built. ' The relat1on of time and eternity,
for examp]e, "comes after" that of psyche and soma, and it is "not
fash1oned in the same wey as the former" (1944, pP. 76). The same is
true of the others, i.e. > Possible-necessary; f1n1tude -infinity.
What we have in K1erkegaard 1s the comprehensxon of a success1on of
symbo]1c polarities in consciousness, each new opp051t10n being bu11t
" on or layered over the-earlier ones. In Kierkagaard, the development
of each new symbolic duality is throught to have an element of .t
f1x1ty and necess1ty to it, such that the sequence of dua]1t1es is
inev1tab1y ordered in a definite way. |

At this point, however, ontoanthropo]ogy deve]ops its own principle, .

following K1erkegaard in the notion that the dua11sms of consciousness
are der1vat1ve from the prototyplc mind-body split, but d1ffer1ng from
him in the notfon that subsequent dualities unforld in a determInate
order and in 'succession. Rather, the evo]ution of . subaectiv1ty is the
d1fferentiat1on of several polaritles from a common point of origin, and
these polarities develop simultqneous]y Development proceeds in
accordance with Werner's princip]e of orthogenesis. and -in accordance with
‘ontoanthropo]oglcal pr1nc1p1es numbered 11 to 14,

The subJective system ramifies and complexifies 1nto any number of
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~ bipolar sectors, La]] of which originate from the mind -body polarity
These sectors are the hierarchic dimensions of subJectiv1ty, each
dimension has levels to it. The symbolic content of)these dualities,
however. is contingent determined by cu]ture and individual
psycho]ogical experience. Every subJective system has its own unique
character and mode of 1ntegration, no two systems of consciousness are
.the same. As it turns out,-most individuals haye many generai features
in common because they share a common symbo]ic inheritance and a common
;cultural indoctrination, but their dimensional structure and the po]arities
by which those dimen51ons are contituted, as well as their mode of
integration, is 1diographic. In each dindividual, some particu]ar -
bipolarity is hegemonic and in fact may be a polarity no-one else 1s
familiar w1th It is accordingly impossible to describe a system of
dualisms appiicab]e to everyone; a nomothetic characterization of the
ﬂgggtggt.of subJectivity is precluded by virtue of the 1ndiv1dua1 s
specific experience and relative context The determination of an
. individual's subjective content is in fact one of the tasks of
:_psychotherapy, and Kelly's personal construct psycho]ogy (1955) figures
prominently in the deveiopment of a technique for carrying out this task
We have already seen that the first disaunction of subJectivity
is the mind-body dualism. Following Kierkegaard, it-is agreed that the
 "factors" of this duaiism are contradictory”and in‘conflict'
Conséiousness is origina]]y the conflict of these opposites concreteiy

Jiving itself out 1in sexual concerns, that is to: say. sexuality is the
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express1ve relation of the antipodal factors in consc1ousness The
conJunct1on of the original symbols of- d1fference is expressed as
sexua11ty, wh1ch is consequently the man1festat1on og actuality of |
subjectiv1ty S 1nterna1 conflict and contradiction. Becausé the tens1on.
of mind and body is disclosed to consciousness as a c]ash conflict,

. or collision, consciousness is fundamenta]]y anx1ous It is also
anxious because the turmoil of consc1ousness can be qu1eted on]y when
consc1ousness synthes1zes its po]ar1t1es by def1n1ng 1tse1f in terms of
them, by symbollzwng an 1dent1ty which prov1des a point of synthesis
for them. The dread of subjectivity is thereby annu]]ed But ‘
K1erkegaard among others, has shown that subJect1v1ty fears its freedom -
and the task presented in that freedom. SubJect1v1ty reco1ls from its
contrad1ct1ons by regressw@e]y trying to return to ltS orlg1na1
conditio of obJect1v1ty and unity; it abd1cates its nature and ) ;

: ex1stent1a1 purpose through a retreat into obJecthood The col]ective
pursuit of obaecttvity is carried out in the medium of mass culture

~ (den Publik, das Man) Mass culture is the sum of 1nst1tutions into

which subaectivity. b;ectifie its contradlctions As such, it is the

environ1ng milleu for regressive subaectiv1ty The,purpose of the
Sext chapter is to ana'lyse this phenhomenon in degail. ”
' Summary s, |
- I; The properties of human nature at Nes a]ready outlined in Kierkegaard s
%henomenology, have been. found in a developmenta] account of the ,

emergence of subject1v1ty in the species and in the 1ndiv1dua1

) %‘}7; » . -



. ﬂThe evo]ut1on 04 subJect1v1ty in the spec1es was recounted 1n
B1b11ca] mythology, Newmann 's. ana]ys1s of mythology, and Jaynes' - *
historical research The evolution of subJect1v1ty 1n the |
1nd1v1dua] was recounted in Freud's theory of psychosexua] development
The form of subJect1v1ty was out]ined based on the f1nd1ngs of the
" previous chapter and the contents of this chapter. The out11ne
3focused on the or1g1n of SubJeCtIVe contrad1ct1on in symbollsm,}
whose first determ1nat1on is the SUbJECt-ObJeCt sp11t fol]owed by
the mind-body split and the subsequent oppos1tions it generates.
The next chapter will d1scuss ‘the most general response subjec vity
makes to its nature, and it W111 describe the subJect1ve environment
created by this response. The 1nvestlgatio;3wi11 conc]ude with a
| statement about the ro]e of psychotherapy in the, evolutlon of human S

nature
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- CHAPTER FIVE:
ONTOANTHROPOLOGY IV |
PSYCHOTHERAPY AND THE ENVIRONING MILIEY

To this point this: 1nvestigation before us has undergone the ‘
g‘foliow1ng sequence The naturalistic and reductionistic paradigm in )

- contemporary psychoiogy and the aiigned practice of psychotherapy is
‘superannuated and needs to be replaced by another unifying paradigm |

. which p051ts hierarchic leveis of reality with corresponding hierarchies "
. -of methodic conceptuai, and nomo]ogica] ievels, a psychology of
human nature demands such a parad?gm, S0 the distinctly human properties :
are not iost or made incoherent in being reduced to a lower Tevel. The

R (&)
unifying paradigm which displaces reductionism 1s emergent hierarchicalism,

: “_?which assigns human nature to the N- stratum of subJectiVity, a stratum

| which subsumes all preVious strata and which 1tself contains ievels
“of deve]opment ramified 1nto severai bipo]ar dimensions These '_
dimenswons and their relations, constitute a symboiic system Dniuing
from Freud, Kierkegaard, and mythoiogy. it was fbund that the essence of
h‘subJectivity is to be spiit in its nature originating\in the |

'prefigurative severance of subJect and object andjthe prototypic X

0pp051tion of mitd and body, *these d’vjunﬁi;, S spal
e |
.dimensionai poiarities, whose content Is dete&mined By experience The . -

“regressive proaect of subjectivity is the attempt to dissoive 1ts

g disjunctions and aread by returning to the stratum from which ib?

3

emerged, i.e., the state of unconscious obJectivity at N5 its*
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progressive prOJect is the attempt to reconcile 1ts disjunctions 1n a
transcendent emergence into the stratum of spirit(N ).

The regreSSive project is really the undertaking to iose

‘ subJect1v1ty by becoming an obJect In Kierkegaard s analysis, the |
regre551ve prOJect is the Wy sub3ect1v1ty evades 1its freedom to define :
iitseif SubJectiv1ty 1s abdicated in favor of obJective ex1stence in
. the Pubiic whieh is the env1ron1ng miiieu for 1nauthent1c consc10usness
Because the originai split in subjectiv1ty is mind body, and because
regre551on to obJectiv1ty is pursued in. the medium of sexuaiity, the
phenomenon of seduction was isoiated as the paradigm of human socia] i
’activity It now remains to be seen how this paradigmatic activ1ty v
is fully obJectified in cuitural institutions In fact it remains to
be seen how mass cuiture in genera] functions as the enVironing milieu o
- for inauthentic subjectivity Foilow1ng this the investigation Wiii f: s
) be in a posztion to* ‘conclude W1th a statement on the role of = |

jpsychotherapy and its possible approaches
' ~ Social Phenomeno ooy R o ;i"‘

£

The analysis of subJectivity S enVironment must conform to .
-requirements aiready stipu]ated for the ana]ysis of subJectiv 'itseif,
that is any comprehension o£ the structure and process of sngiic- |
7‘cu1ture must occur at the appropriate levei of method, concept and law
The properties of. subjectivity s environment are as novel and
”discontinuous as’ the: properties of consciousness are, environments are

“also hierarchica]]y structured Laying downqsuch a requiremenv immediate]y,_?i_
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exc]udes mostgtrad1t10nal soc1a] psycho]ogy as 1rreIEVant to an ‘
¢ understanding of human soc1a1 rea11ties, because 1ts methods, laws, and
L 1anguage app]y to a Tower stratum of behavior o
' From 1ts 1ncept10n, social psychology has been 1nterna11y
d1V1ded between ‘the psycho]og1ca1' and soc1ologica]' approaches a
| d1v1s1on 1ntroduced with the publ1cat1on of the first two textbooks 1n |
oy the f1e1d (Lott 1973) The psychologlcal mode of soc1a1 psychology ‘
' | (PSP) been the off1c1a] parad1gm for socia] psycho1ogy, stnce 1t is
B directly connected to the htstory of genera] psycho]ogy in a way that
- the soc1o]og1ca1 mode (sép) is not PSP emphasizes that the only
reliab]e data are bits of/publicly observab]e behav1or, but because A
o ) pubiicly observable behavior encompasses s much it becomes equated »VN.‘
o w1th experlmentalfy replicable behav1or s and this commlts PSP to the i
now obso]ete unity-of-science canons of mechanism, probabi]1st1c :
measurement, operationalization, and reductionlsm The consequence is ‘ |
. that 1ts research uproots human behavior from the very network of social .
| ‘ »-mean1ng and signiflcance by Virtue of which it is understandable (CF 'h‘
f?”“ | Armistead 1974) And because of 1ts al]egiance to experimentalism, PSP
research has eventuated 1n ]arge amounts of trtvia and superficiality -
Enormous amounts of money\and time have been 1nvested 1n verify1ng what
We a1ready know The c]assic experiments of Milgram (1963) and Asch
(1955) are cases in point Their ftndtngs are both.true and banal

| as experimenta] observations they'adyanoe nothing The experimental .

method has ver1f1ed a hypothesis already known to be true, but it//
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v= cannot e _xplgln_this truth or elucidate its Significance, only
‘A.reiterate ‘Indeed, the—findings are only a starting point far : o
comprehending j}oup behavior An infinute number 1f experiments
could never explain this behavior e
v', The explanation lies 1n social phenomenology, a derivative of B

'-IZSSP research in concert with philosophy and soc1ology Ine of social

‘ ,npsychology 's most demanding questions is "What is the con ‘ tutional ,?7
‘ structure of human social life?" with the question, a way of getting
T an answer lS given isolate for explanation ‘the various aspects ot the
'“iived soc1al world So social psychology begins w1th an INVENTORY OF
. THE osvrous,» R g j B R o
LIt ds obvious that humans collectively inhabit a linguistic,_,‘ ?’;;
> fsymbolic milieu, that they ritualistically consume food that they |
'iyfbury their dead;. that they regulate and fetishize their sexuality, s
,tjthat they form religions. that they acquire property, and so forth .
. These are all obVious facts to be explained Another obvious fact is RS
: tthat the large majority ?f people withineany social collective maintain ‘“*’( fi
_;a remarkably homogeneous point of view concerning what is. true. good, 'f":if
fg'and beautiful This fact, the standardization of belief and value,,¢'u;'i :
‘biis the phenomenon to be explained by a social phenomenology of‘mass

'b?culture The. obvious facts uhich,need explghation,must initially

. be referred back to the structure of subjectivity "rielucidation.gk “{;i;?fjifﬂff

\Specifically\\the structure{s existential respoﬂie tooitseif mist
be discerned with reference to the Qroup andgso_nal mi]ieu 1n'd';;x

0.,)..
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Following suggestions by Kierkegaard and some of the third o r
| force psychologists, it can be'said that human existence is thrown ,
‘“-and thrust into the world with the imperative'that it deﬁine\and ,f
,choose a meaning for itself It is first disclosed to itself as an |
uncompleted task and in this resides the freedom of subjectivity 7
; i Once disclosed to itself as a possibility to be pursued human being VTMA
‘drcan undertake one of two general existential projects it can either
lﬂiﬁtranscend itself into the next stratum of emergence---the stratum
of spirit and the community of love---or it can (and generally A:fi;'; g}
does) undertake to forget itself by pursuing an impossible goal ;;i'i;
’ retreat and recoil into the pre-human state of fee ing and reflexive p _»ef;f
' ‘5_ mentality which preceded language,-ego. freedom, l o |

_ d the internal

ruptures of subjectivity The seconz project, whi;h c0uld never 'y-éiii
be completed except in death, really amounts to a refusal to be a/ :
subject while trying to be an object It is an attempt to retuffttof;ze%rifft

the—passiVe, prelapsarian state in which there is nousubject,vi éfi;et;,;a"f:

'd

/

and no alienation of the self frqm the world'*:'




| 185
~the second is a self- contrad1ctory and self-negating ugdertaklng,
dg;med to fa1]ure In each case the,ultlmate aim is the restoratjon
of who]enesé and, most impdrtant ‘each projent is an exiStentia]

expression and part1c1pat1on in the sot1a1 milieu 1n a specific way.

Whatever project is undertaken, the 1nd1v1dua1 is unavo1dab1y in a

relation to an environing social groqp,-becuase the group is the

milieu in which consciousness, acts in the same way’that the physical

~environment is the milieu in which the organism lives.

Taking each of these exﬁstentinjtprojects in turn, let us'finst.
fnquire genera1jy into the charactertistics of group 1ife at the
N-stratum of spirituatlity. Any depiction of a communal ethos éti
"this stratum wou1d at bést be utapian speculation since (as: Shaw
ance observed of Chnistianity) it has,yet.to be tried out on a broad
scale. - Nonetheless, projections and inferences are possible, based
on the cnaracter1st1cs exhibited by the k1nd of person who\would
" contribute to such a community. In many ways, such a person wou]d ‘be ;
. what the e&isten%ia]ists call "authentic", possessing many of the
attributes of Maslow's "self-actualized" human" wholeness, chpleteness,
. Justice, vitality, simplicity, honésty, beauty, uniquenesﬁ,kp1ay-
fulness, autonomy, spontaneity, and so}forth (Mdslaw,'1962). One might "
add to Maslow's list such qua]ities as :  capacity for non-posseSsiVe
-intimacy'énd love, cnmpassidn, §e]f—dependence, cooperativeness, a
sénse of the absurd, intellectual curiosity, realism, and personal

potenecy. The list could go on. But of all the "properties" one

- could adduee as characterizations of a spiritualized existence, there
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appears to be one central n0t1on, der1ved from K1erkegaard and
He!degger, around which al] the other cong!gpate It is the notion
'gg—gapjnomous self-identification. \ S o

The poss1b111ty for choosing and conso]1dat1ng an 1dent1ty has
'already been disclosed at the N- stratum of subjectivity. Kierkegaard

’

would say that the d1sc]osure occurs in a state of dread. The- ‘Teap
into authentic selfhood, or sp1r1t, is the exerc1se of "the -freedom and
poss1b111ty given at the stratum of sub3ect1v1ty The -emergence of
spiritualized selfhood from subjectivity'requires that the inherent

. §
disparities of subjectivity are synthesized, integrated, and -

&

'consd]idated‘into a coherent’whole by virtue of a totalizing chojce of
. Identity; the transition is effected when sub&ective consciousness,
taken as a total system of (a) its several dimensiOns and (b) its
"stratified structure, chooses and creates*its‘own identity throughéthe

provisiog of an interpretive weltanschauung,‘but which ALL its

experience is COHERENT. For Angyal, "the central desian of life iefthe
des1re to shape one's existence into a mean1ngfu1 full expanded who]e
wh;ch will g1ve perfect coherence and un1ty to one's life" (Ha]l &
L1ndzey, 1970, p. 323) Leckey's idea that the person "must define

for himself the nature of that. tota11ty which he is" reflects Angya] s
1dea He says. 1here is "on]y one deve]opmental goa1, namely, the
acn1evement of a un1f1ed and se]f-cons1stent organ1zat1on" (ibid, p. 329fg‘
"But\thé‘transformation of subjectivity into autonomous selfhood, via a |
ﬁcoherent se]f—interpretation, is not the result of discover or grace, but
the resulf of personal creation; It is the frightful immersion in
subjeetivify'e radical freedom:

|
1

4
§
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What would a society of spfnitualized, autonomous béings.be Tike?
What group milieu would they engender? A brief answer to these
questiens could only be banal and jargonized. Taking a cue from
Thedﬁore Roszak's recent book (1978) we may look to the classical and
avante garde traditions of monast1c life. 1In doing so, we are'struck
by two fact: monast1c1sm S purpose ?E to provide a context for the
so}iterx pursuit of sa1vation and meaning,tyet this autonomous'pursuit
is a‘communa1‘venture* the monastic trad1t1on stresses sp]r!tual
purity andfthe abandonment of concern for prestige, wealtH, power, and
possess1ons, and yet the same trad1t1on gave birth to a domest1c
econom1cs of the most stab]e angdy?oduct1ve sort. ] Such commun1t1es,
in 1ntent1on if not 1n practice, exhibit no striving and grasping
for dom1nat1on and compet1t1on anong the1r members; they are, 1dea1]y,
agapic networks in Jh1ch each participant tolerated the other's
autonomy and identity. Perhaps this is the ethos of a spiritualized

society: one in which the members prov1de each other w1th a context in

wh1ch freedom and love are shared cooperat1ve]y, to]erant]y, and

‘n"spontaneously toward the end of personal wholeness, hea]th and 1ntegr1ty.

Satin'ﬁ recent book (1978) is an effort the schemat1ze such a society
for contemporary consciousness. ‘ “\

Of greater interest, in the present context, is the\&ind of
‘society engendered from the collective refusal tq,exercise\ineradical
freedom disclosed in subjectivity. It is of greater interest for |
three reasons: first, it is the kind of society we now innan¥t and
mindlessly promote; second, its anthropo1ogica1, psycho]ogicalf\@nd

philosophical analysis is historically far more comp]éte; third, a
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'critique of its status'and nature provides theoretical grounds for -
psychotherapy of a particu]ar type.
- The coltective recoiT from freedom, subjectivity, and identity
is c]early revealed in modern bourgeois society, and such.a society
represents--—at the group ]eVel--éa "fall" of human1ty from its most
cha]]eng1ng and most authentic p0551b111t1es The modern
: 1ndustr;a11zed consumerist soc1egy is- the atmosphere human beings have -
created by . v1rtue of thelr co]]ect1ve refusa] to pursue the1r humanity
and its higher poss1b1l1t1es The fa]len character of modern soc1et1es
espec1a1]y our own, is the ant1thes1s of -health and authenticity, but it
g'has become the norm for the "decent and good life", The tragedy of
modern life is that our fallen state is thought “to conta1n the seeds of
" paradise, a concept1on SO W1de1y and fervently adhered to that the
f]edgl1ng part1c1pants in it are qu1ck1y and efficiently programmed
not to question its premises or cons1der 1ts transcendence. ' The’
Ex1stent1a1 prOJect of ‘retreat, so to speak, is ]1ke original sin:_ it
ns an 1nher1ted condition and the presupposition of-contemporary ;afe.
‘The critique of inauthenticity, the analysis of "fa]}en“ life in |
| the social collective, has been competently done severa] tpmég from.
diverse perspectjveS; The two most conspicuéus examples are provided
by Marxism and European existentialism,. although equa]ly potent |
critiques have come from theo]og1ans, sociologists, psychologists,

economists, and educational theorists. The analysis of social existence

to be offered here is a distillation of the existential vtewpoint,

%
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Mass Culture.

Social .existence in the mode of ‘what we now call "mass cu]ture"'is \

cblLective inathenticity, a concerted f]1ght from freedom, an

L ,estrangement from subJect1v1ty and' identity. But the phenomenon of -~

’ ; )

mass1f1cat1on, the retreat 1nto the state of pass1ve recept1v1ty and,
pr1mar11y, the onsumpt1o of th1ngs, 1deas,'va1ues, and feelings, has’
little or nothing to do w1th the contemporary fact of large numbers
and assemb]y 11ne product1gn Neither 1arge numbers nor recency,

ne1ther mass commun1cat10ns nor 1ndustr1a11zat1on essent111y ‘ | /
characterlze mass cuTure The view that they do i$ not on]y m1sta}en, '
“but preva]ent (CF. Gerbner, 1972 Sh1]s, ]971 MacDonald 1953)

Large numbers, the media, and the production line are certalnly 1n
intimate co]]us1on in modern times, act1ng in league to pro]wferate

mass culture, but they are only the instruments of an underlying |
phenomenon which makes them possible. They prov1de the form in'which
mass culture is current]y~dispensed: in large volume eff1c1ent]y,

and instantly. But these aspects presuppose somethlng far more. 1mportant
name1y, a recept1ve, co]]aborat1ng mass mentality. Mass cu]ture is not‘
'somethlng 1mposed on unwitting, 1nnocent victims. It is the way the
vcollect1ve consc1ousness organizes 1tse1f at any part1cular time; 1t is
what the mass menta11ty produces. The description and aﬂa]ysisvof‘this
process passes over from SSP ro social phenomeno]ogy, whose task it is‘to

exp]a1n its psycho]oglcal basis.



> N s . ' i - . ; )
L ' 190
e ’ A
Perhaps the nature of mass cu]ture can more clearly be dep1cted 1f
we d1sengage ourse]ves from the current SSP preoccupatton with mass
media and mass 1ndustr1a1lzat1on The out11ne of a theory of mass

cu]ture can be seen just as eas11y in the ear]y modern period. before:

,there was rad1o television, assemb]y Tine product1on, and a

(comparat1ve1y) ]arge population. Looking back to the 11]ustr1ous
fourteenth century at the height of the Ita11an Rena1ssance we find
a 51ng]e 1nst1tut1on regulat1ng and def1n1ng soc1a1 rea11ty, dispensing

value and meaning, and providing the veryAthdngs it has 1tse1f def1ned

as necessary for a meaningful life. The Catholic Church was the

»‘1nst1tut1on from wh1ch,mean1ng was der1ved and in which \\Thor1ty\was
invested. The church was the ‘power which regu]ated the life of the

masses. Mass culture was defined ecc1e51ast1ca]1y its p011t1cs, its

science, its art, its ph1losophy, and--—above a]]---1ts QUOTIDIAN
i "\ e /\\ :
EXISTENCE . _ o 'T
Any contemporary inventory of the obvious must recognize the fact

that the authority once vested exc]usively 1n the Church s now dispensed

' throughout severa] related 1nst1tut10ns In mass cu]ture, the

1nst1tut1ona]-authority of the church”has by now been usurped by the
School, the Media, the Factory, and the State. But this dispersion of
authority doesn't mean that the osycho]ogy of mass culture must seek new

pr1nc1p1es or uncover new structures: the phenomenon of mass cu]ture is

_ fundamentally and essent1a11y the same in the 14th and 20th centur1es

A second po1nt . mass culture 1s not a consequence of mass
production and dlstribution The Church distributed the content of

mass cu]ture through the pu1p1t JUSt as effect1ve1y as the Factory does -



‘ a]ways comprehensib]e only as expressions of a common human nature.

I ]
now through its board room and media adJuncts, the Quatrocentto in
Ita]y was Just as cultural]y tota11zed by the dec1s1ons of the Papacy
as 20th century Canada is by Genera1 Motors and the CBC. This means
that mass cu]ture is not a function. of pure quant1ty, there are more

of the masses now, but the1r character 15 no different.except in

\ cont1ngent details. As Ortega y Gassett proc1a1ms, "Str1ct1y speaking,

the mass, as a psycholog1ca1 fact, can be def1ned w1thout wa1t1ng

for 1nd1v1duals to appear in mass format1on In the presence of one

individual we can decide whether he is “mass" or "not" (y Gassett, 1932).

It can be taken as axiomatic that no ex1stent1a1 moda11ty 11ke
that of modern mass-man arises ex nlhjlg, Soc1o -cultural forms are
constructed through the un1f1ed part1c1patory efforts of all members of
the soc1a1 body Mass culture is therefore not to- be viewed as the
1mpos1t1on of va]ues, be]1efs, and so/on, upon the weak maJor1ty by a
strong m1nor1ty but as the way in which the soc1a1 co1lect1ve organ1zes
1tse1f 1n thought and act1on

Human consc1ousness externalizes and ob3ect1f1es itself into a
soc1a] world of 1nst1tut1ons, roles, and pract1ces, and however

“objective" the structures of the social world appear to be they are.

-

"In other words desp1te the ob3ect1v1ty that marks the social wor]d

i

in human exper1ence, it does not therby acquire an onto]og1ca] status -

apart from the human activity’ that produced it" (Berger & Luckmann,

&

1966, p. 57). Mass culture is consequently a phenomenon to be

‘understood as a modification of human consciousness, or a way of being

- humanly conscious. The various dimensions of mass culture, 1ike-
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te]ev1s1on, do not e«plaln or produce consc1ousness, rather consc1ousness
exp1a1ns the presence and nature of mass culture. ' The task of soc1a1
ana]ys1s starts'w1th the percept1on that the strueture}of'mass culture
is made possible by. the structure of the human psyché /

It is often useful to interpret mass culture in terms such as v .
vu]gar” "hompgeneous" "standard" and "conform1st" but netions like
these are not sufficient1y~fundamental. They are more 11ke symptoms of

massification than explanations for it. A better exp]anat1on is  somehow,

aligned thh ‘the 1dea that mass culture is a state-of-mind or way o of being,

and ONTOLOGICAL STATE OF BEING-IN-THE-WORLD. Thus, the masses do not
form a set of peop]e dlSt]ﬂCt from the non-masses To be a member'

of the masses 1s to part1c1pate 1n what Heldegger cal]s the A[_tagljch
(Everyday) mode ofdconsc1ousness, to inhabit the ord1nary Form of_L1fe -

(Nittgenstein)"whiCh ALL members of ANY social order'do in varying

degrees Mass cu]ture is simply the concrete context of everyday life.

The most genera] tact of mass-man (or Das Man, -as Heidegger
describes the phen menon) is that of pa551ve dependence Mass man,
_rather than be1ng a creat1ve agent for sub3ect1v1ty, is a recept1ve
consumer of obJect1ve th1ngs, facts, values, and be11efs Hav1ng
externa11zed h1s or her subJect1v1ty into obJect1ve 1nst1tut1ons,

concurrent]y ann1h11at1ng personal agency and respons1b111ty, the

3 individual becomes ‘given over 1n 1ts be1ng to powers outside 1tse1f

(powers'1t unconsciously creates and susta1ns); It becomes part of a

M»«
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. ivacuous counterfe1t of. human1ty, and in doing S0 ‘demands that
.Lthe 1nst1tut1ons in wh1ch .the Pub11c embod1es 1tse1f carry out -
'1ts most’ human operat1ons and then feed them back The mass -man o
abd1cates 1ts 1nd2v1dua11ty and subJect1v1ty to the 1nst1tut1en§ 1nto
which.it obJect1f1es 1tse]f and then, having becomeKa genera11ty, |
epend on these same 1nstﬁt1ons for—d1rect1on and sustenance

Thus, contemporary mass- man consumes Hea]th from the Hospital, _
Truth from’ (he Med1a Know1edge from the Schools, En]1ghtenment\'
- from the Therap1sts, Salvation from the Churchg and the Good Life
. from the Factory. Mass culture is the sunkof those 1nst1tut10ns .
in which 1nd1v1dua]s repose their humanity and from wh1ch their
va1uespare def1ned and supp11ed In such a state of pa551v1ty and .
dependence mass man, becomes . more, and more like everyone else,
paradox1ca11y adjusted to a fictitious entity: The Public. In order
'to become the same as everyone else, individual sub3ect1v1tyhpu]ver1zes
its own rea]ity to the po1nt that it is nothing; it negates 1tse1§nj
1nto a standard1zed¢node of ob3ect1ve ex1stence,‘1ndeed, it becomes
" an object to be f1]1ed up with ideas, exper1ences,_and th1ngs, to
the pofnt that tts identity is equated with externa]itTeS'it has
attached to itself through effort or fortune.

The conditions for mass culture are a]ienation, impersonality, -
and objectivity amongst -its members. Far trom beinglthe medfum in

which humanity binds itself todether, mass culture is the means fdr

retreat from humanity into a state of unconscious dependence. Mass
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culture ismthe opiate of subjecttvity andiits authentic passions, -
the contrad1ctory so]ut1on to the prob]ems and anx1et1es of be1ng .

T .

human, it is the ce]]ect1ve f]1ght from the radical freedom of =

SubJECt]V]ty the freedom to choose one S se]f

The point has now been reached where “a theory of hea]th and
1ts[pe1at1on to cu?ture can be spel]ed out It has been found
to this po1ﬁt that within the genera] framework of emergent hierarchic--
‘a11sm (whose )mp11cat1ons for therapeut1cs are vast) human existence b

‘._interacts with a specifica]]y'defined mi]ieu'at each level of

emergence: at the stratum of mentality the m1]1eu is the st1mu]us
env1ronment at the stratum of sub3ect1v1ty it is symbolic culture;
at the stratum of sp1r1t 1t is the commun1ty of love. The “fa11en”
\form of sub3ect1v1ty exists and acts in the 1nauthent1c env1ronment
of mass’ culture and collective 1nst1tut1ons,_a patholog1ca1 cond1t10n
aligned w1th the human purposes it serves. Another way of putt1ng

this is by saying that, structura]]y, human ex1stence is a]ways

in .a mode of mit-sein (be1ng with- others) - The task nowzgs to

‘organlze this anthropolog1ca1 fact into a theory of health and

therapeutics.

Pathology, Hea]th; and Groups
A ] N\
The N- stratum of sub3ect1v1ty has a very odd characteér to it; -

1t represents an amb1guous pos1t1on on the emergent h1erarchy ‘At the

same time that it introduces the essence of humah existence, it also

introduces a state of instability and conflict into the hierarchic
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_ because®the human structure emerges as a problem to be solved. There
is no health in subjectivity; it achieVes health only byvcompleting

and transcend1ng 1tse1f at the next higher stratum Asllong as this
\‘completion does not occurvonly two poss1b111t1es are open sub3ect1v1ty
‘e1ther penf1sts as turm01], clash, and oppos1t1on or it sinks away
from both its transcendenta] p0551b111ty and its internal d1srupt1on
into the tranqu1111z1ng, levelled emptiness of the "group" with’ 1ts\
,_4nst1tut1ons and conformist rituals. Here, the.strugg1e for a
rcomplete humanity is not even considered, and the paint of Ehat
'_hstruggle is‘hot felt, Tranécendence is diSplaeed by the search for
;comfort'and happiness: existence becomesb"suified“ (Tennessen, ]9665;
Paraddxica]]y, the psychological establishment, usurping the role
of the church, haé become a major agent fur dispenﬁing happiness and
adjustment; it generates and re1nforces the content of mass. cu]ture )
while speak1ng the language of awareness, self- actua11zat1on, freedom,
-and so on df Rosen 19775 Schur, 1977, Gross, 1978). In any case,4
‘subJect1v1ty fa]ls into a state of ma:.<-mindedness, giving 1tse]f |
}up and turning itself over to an 1mpersona1 and ob3ec£\f1ed consc1ousness
-embodied in social institutions 11ke the Club, the Business, the
Church and the School. (I]]1ch S phénomeno]ogy of schools is a
profound c0mprehenswon of this fact and canhalmost be genera11zed to
-any 1nst1tut1on in which mass—m1ndedness embodies 1tse1f (Cf. Illiéh,
‘]972). Using Heidegger's term1nology and the perspective of emergent »_'
hierarchiea1ism, let us inguire into ;hexnaturé_bf Das Man's ..

*\ .

pathology.
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The fall int0»group-mindedness is a kind of double movement into,

pathology, for, as we have seen human nature at the stratum of

sub3ect1v1ty is itself schismatic, a cond1t1on of dismemberment and

conflict occupy1ng the poTar1t1es of consc1ousness But therecoil

_ info Das Man, that 1s, the attempt to fTee from the transcendent

{
demands of sub3ect1v1ty by revert1ng to a Tower stratum on the emergent

h1erarchy, represents another patho]og1ca1 condition. Thus a new

ex1stent1a1 disorder replaces a prev1ous one; it is a compound sickness
because it is (a) a withdrawal from spirituality, which represénts'
synthéSis,'whoTeness, and health, and (b} a form of existence in which
subjectivity's d1v1s1ons are contrad1ct1ons are st111 in conflict and in
which this conthctals repressed with the aid of life 1]1us1ons and
deceptions. The cond1t1on of repre551on, in one segse an 1T]usory,
1nauthent1c state, is in another sense the fundamenta] state of

communa] Tlfe 1n mass- m1ndedpess Not onTy, then, is T1fe in soc1aT
coTTect1v1t1es unwhoTesome but additionally-it is an unwholesomeness
wh1ch is h1dden from consc1ousness iff the group's vital lies and

~

The pathology of Das Man has three aspects: it is a retreat

from subJettivity; the retreat fragments it further; tge_fragnentation ,

is denied 1Bd-;epressed;'

Retreat. The recoiT from the sbecifically human demands and

| anx1et1es of subJective consc1ousness, as K1erkegaard suggests, isa

process - of obgectif1cat10n, that 1s a process of ob3ect1fy1ng the

¢
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subjective. SubJect1v1ty, as a systemat1C“whole lmbued with the

1mperat1ve to create a coherent ~meaning- g1v1ng fnanework for 1tse1f}\
is. essent1a11y act1v1ty, comm1tment and freedom. ObJect1v1ty 1s : :)
accordlngly‘%he cessat1on of act1v1ty, the d1ssolut10n of commitment,
and the denial of freedom If, as Freire claims, it 1s “man s
| onto]og1ca1 vocat1on .to be a SubJect who acts upon and transforms
his world" (]970, p, 12), then the refusal to respond to this
vocation ie manifest in man s‘paesivity and manipulabi]ity. In other
iwords, he becdmes AN OBJECT 'a thfng,'something acted upon, sométhing
‘to wh1ch things mere]y happen The ex1stent1a11ty of the subject is
subJect1v1ty, the ex1stent1a11ty of an obJect is obJect1v1ty And
the pathology of group mindedness is. prec1se1y that of the obJect1f1cat1on a
'of subJects/} : '
QbJect1v1ty 1mp11es depersona]12at1on and the abd1cat1on of
‘autonomy Depersona]1zat1on and the re]ease from personal |
' respons1b111ty is exactly th1s the subJect gives 1tse1f over to the
group, and identifies 1tseTf as a group ent1ty, identity is accord1ng1y
dicated. by the" group mlnd and the absent subJect is def1ned 11ke

‘
every other ent1ty 1n the . co]lectlon . Even 1ts "1nd1v1dua11ty" i

o

purchased and control]ed within the boundar1es of group taste and
' superf1c1a11ty In ob3ect1fy1ng 1tse1f the subJect d1sso]ves 1ts
’ h; anxiety by a]]ow1ng the group to determ1ne 1ts fee11ngs cogn1t1ons,
o

“values, and meantngs. vConcurrently, the collective menta]1ty )

formulates methodoiogie§'and siogans (however abs%rd_or'iilusory)
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ﬁwhich, while promising“fUIfilment ("happiness"), keep the members
enslaved. o | | »

It has already been said that, the most genera] fact of group-
m1ndedness is passive dependence, such that mass-man is a consumer
or conta]ner for those things, facts, and values delivered from'sources
into which subjectivity has dispersed and objectified itself. The
person, in, th1s event, essentially has the status of an incinerator.

[ts sources are soc1a1 1nst1tut1ons, and man 1s what he consumes from

these institutions. Subjective va]ues, obJect1f1ed into institutions,
are purchased and received from the institutions in the form of
commodities; and these commodities are mapufactured to satisfy eweryone
and no-one 1in particular: they are produc:d for mass-man, i.e., for
the average, common, de-individua]ized PubTic. Every individual,
insofar as he or she part1c1pates in group Oor mass- m1ndedness, is
essent1a11y the same.as all the Others, def1ned 1nd1v1dua11y no% by -
what he or she IS but by what he or she HAS. Er1ch ﬁromm approv1ng1y )
notes Spinoza's view that the pass1ons inherent in the hav1ng mode,
such.as greed, envy, competition, and possessiveness, are aspects

‘of mental 111ness "Ingth1s statement, so foreign to the th1nk1ng of
out time, Spinoza con51ders pas51ons that do not correspond to the
needs of human nature as patho]og1cal, in fact, he goes so far as

- to ca]] them a form of insanity" (Fromm 1976, 2 95) So the fall
from subJect1v1ty creates pathologx,because it dxstorts and fa]slf1es

: human nature.

o
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f// The falsification of human nature in obJect1v1ty accounts for

the ba51c fact %f life in human groups, namely, the fact of
alienation. Re1at1onsh1ps between individuals whose col]ect;ve
1dent1ty is predicated on a f11ght from their humanity are 1rreduc1bly
founded on antagonism, competition, and fear. Again, due to. its
original structure, seduction is the paradigmatic aetivity'of fallen

[

subjectivity:. Das Man's patho]ogy is deeper than falsification,
however, because the preject ottretréat from one” emergent §tratum to
. lower one contains a contradiction: a subject cannot be an object.
The pursuit of bbjectiticatiqn is theretere an on-goihg recapitulation

'of failure.

Fragmentation.: A c]earer understand1ng of the patho]og1ca1 nature

of group life 1s given within the context of emergent hierarchicalism;
the way in which humans suffer is dictated by their structure. The
emergeht—hierarchic theory has depicted human nature as a stratified
phenomenon, where each'level of the person is considered to be e
system. At this N-stratum, the whole system is differentiated into _
several dimensions, Subgect1v1ty is a d1mens1ona1 who]e,kcompr1sed

of d1mens1ona1 sub- -systems such as the cogn1t1ve the afféct1ve ~the
’aesthet1c, the moral, and so forth; each of the dimensions has. a
specific charatter and each exiSt§ in the specifically humen stratum
of symbo]ism or 1inguistic cu]ture Moreover each d1mens1on has its
own sca]e of deve]opment and the retreat from subjectivity back into -
objectification reduces each dimension to -a lower 1eve1 of development.
More important, all the d1mens1ons of sub3ect1v1ty are related to

g

- each other on a scale of integration: the more healthy the person is
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the more whole it is, i.e., the greater the integrity and coherence
of the entire\sysiem the more it is healthy. At the hfgﬁ%ﬁ‘leve1s
of deve]opment, then, the dimensions of subgect1v1ty become 1ntegrated
and complementary, while at the Tower levels they are fragmented
".and oppositional. Hea]th is who]eness, and wholeness is 1ntegrat10n
It has aTso been emphasized that all existence, for every
stratum on the hierarchy, has an environing context. At the N—stratum
of animal mentality the environment is the stimulus milieu; at the
- next stratum of subjectfve cdnscieusness it is the symbolic (cu]turé])
milieu. Subjectivity=authenticates itself in a community of love,
and it pursues its refusal to be human in tﬁe patho]ogy-ridden
collectivity of mass-culture. 1In its pathological form? the social
milieu takes over, indeed defines, the interests of its members by
v1rtue of 1ts control of the ob3ect1ve 1nst1tut1ons in which subJect1v1ty
d1sso1ves itself and 1ts va]ues SUBJECTIVITY OBJECTIFFES ITSELF INTO |
THE INSTITUTIONS OF MASS MINDEDNESS AND EACH OF THESE INSTITUTIONS
EMBODIES A VALUE CORRESPONDING TO A DIMENSION OF SUBJECTIVITY. Thus,
subjectivity becomes fragmented and'disintegrated in the process of
objectification, and consequently becomes Tess whole and ]ess hea]thy.f
“Here is the Eeal bathology of group life.
The value for cognition is truth; the value.for mora11ty is
goodness, the value for aesthetlcs is beauty, the value-for affect
is sensibility, et cetera. Each dimension of subjectivity has a
value, and the manner of realizing that value reflects itséjf into

the social milieu. The net result of objectification is a social
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structure of institutions which separately dispense»values to
different partS of.the person. The social milieu is therefore
fragmented and unwholesome in its major features, a facf which is
coextensive with the disintegration and fragmentation pf its: g
constituent members. | | | |

The cétastrophic results of social and individual fragmentation
are understood by the sociai critic Ivan I11ich. He has systematically
documented how sub3ect1v1ty has handed over its values of truth,

mobiljty, hea]th JUSEQEQ and salvation to the industries of

o 720

. educat1on automotives, medicine law, and denominational re11glon

His phenomeno1ogy of schoo]1ng, for examp]e can be read as an analysis
of how individuals objectify themselves into mass cu1ture 1n one

area of value, and the Togic of the analysis app11es equa]ly to the

7 other areas. The objectification itself is patho]og1ca1 but another

form of pathology appears in the fact, unacknowledged by I11ich,

that objectification disrupts and.dismembers wholeness. Sl ‘ ///
CRepression.’ ‘It is as if we are collectively pretending to be /

repressed to a Tow level, perhaps even to the Tevel of pure ref]ex1ve

human while seriously pretending not to pretend Our nature is

menta]lty over1a1d with symbo]1sm Collectively refus1ng individual
freedom, denying autonomous and se1f-reliant activity/and praxis,

| fal]ing into automaton conq§rmity, and escaping in{g the status

of obJects, 1nd1v1dua]s do not thereby become free of their subJect1v1ty‘

and- the anxiety which fundamentally characterizes it. The dread of
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subjectivity a]ways asserts itse1f, because personal-choice and -
activity are a]ways indissociably aligned with risk and uncertainty.
Kierkegaard has'convincing]y established this. Mass-man}]ives |
in a.state of perpetua1'repression, not of this or that 1mpulse‘or,
,drive; but of his NATURE; the repression of his'subjectivevnatUre is -
at the same time a repression of the dread (_ngst) or anx1ety in

-subgect1v1ty first makes its appearance. Dread is the poss1b11;}y

of freedom. ' ' mx/’yf“j;7 N

Mass cu]ture, in repress1ng sub3ect1v1ty, is thereby primarily
concerned to repress the man1festation of sub3ect1v1ty, Camely

ex1stent1a1 anx1ety, the anx1ety which "makes man1fest in Dasein

its be1ng towards 1ts ownmost potent1a11ty ~for- Be1ng---that is, its
Being-free for the freedom of choosing, itself and taking hoid\of
itself. Anxiety brings Dasein face to face with its own eing—tree-a\
for the authent1c1ty of its Be1ng, and for this authent1c1ty as a
” ’poss1b111ty which it always is” (Heidegger, 1967, p. 232).
-‘ObJect1f1cat1on into the institutions of group m1ndedness is a
' fragmented retreat from the anxiety of‘being human, the anxiety
generated from'awareness of freedom ano~finitude, but the retreat is
a retreat into repression Odd]y, the "solution" of repression is
more problematic than the prob]em of being human it is 1ntended to
solve. How is th1s s0? N
Repressed anx1ety, of which only ‘humans are capable, announces

itself in a multitude of phenomena and 1t reproduces itself in a

specr[rc way. The phenomena appear in the group, 1n the interactions
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of group members and their cultura]'milieu.

Any inventory of human history provides a cata]ogue of the ways
in which fallen sub3ect1v1ty structures the social world: sexua] |
man1pu1at1on, psychlc and somatic decrepltude po]]ut1on of the
biological and symbolic enV1ronments, 1nst1tut1ona1 authoritarianism,
slavery, war, and so on. Less obvious, but perhaps more damag1ng ‘
. to human ‘nature, are the emotlonal, cognitive, and sp1r1tua1
assau]ts on the person engendered from mass -mindedness: 1nd1fference;
intolerance, hatred racism, dom1nat1on, oppress1on, distrust,
dishonesty, superf1c1a11ty, progect1on denial, and so on. Two
'aspects of repressed anxiety, violent crime and war, are pretty wet]é
fixed 1nvar1ants of history. And human be1ngs are the only creatures
who repet1t1ve1y alter-or diminish their consciousness chemically.

But in its saddest form; repression manifests itself in the everyday,h'
average, normal expressions of bana]ity and meaning]essness in social
and group interaction Because mass-mindedness sedates peop]e into
ex1st1ng as obJects in the mode of hav1ng, they 1nteract with each
lother other stereotyplcally and r1tua11st1ca11y, frant1ca1]y proving
themse]ves "real" by negating each other w1th one fonn of vidlence
or another. Life, in the group, becomes a strugg]e for recognition,
usual]y at the expense of another s freedom or subJect1v1ty ObJects
- can re]ate on]y to other objects. Accord1ngly, subJects may repress
: anx1ety either by doing violence to others, by negat1ng them, or

by doing v1o]ence to themselves! either way, objectification results.
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Hence "conflict 1s the original meaning of being for others" (Sartre
1956 p.364. 2 Ex1stence in the m111eu of mass- man is primordially-
determined as alienation or estrangement, and 1nterpersona1
transact1ons in th1s m111eu prlnc1pa11y operate 1h the serv1 of
subJect1ve negatlon | | ' | Qg\\\
The theoretical foundations 1a1d down to this point’ 1nd1cate
that health or wholeness, is not a state of adJustment to soc1eta]

3
norms but rather a systematic 1ntegrat1on of elements compr1s1ng

.
"‘»human rea]1ty at each of 1ts strata In terms of emergent h1erarch1c-
a11sm health is integrity in stages, each stage be1ng a stratum
or 1eve1 of devéT;Lment Thus, psycholog1ca] hea]th presupposes
. corporeal hea]th in the b1o -organisms and th1s k1nd of hea]th wou]d
be the integration of b1o—organ1sm1c Sub-SyStemS into a functional
whole which 1nteracts creat1ve1y w1th a b1o]og1ca1 milieu or eco—
system. Similarly, hea]th at the spec1f1ca11y human ‘level presupposes
wholeness and unity at the pr1or stratum of ref]ex1ve mentation. At
the stratum of subjectivity, HEALTH IS THE INTEGRATIVE COHERENCE GF
'CONSCIOUSNESS IN A SYMBOLIC, CULTURAL MILIEU: IT IS THE HOLISTIC
INTEGRATION OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONSVOF’THE PERSON WITHIN A COMMUNITY
OR GROUP. This last point can ‘never be sufficiently stressed the
health of 1nd1v1dua]s is _lygx__ln relatign to an env1ron1ng
cu]ture commun1ty, or group. At the‘ﬁeve] of fal]en sub3ect1v1ty the :

environment is mass cu]ture at the stratum of spirituality it is

communitas---the commun1ty of'free,and authent1c charity, To heal
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1s therefore to at 1east provide the env1ronment and- process in
“ wh1ch thouqhts, be11efs, va]ues, and fee11ngs can be brought 1nto ,
coherence and into creat1ve re]at1onsh1p to a community of persons
Aoa1n, there is no 1nd1v1dua1 ex1stence 1ndependent of a group
-represent1ng culture; as He1degger says, mit-sein (Be1ng w1th) is
the pr1mord1a1 structure of human ex1stence |
Etymo]og1ca1 sources are frequent]y productive start1ng places
for getting an adequate sense or fee11ng for a concept a]though

such sources are only beg1nn1ngs The or1g1n of "psychotherapy" is

an espec1a]1y fe11c1tous example: therapy is healing (therap1a)

" the hea11ng act is directed toward what we nowadays ca11 the mind
(psyche), wh1ch was or1g1na1]y representat1ve of a]] the spiritual
and‘v1ta1 funct1ons Psychotherapy or1glna11y meant ]1tera11y,‘
hea11ng the person and there ‘seems to be no reason tor 51gn1f1cant1y
mod1fy1ng such a def1n1t10n today S . g; :
Pursu1ng th1s 11ne further to heal someth1ng ;nit1a]1y meant

to make it whole, to restore 1t to un1ty and completeness.: ”Heal"
is der1ved from the 01d Eng]1sh "hal" (who]e) the c]osest modern

'. assoc1at1on be1ng found in the express1on "hale and hearty" The

. same old Eng]1sh word is the root for h _gly_ ~The association of

health- who]e ho]y is thus h1stor1ca11y estab11shed It is even;more
c]ear in German he11 (who]e, sound) he111g (ho]y, sacred) he11ung

(cure hea11ng) Psychotherapy, then a1ms at restoratlon of

ewholeness, soundness, and unity in psych1c funct10n1ng, wh1ch to
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be radical, consists of all the dynamics, structures,land‘mechanisms

of‘human consciousness and their expression in behavior-. Insofar

- as psychotherapyiseeks health its consists of cures (cdra: caring)'

it excor1ates and banishes pathology (pathos suffer1ng) in a pat1ent _

or sufferer Moreover, if health is akin to ho]1ness psychotherapy

must be avmovement away from the opposite of hol1ness (who]eness)

which is away from the profane and common. The opp051te of holiness

is profan1ty wh1ch, as we have seen,‘1s a state of fragmentat1on
U1t1mate1y, of course, hia1th is holiness and sp1r1tua1 ‘

who]eness It 1s sp1r1tua1 coherence at an emergent stratum beyond

subJect1v1ty, where 1nd1v1dua]s choose an 1dent1ty for themselves and

~align themselves to one another 1n‘]ove " The process of hea11ng

accord1ng]y beglns at the lowest stratum of the emergent h1erarchy

but aims at the. h1ghest and therapy therefore pursues the emanc1pat1on

- of 1nd1v1duals into the f1na1 stages of emergence on the h1erarchy

Conventional Psychotherapy

:The phenomena of retreat, fragmentation, and,repression impose
themselves on all strata and on all areasvof persona] existence,
because they are fundaments of the group milieu whichvengenders a
state of being shared by everyene in varying degrees. ho—one in a'
symbalic culture is exempt- from its influence, sincefeVeryone -
| participates in cultural forms and institutionsli Everyone participates;
more or less, in the mass cultural env1ronment defined and 1mposed by

the media and advertising, for examp]e S1m11ar1y, everyone
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part1c1pates, usually directly, in the operat1ons and values of
educat1ona1 1nst1tut10ns, lega] 1nst1tut10ns, religious 1nst1tut1ons,_
'or hea]th 1nst1tut1ons.- The group Tife of symbolic culture affects
every life, because it is the environment in which every life is

born and in which it dies. o _ s | et

The primary transm1tter of culture 'is the fam11y Particfpation.
1s culture 1s guaranteed by th1s fact As Freud d1scerned, culture
is passed on to each generat1on by the parents Indeed the superego
repre@ents a structure of persona11ty in wh1ch the cu]ture s
definitions, values, and programs for ]1v1ng ard depos1ted The
| expectat1ons of the culture for’ each of its members are.instilled in
the person through the parents in the f1rst few years of life. The,
superego accordingly emerges as that part of the person in which group
va]ues are represented, in each case subject to specific modiFTcat%ons
and adaptations by the parents who transm1t them. This last po1nt is
1mportant each superego has 1ts own specificity and un1queness, varying
.from sub culture to sub culture and fam1]y to family. At the same
time, the genera] demands of culture for objectification retreat from
-authent1c1ty, and repress1ve alienation remain constant Theseigeneral
~ demands and structures, however, a specified in the part1cu]ar contexts
and exper1ences of different parents The parents person1fy‘the cu]ture
to the child and, in do1ng S0, become a structure of the child's existence

in the form of thersuperego. Freud descr1bes-1t ]1ke this: "The long

period of chi]dhood;:during which the growfnghhuman being lives in



208
dependence upon- his parents, leaves beh1nd it a precipitate, wh1ch
erms within his ego a. spec1a1 agency in which this parenta] 1nf1uence

[‘5 pro]onged It has rece1ved the name uper ego...The parent' s
influence naturally 1nc1udes not only the persona11t1es of the parents
. themselves but also the racial, nat1ona1, and fam11y traditions handed on °
them as we]] as the demands of the immediate social glllgu_wh1ch they
represent In the same way; an individual's super ego in the course
of his deve]opment takes over contr1but1ons from later successors
and substitutes of his parents..." (Freud, 1949, pp. 16-17).

What Freud has given us is an»insight,%nto theirre:ocahle .
importance of group 1ife in the develdpment of the individual. This
fact‘is crucfa] to,psychotherapy: an individual exists only in a
social env1ronment and this env1ronment---represented through the
parents and s1gn1f1cant others---remains a structure of the psyche -

““throughout 11fe. ‘Not only that, it is the first determination of
psych1c organization; w1thout the super ego, w1thout the 1ncorporat10n
of cu]ture organ1sms wou]d s1mp1y never become human. W1thout
]anguage or a symbo]1c group an organ1sm stays at the stratum of -
ref]exlve-menta11ty, as -cases of feral children have demonstrated.

These chlldren exist in- pure immediacy (Hege]), undifferentiated into

the severa] d1mens1ons of personhood introduced by the symbol1c ¥

?

' m1]1eu Indeed w1thout 1anguage and symboT1sm the genotyp1c human
‘ is what Freud calls pure 1d which, for our purposes, can be

des1qnated as the 1eye1~of reflexive, 1nstﬂnct1ve existence in which ~
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’subjective consciousness is rooted and from which it emerges in
language. The id is then whatever human beings are without symboiic
culture. Neonates and feral chi]dren are examples of pure 1d they
are pure instinctual energy whose behav1or is determined somaticaily
and whose psychic operations are w1thout consciousness. The id is

| the "oidest of the menta] provinces" containing everything "that
HiS inherited, that is present at birth, that is fixed in the
constitution——-above all, therefore the 1nst1ncts, which originate
in somatic organization \" (ibid, p 14)

Like the superego the id 1S a psychic fixture throughout the
entire life of persons. It is not displaced by consciousness, rather;
it remains as the set of conditions within which -consciousness |
‘emerges and operates The demands of the'1d, as well as the demands of
“the superego, are continuous and unchosen; they are the foundations
of the psyche The symboiism of consc1ousness, consolidated through
the superego---that is, the content of cu]ture 1nd1v1duaiized---comes
1nto‘alignment with the primitive energy of the id through a third
dreiationary term, 1.e., the ego. The ego mediates the demands of
culture with the demands of the 1nstincts, it mediates the content
of group life w1th the life of the bio-organism. The ego is a
speCiai organization" acting as "“an intermediary between the id and
the external world" (ibid, p. 15), and the "external wor1d" at the

stratum of subjective cdnsc1ousness is the symbolic environment. As -

intermediary; the ego's highest task is to make rational decisions
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- and predictions, to bring things under conceptudl organizatiQn, to
| compute and fogfca]]y order somatic and symbolic realities. Its\l
| purpoSe'is thought; grQUnded in the somaticylife ot feeling and
instinct (the id),'and;tntthe cultural life of 1anguage and;ngrgiit}“ )
(the superego) | | R

“In terms of emergent h1erarch1ca]1sm, Freud\has g1ven us-a
Ve

‘conceptua]rzat1on for the 1dea of strata (the eqo equating w1th the

stratum of SUbJECt1VE consc1ousness, succeed1ng the stratum of id)

and the 1dea of a CUltural milteu (superego). These are unden1ab1y

basic rea]1t1es in any theoret1ca] grounding for pSychotherap As
structura] realltles, the id, ego and superego are equat1ons for
those anthropo]og1ca1 facts uncovered so far 1n this 1nvest1gat1on,
but they exh1b1t a new character when the empha51s is sh1fted from
'the1r theoret1ca1 structure;to the1r nature as it is experienced.

‘ At%}h1s point, the work of Eric Berne advances on Freud and gives

it a new or1entat10n within emergent h1erarch1ca11sm Us1ng Berne's
1mmense1y r1ch suggest1ons, we can say that the penson is a who]e
system.of var1ous sub- -systems, ex1st1ng in a social- cu]turaﬂ
.environment at;some stage on the deve]opmenta] hierarchy, whose
'funct1on1ng and behav1or is exper1enced in a phenomenolog1ca1 state
correspond1ng to the psychoana]ytwc structures JUSt ment1oned

o A]] ex1stence is- s1tuated in a context or env1ronment and the
env1ronment fo$}sub3ect1ve consc1ousness is the symbo]1c culture or
group. The environment is represented in the 1nd1v1dual, in the

/
_ \first few years of life, in the superego It is exper1enced
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phenomenologically as the Parental ego state. The Parental ego state
. is the synthes1s of cu]tura] demands, va]ues, be11efs, and prescr1pt1ons
-~ for ]1v1ng acqu1red through a spec1f1c fam11y in the first five to v
s1x years of life, .and as such it is the sum of- all forces brought to
bear on the ch11d in the proces;‘of soc1a11zat1on : In the same’ vein,
the series of strata on the emergent h1erarchy pr1or to subJect1ve
'consc1ousness form ‘the id-structure, phenomeno]og1ca11y exper1enced
as the Chl]d ego state. This state 1s the tota11ty of pr1m1t1ve
1nst1nctua1 energy man1fest\d in the behav1or and fee11ngs of the
child as it responds to parental, soc1a]1z1ng forces. Eﬁear]y, if -
~ the parental forces ;ere abSet the organlsm would fa11 to human1ze, 1t
‘would rema1n pure 1d unconsc1ously respond1ng to the st1mu1us
env1ronment with fear aggre551on, play, and so on. - Finally, there 15 '

(
the essential structure of subJect1ve consc1ousness, namely, the ego

which med1ates the<;uperego and the id.  This is the structure
-which d1fferent1ates through language as the'"I" or the self '
phenomeno]og1ca1]y experienced as the Adult ego state.. We have a]ready '
seen that W1thout ]anguaie and a symbo]1c env1ronment ‘the rat1ona1 |
ego wouId be an 1mposs1b111ty o

In making the tran51t1on,from psychoanalytic struttures to "
phenomenological states, the}way‘betomeg clear for defining the7kind
of role group’psychotherapy‘p1ays in»héajing as'weilias the ktndhof
1anguage or aopranh which wou]d be the most appropriate to it. A. :
few cruc1a1randrfundamenta1 theoretiCal ideas have been brought to‘v

light, the most basic of which is this: the'subject is a system at
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a definite hierarchic stratum whose existence is both indissociable
from groups and’?noissoéﬁable from the iower strata of nature,.
Relations between suhjects have a transcendent possibility but they
are for the most part pathological. What we now need is a mechanism
for descr1b1ng this patho]ogy and changing it 1n the d1rect1on of
health, a§’§h;1 notion has been expounded. That is, we need a
‘ LANGUAGE OF DIAGNOSIS, or problem definition, and a LANGUAGE OF
’ CHANéE or prob]em resolution. Each of,these languages must be fully
| consistent w1th the ontoanthropology ou411ned above, and they must
comp]ement each other. A starting point, however has already been
g1ven the phenomeno]og1ca1 rea11t1es of the Child, Parent and
Adult: ego states are the exper1ent1a1 express1on of the anthropo]og1calv
structures a]readyed1scussed

The way in which a human subJect operates and 11ves in his or her
social m111eu can be known on]y by observing his or her transact1ons |
with other subjects. From such observat1on, the structura] conf1gur-
~ation of subJects s ‘made known as well as their transact1ona1
dynam1cs Group interaction is accordingly the only available contekt
for d1agnos1s and assessment in a therapeut*g sense, and Transact1ona]
‘Analysis---Berne's method of descr1b1ng‘?’21a1 interaction---is an
appropriate therapeutic language for group therapy. In effect, the
- TA droup is a laboratory of human social interaction where, owing

to the intentions and purposes of its members, every actton and

fee11ng is full of, s1gn1f1cance and meaning to an astute observor
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It is commonly observed that groups are therapeutically
" meaningful because they microscopically represent the larger social
world. VYalom (1975), for example, claims that

2:vGiven enough time, every patient will
begin to be himself, to interact with the
group members as he‘interacts with others o
in the social sphere, to create in the |
group the same.interperéonal universe
which he has always inhabited. In other
words, patients will begin to diSp]ay
their maladaptive behavior in the group:;
there is no need for them to describe
their pathology--~they will sooner or
- later act it out before the group's eyes.
" This concept is of paramount importance
in group therapy and constitutes a key-
stone upon which our entire approach to
group therapy rests. (pp. 29,30)

More cokrectly, the group is diagnostically meahingfu] because
it recap1tu]ates the patﬁglogy of fa]]en sub3ect1v1ty, as we]] as
sub3ect1v1ty s ontological status of essential being- w1th others.

The group context of d1agnos1s is ~consequently cont1nuous with the
essence of subJect1v1ty, i.e., ob3ect1f1ed consc1ousness is a

social env1ronment rooted in strata, but the therapy group goes
beyond the pathology of ord1nary ]T%e by }ntent1ona11y giving it a
focus and def1n1t1on is a coherent therapeutic language, In'any case,

the. group has now been isolated as the initial medium of healing,

because it is in a group that 1nd1v1dua]s are closest to their nature

{
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as partic?bants in the social milieu of mass culture. }é SN
Transact1ona] Analysis provides both the descr1pt1vé ]anouage

and the context for psychotherapy, but it does not of 1tse1f

eventuate 1in hea]th because it contains no def1n1te methodology for -

change or personal transformat1on It certa1n1y contains the goals

of health, but it does not 1nd1cate how these goals are to be atta1ned

It does not specify or even 1nd1cate 1ntervent1ons which wou]d 1n1t1ate

movement. clearly away from the patho]ogy of social 1nteractions toward -

"awareness, spontaneity, and autonomy". In Tight of this, TA can be

viewed\as the necessary conditiontfor'individual psychotherapy, in.

,prov1d1ng the tanguage of assessment and thq context for d1agnos1s

1t provides the preparatlon for healing and persona] transformation.

The case can be put evev more strong]y, in the now familiar term1nology

deve]oped in this inquiry. Transact1ona] @analysis must g1ve way to

.1nd1v1dua11zed psychotherapeutic interventions-because the movement

toward 1nd1v1dua] health at the stratum of subjec ivity is a movement

away from social groups in, the1r everyday mode /HeaTth demands a

trans1t1on form fallen- -ness in mass cultural phenomena of objectification

and repression into persona] authent1c1ty, autonomy, self-definition

and a radically different form of community. The TA group’, however,

ualates the pathology of Das Das Man, and the rescue of subjectivity

from such patho]ogy 1s first a process of individuation and revo]t

against cultural norms. Put th1s way, Transact1ona1 Analys1s can act

as an adequate therapeutic med1um only if it contains the seeds of
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its own transcendence: it must permit individua]fzed therabehtic
" interventions aimed at e11m1nat1ng partlcu]ar patho]ogles and, beyond
that, the transcendent possibility for everyone to govern his or
her own health and wholeness. o ' s

Social interactions in a therapeufic group, then, provide
diagnosticlhateria1; the patient isiable to gain awareness in a
group of his particular gay‘of being—in-the-wor}d, the awareness
being formu]ated in the language of TA. Assessment is the first stage
in the therapeutfe process: this is the stage of awareness. Awareness,
| hoerver, does not fh itself bring change or remove prob1ems, ahd
w1thout change TA is likely to degenerate into a past1me called "TA",
Transformat1on and deve]opment is engendered not from more inter-
pretations or def1n1t1on, but from prescriptive interventions which
uti]ize‘and redirect the patienf's"energy and behavior. The Brief_
Therapy (Paradoxical) interventions prove to be‘extraordinérily
fruitful as st1mu1ants for change when they are used adjunctively
to the assessment 1anguage of Transact1ona1 Analysis. In effect,
the parado§1ca1 jntervent1ons are the medium of iggi!igggl_change
after ggggg;diagnosis: | .

Brief Therapy is a therapeutic style and method which evolved -
principa]Ty from the work of Mi]tonvErickson The style was later
e]aborated by Haley (1963) and given a theoret1ca1 ground1ng by
MWatzlawick et al (1974, 1978). Its approach re]aes heav11y on
paradox1ca] and ana]og1c thinking as well as cogn1t1ve sh1ft1ng

Among its principal techniques are (a) symptom prescription and
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| exaggeration: the patient is asked to consciously and deliberately
rehearse and amplify the symptous,'preferably at a specjfied_time,
in order to gain contro]kover:them; (b) Reframing: the symptom is
1nterpreted in a way wh1ch d1ffers from the patient's usual way
of viewing 1t, (c) DoubTe-binding: the patient is put into a no-
lose, e1ther-or situation.in which.he improves Qolmatter what he
does; (d) Designating the “prob1em” ds a "solution"; (e) The
use of humour. | '

| This section has undertaken to develop a theoret1ca1 rationale
for group psychotherapy and d1scover the appropriate 1deo1og1ca1

and methodole 1ca framework for 1t The procedure was to inquire

into the conditiohs of patho]ogy and health generally, baeed on

ontoanthropology, and to provide this conception of human nature with

a therapeutic language and context. It was found that human nature

_is const1tut10na11y pathological, since 1t is inevitably and

fundamenta]]y rooted in a soc1a1 m111eu which is for the mosy part

a co]]ect1ve flight from subjective wholeness, individual autonomy,

- personal freedom, and the 1mperat1ve for each subgect ‘to create its
own un1que 1dent1ty The collective f]1ght from subqectjve authenticity

was represented in'the phenomenon of mass culture, with its e]emente

of fragmentat1on, repression, and retreat 1nto obJect1f1ed 1nst1tut1ons

and collectivities. These facts, together with the concept1on of

human nature as a hierarchic structure whose strata and levels

associate with the notions of id, ego, and superego, dictated that’
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4the recoverylof who]eneSSJheaithtmust commence with. the ana]ys1s of
1nd1v1dua1 patho]ogy in’ ; group sett1ng Transactlonal Ana]y51s
presented itself as the appropr1ateblanguage for such assessment
~Wh11e paradox1ca1 1ptervent1ons were posited as the 1dea1 cata]ysts
. for chang1ng or remov1ng the patho]ogy uncovered | 'A‘
It was argued that hea]th is essent1a11y the systemat1c .

'coherence of subJectlve consc1ousness, presuppos1ng hea]th at- a]]
. the pr1or strata of the human h1erarch1c structure. S1nce subJect1v1ty .
conso]1dates 1tse1f at the h1gher stratum of spirit," hea]th |
vaccord1ng]y necess1tates a break from cu]ture and group ]wfe even
though axhea]thy popu]at1on would st111 part1c1pate in some communa]
"form The revo]t aga1nst ex1st1ng culture, as a ‘movement toward

| hea]th, 1mp]1es the need for the individual to pass through, and'
~ become emanc1pated from, group bonds Group psychotherapy is there-
‘fore on]y a propaedeut1c to health a trans1t1ona1 phase Like many

- other procedures, convent10na1 psychotherapy S, u1t1mate aim is its

own demise.

Holistic‘Psychotherapy: Parting Thoughts’

The procedures of group d1agn051s and individual prescr1ptlons 1h
for change constltute along with other” assoc1ated procedures. 1ike
Gestalt, Assert1veness Training, Psychoana]ys1s, and fam11y therapy,
conventional approaches to hea11ng Their main purpose is. to re11eve ‘

symptomat1c d1scomfort and dysfunct1on br1ng1ng the pat1ent into

adjustment with consensus reality. and the convent1ona1 environing
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miiieu. Inasmuch as the desired adjustments ano relief are viéued
as necessary conditions for the pursuit of "higher" healing with
yiess orthodox methods and goais, they are part of a 1egitimate
process w1th legitimate Justification Conventionai patho]ogies
reqUire conventionai treatments But inasmuch as they are considered
as terminai goals they are. incompiete conventional cures perpetuate
conventional reality and its pathoiogies They are, as Freud once
said of psychoanainis deSigned to heip the indiVidual get over
his or her personal- neurosis so he can better endure the coiiective
neurOSis Conventionai psychological therapies must be gone through
" and passed over (assuming conventional pathoi gies are present),
otherwise the higher andvmore‘radicai therapies are likely to bei
pursued from a psycho]ogicaiiy deficient base for neurotic reéasons.
For example, submission to the authority of re]igious cult leaders
who advertise "spiritual growth" and "en]ightenment“ is just
another form of obJectification in yhich identity and belief are
' dispensed'and purchasedur

| Holistic therapy is radjcai therapy, insofar as it goes to
the root“(ragiﬁ) of human nature and its ‘problems. Hbiistic healing
operates Wlth a conception of human nature in its fu]iness and
‘therefore has three aspects (a) hea]th has a hierarchic structure,
(b) human- health is defined from the perspective of subJectiVity.and
its transcendent possibilities; (c) the health of subjectivity

presupposes a radical transformation of conventional consciousness
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| as it is deflned by mass cu]ture and 1ts 1nst1tut1ons. Because ‘these
'three aspects are so Tnt1mate]y connected, any d1scusSTon of holism
:cannot ana]yse them in 1so]at1on, hence th1s conc]ud1ng sect1on
}\‘W111 touch on. them in criss-cross fash1on

* Human rea11ty is a h1erarchy of 1rreduc1b1e emergent levels
and strata, hea]th 1tse]f is- h1erarch1c and ‘the means to health
are accord1ng]y h1erarch1c as we]] Just as the level of syntax is'
1ncapac1tated 1f the 1ower ]eve] of grammar is def1c1ent, so the level
' of sub3ect1v1ty is patho]og1ca1 if any of the emergent 1evels or
strata be]ow it are patho]og1ca1 This  hierarchic concept1on is
.enta11ed by pr1nc1p1e 19 of Emergent H1erarch1ca11sm The'emergent
‘"h1erarch1c paradlgm now perm1ts the formulation of a position sought
Lat the outset of this 1nvest1gat1on, a position providing the very.
",th1ng wh1ch was found to be a necess1ty for contemporary psycho]ogy

and psychotherapy, i. €., a un1fy1ng parad1gm for those d1sc1p11nes

5
/7

.?It ¢an now be said that d1verse c11n1ca1 methods---and the theor1es
: _support1ng them---a]l have limited applicability, defined with
reference to a level of functioning on a hierarchic scale. Implied
in this notion is the'position that there is very little inconsistency
across a11 therapeutlc approaches, a fact wh1ch becomes apparent once
their 1eve1 of app11cat1on is-discerned. What are now 1ncons1stent
and fragmented areas of psycho]ogy and therapeut1cs become unified
hierarchically. |

‘Hierarchic Therapy.’

The reservoir of theories and practices in psychology and
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psychotherapy appears end]ess.f The gamut runs from bioenergetics -
and nutritional counselling through c]assicat and operate conditioning,
- cognitive restructuring, and transactional analysis to the existential
' and'sptritua1 therapies A reductionist model d1ctates that only
one of the numerous theories and methodo]og1es is the correct one;
~ the undertak1ng to compare and assess therapeut1c methods and theories
’1n terms of coherence, correctness and eff1cacy therefore implicitly
presupposes a reductionist attitude A hierarchic mode1 however,
recogn1zes the va11dbty of a]] methods and theor1es prov1ded the1r

‘ app11cat1on is restrlcted\to a proper level or stratum of anthro-

1 rea11ty. So for example, there is no 1nc0n51stency

-

. between o homo]ecu]ar psychiatry and Logotherapy: chemotherapy is

po]oq1

not only app opr1ate but necessary at the N-stratum of biochemical
reality, and Logotherapy is not only appropr1ate but necessary at the

"hlgher N-stra um of sub3ect1v1ty Absurd1t1es and 1nc0ns1stenc1es

,j:ar1se when these 1evels are not recognized or when one of them is

"v“;pellagra W1th authent1c1ty ‘and agaplc I Thou encounter R.D. La1ngv

"ontolog1ca1]y, nomo]og1ca11y, methodo]og1ca11y, or semant1ca11y
}reduced to a Tower. one ~The effort to treat ex1stent1a1 despa1r with
vitamin p1lls or Tofran11 1s accord1ng1y blzarre and worse, counter-

-:therapeut1c Equa]]y 1ud1crous though, is the effort to treat |

‘and Abraham Hoffer share the ‘same d1ff1cu]t1es each_1s right at

one 1eve1 but wrong at another |

Numerous attempts have been made to order the natural and soc1a1

sc1ences on a hierarchy which estab]1shes 1evels of know]edge according
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to 1eve1s of reality. Wilson (1969) has adequate1y surveyed these
~efforts.  Conspicuously absent, hoWever,,areysimilar attempts to
order therapeutic approaehes,on a hierarchic sca]e._ There appear .
to be only two‘such attempts in'the.1iterature”‘ Lys1off’(1969)
argues that treatments for chronlc a]coho]1sm can be formu]ated at
any of seven levels, such that the med1ca1 and non- med1ca1 mode]sv
of a]coho]1sm can be accomodated at the approprlate level. The most |
comprehens1ve attempt to app]y hlerarchy theory to the hea11ng arts
was undertaken by Brody (]973) 1n a 1andmark paper which is as
1nterest1ng as it is m1staken Brody S “man h1erarchy" deflnes '
s1xteen 1evels of natura] systems as fo]]ows quarks, subatom1c
part1c]es, atoms mo]ecu]es, organe]]es, ce]]s, t1ssues organs,
systems, 1eve1s of conduct and exper1ence (the “person" ]eVe])
fam1]y, commun1ty, subcu]ture, cu]ture, soc1ety, homo sap1ens, and
| b1osphere The "person“ 1eve1 1s not def1ned and, cur1ous]y, the
1ntr1gu1ng quest1on of where consc1ousness fits 1nto the: systens view
cannot be d1scussed here in the depth’ it. deserves" (p. 85) There
:»1s a]so a Confu51on of 1evels, the env1ron1ng m111eu (E ), and
env1ron1ng cond1t1ons (E ) when as a case in point cu]ture 1s o
ass1gned to a h1gher t1er of the h1erarchy than persons Cu]ture is
the E" on Wthh persons emerge Nonethe]ess the paper is a so11d
theoret1ca1 contr1but1on to- parad1gm reformu]at1on add1ng substant1ve
weight to proposa]s for therapeut1c ec]ect1c1sm
Brody proposes that h1erarch1ca11sm is an argument aga1nst the
"reduction1st fa]]acy" wh11e L have argued aga1nst reduct1on1sm on
_ other grounds as a propadeut1c to the conceptua]izat1on of a h1erarch1c

L4

: mode] Th1s dlfference as1de, some of Brody s points can be added
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.to what has a]ready been sumnar1zed under the rubr1c of emergent: !
: _h1erarch1ca]1sm | |
F1rst the part of the Man h1erarchy 1abe11ed “person" 1tse1f
.cons1sts of a number of sub 1eve1s Second, information mOves across
"11eve1 1nterfaces, both up and down the h1erarchy Th1rd each
*'component system on the h1erarchy must be funct1ona]]y 1ntact in
order for the next h1gher ]eve] to funct on. Fourth,,perturbat1on‘of
? the system1c 1ntegr1ty at any 1eve1 1s d(s}ase this perturbation has
Tupward and downward reverberat1ons on. the rest of the hierarchy.
’vivF1fth ‘the hea11ng arts embrace the ent1re span of the man hierarchy.
These points round out one argument for ho]1sm 1n psychotherapy, |
the1r fu]] e]aboratton and refinement can be . found 1n a combination

'.‘of genera] system theory, h1erarchy theory, and ex1stent1a11sm The

'argument enta1ls that’ there is a h1erarchy of therap1es wh1ch maps

~onto the h1erarchy of N- strata A scala therapeutica m1ght therefore'
ascend as follows: | ”
N, . Unknown, since the propert1es of N] are undeterm1né§ Possible.

1 S

'cand1dates m1ght 1nc1ude B1oenerget1cs, Prana Yoga, nd' Reich's Orgone -
Therapy |

Né-
efforts of the phys1c1sts Bohm and Capra are representat1ve

Therap1es at th1s Tevel are now on]y be1ng conceptua11zed The

N The b1ophys1ca1 and b1ochem1ca1 therap1es, 1nc1ud1ng trad1tlona1

3
approaches such as chemothérapy, nutr1t1ona1 counse111ng, and

1

ecolog1ca1 psychology, as we]] as the more. esoter1c approaches such
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as herba]1sm, acupuncture and ref]exo]ogy o ) ~

-

Ny- B1o]og1ca1 med1c1ne in a]] its aspects ‘Near]y all Western
psychiatry is rooted at th1s stratum
NS; The mainstream psychological theraples der1ved ma1n1y from
1earn1ng theory, including c]ass1ca1 and operant cond1t1on1ng,
‘.cogn1t1ve restructur1ng, b1ofeedback lifestyle counse111ng Psy-
5choana1ys1s is on the 1nterface of levels N5 and N6
N6' At the 1ower n-levels; the 1nteract1ona] therapies such as
Berne s transact1ona1 analysis, Sullivan’ s 1nterpersona] psych1atry, the
fam11y and commun1cat1ona1 therap1es of Sat1r and Ha]ey A]so included

&

here would - be psycho]og1es a]1gned with soc1a1 cr1t1c1sm and reform,

ive. At the lower 1evels of the

“on the EM of the subject wh1ch is

; nttted throug the famlly At the h1qher 1evels, b

;Jcho1ce Examples of therapy at thlS level wou]d 1nc]ude Jung's
;t] psycho]ogy and Rank's version of psychoana]ys1s The

g]eve]s of N6 are occup1ed by the 1nd1v1dua11st1c, existential

s. Gestalt therapy and psychosynthesis f\t here, below approaches

& Sartre's ex1stent1a1 psychoanalys1s, B1nswangerfs Daseins-

ana]yse, anc Frankl's 1ogotherapy A1l these theraples can be subsumed
under the ‘rutric of "conventiondl", d1scussed in the last sect1on
,'N7. The sp1r1tua1 therap1es Tilke Zen Buddh1sm Taoism, Yoga.

- Ng. Religious action, in which th

rson transcends subjectivity?aﬁd
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spirituality as a.vehiC1ebof divinity. At this point, “hea]th"
recovers itsforiginal’meanino' health, who]eness, and ho]1ness are:
etymo]og1ca]1y and ex1stent1a11y the same th1ng It may also be that
it th1s stratum human, reallty recovers the original nature and 1uc1d1y
| 1nhab1ts stratum N], thus conf1rm1ng a Urobor1c hierarchy. Examples
are Chr1st1an agap1c Tove' and Buddh1st compass1on

The healer, operat1ng w1th1n the emrgent h1erarch1c framework,
is a holist, not in the sense. that he or she 4s adept W1th approaches
spannlng different areas or d1mens1ons of human subJect1v1ty, but in
the sense that he or she can respond to patho]ogy at different ]eve]s
of reality. At the very 1east ‘the ho11st1c healer should be fam111ar
with those 1eve]s and approaches above and be]ow h1s part1cu1ar level
-of expertlse, o) he is able to assign h1s pat1ents ‘to the appropr1ate
| Tevel of therapy This suggests that ho]1sts wou]d band together, each
giving emphas1s to a chosen N-stratum wh11e rema1n1ng deferent1a] to
a]] the others. | =

Some suggestlons and points have been made, all of them 1nc1p1ent
and prov151ona], as a contr1but1on to a new paradtgm for psycho]og1ca]
inquiry and psychotherapeut1c methods ‘which w111 hopefu]]y ame]1orate

their abysmaily fragmented statds Even if no more than the anto-

reductionist pos1t1on out11ned in the f1rst chapter 1s accepted enough

would have been accomp11shed to commence further work. on a h1erarch1c

‘”7w]parad19m, or someth1ng c]ose to it. o

Among the most preSSIng of problems generated by the emergent -

h1erarch1c framework 1s a pract1ca1 one, v1z , mak1ng ava11ab1e a -
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reliable and valid procedure for accurately 1do]at1ng levels of
. pthology. No assessment “instrument current]y ex1sts for detenn1n1ng ‘
the N-stratum or n-level at which: symptoms should be dlagnosed and
treated More important, no 1nstrument exists for def1n1ng prob]ems
at the appropriate n- ]eve] of subJect1v1ty

Dabrowsk i and P1echowsk1 (1977) in a'valfant“but, it seems,
.unsuccessful effort have attempted to assess levels of deve]opment
in 55 sub-systems on the D sca]e of emot1on, using five levels. Apart
from the1r four measures w1th all the1r d1ff1cu1t1es, noth1ng e]se
| has been offered As a poss1b1e remedy for this one m1ght propose,
ﬂw1thout spec1f1c e]aborat1on, the deve]opment»of a Holistic Hea]th.l
vInventory, which simply e}te1ts;fnformation about'personal functioning)
'at‘each Nfstratum and each of its n—feQe]s, d1scr1m1nat1ng the re]evant-
dimensions of each 1eveﬁv the value gradlent of each d1mens1on and the"
" degree of 1ntegrat10n of all d1mens1ons relative to the ent1re system.

The blggest problem in th]S suggestijon is to estab11sh cr1ter1a .
for rellably de]1neat1ng ]evels of patho]ogy, if the patho]og1ca] leveT
is not known the therapeut1c treatment ]eve] is not known either.
"S1mp]y startlng at the ]ower levels and workqng upward by e]1m1nat1on ‘
-w111 not do, since there is an upward and downward reverberat1on or
influence from and given N(n) to the rest of the h1erarchy For

examp]e, a sexua] patho]ogy may or1g1nate in an abberat1on of DNA

'structures at the ]eve] of molecular systems. Th1s will have an effect
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on the upper levels of the hierarchy. On the other hand, it may
or1g1nate on the N-stratum of subjective symboTlism, haVing an effect
on the lower levels. In both cases, it is- detectab]e as an effect

at all or most Tevels, even though its point of origin 1s at only one.
The prob]em 1ntens1f1es when pathology is observed at some-n-level

of Nﬁ‘
dysfunctional family (n) but it may also be an authentic response to

For example depress1on at N6 may be adaptive in a

the perceived absurdity and futi]ity ef living (n+1). Either way, the
entire subjective hierarchy iS°affected; as well as the lower N-strata.
The soiution to this problem lies partly ih the hands of clinical ahd
experimental research,rhut for the meet part it entails refined |
conceptual work in the‘infant field of hierarchy theory. ~Especially.
.important s the development of formal prineip]es goyerning.the
interactions of_]evets and the transfer of dysfunction across strata
and levels. - ‘ |
A hierarchic model of health is only the first steb toward the
radica]izatidn of psychotherapy. This step is ho]isticvin that
it responds to the whole person, i.e., to all the strata\and 1eve1s of
the person. At the stratum of subjectivity, however the ‘therapeutic
hierarchy is still convent1ona1 because the therapies on that Stratum
do not explicityly analyze and confront subJect1v1ty S part1c1pat1on

in mass culture, not do they approach subJect1v1ty as a system of

re]ated bipolar dimensions. At this point, the ‘demand for a new kindt
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‘of therapy appears. The ultimate aim of this kind of therapy is
de-objectification of the subject and retrievalt of subjectivity from
1ts immersion in mass culture. It is consequently a simultaneous '
change 1in the subject's consciousness and his social aff1]1at1ons‘ the
restoration of sub3ect1v1ty is concurrently a transormat1on of the
env1ron1ng milieu. No psychotherapy currently exists which responds to
-all the realities of su jectivity: we do not possess a genuine radical
therapy fBr stratum N6'f Such a therapy would have four stages:. ffrst,
it wou]d.restore subjectivity from mass culture by }etrieving its
qontradig;igps from objectiffed,institutions (thié stage would actually
‘augment anxiety, rather than diminish it); secona, it would integrate
the various dimensional po]arities‘or'conﬁradictions of subjeétivity;
third, if would intégrate'ali the diﬁensions4of the subjective system
1ﬁto a cohérent whofe; fourth, therapy would either_act on and transform
the environing milieu:so it promotes trahscendence, or it would create
new cultural forms as the context in which healthy suﬁjects can grow -
and thrive. = |
”Restordti6n The restoration of subJect1v1ty 1s a double movement, in
}‘wh1ch the subject 1dent1f1es those disjunctive aspects of itself which 1t
has relinquished to culture and the retrieves them back -into its own
‘sphére of agency and activity. The identificatioh process also involves
a dual movement. Since the first disjunction of consciousness is the
ﬁind—body split,expressed as seductive sexuality, the first stage in

' subjective reinstatement would be the identification of how the subject
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objectifies this disjuhction and what cu]turé] forms requlate it. The
' inityal task is, then, to identify the cultural institutionalizations
~”“-»-fof sexuality: how do individuals sexué]]y transact with each other as
objects? Radical therahy begins with én ana]ysis'of sexuality and how
it is usurped by cultural institu%ions. Psychoana]ysfs notwithstanding,
no systematic therapeutic approach begins with sexuality at the stratum
of subjectivity, a]thouéh directions have been charted. Reich (1974)
has written a passiondte manifesto for sexual revolution in culture, anJ
Koestenbaum (1974) has initiated a clinical approach for subjective
reform. The identification of institutionalized sexual moda]ities‘has
perhaps been most clearly indicated by the théoreticiahs of radical
therapy. Steiner (1974) and wyckoff'(1927) focus on‘the ro]ejspecific
scripfs to whichgmen and women are subjected in.their cultural
indoctrination, but this is still only a beginhing. - Clinical methods
have yet to be evolved for determining how the original symbols of4
Jifference are specifically elaborated in individua] subjects. 'Beyond
this is the necessity for developing procedures for re-introducing these
symbols into personal consciousness; for re—anfng oﬁe's\contradictions.
In the evo]utfon of subjectfvity, as we have seen, an indefinite
“number of bipolar diménsions.deve]op and ramify'as the subjective
systemv complexifies its symbo]fsm. The entire system is construcfed
from these disjunctions and their re]atiOns, Subjective restoration
procéeds,ythen, with the identificatfoﬁ'of an individual;s system of
polarized dimensions and the Tocation of the cultura] institutions in
which they are dispersédQ‘ No two symbolic systems ar; the same, and a

the identification of symbolic dimensions is an idiographic procedure.
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The f]rst question in the 1dent1f1cat1on process 1s ”what is the
hegemonic dimension in the subJect s-symbolic system?" and, by
implication, “What are the undeve]oped dimensions?". For example,
subject X‘may organize his subjectivity along the'true-fé]se dimension
(beihg‘thérefore gommitted-to,know]edge as his hegemonic value) to
‘the detriment of the beautiful-ugly dimension (therefore impoverished
in his-experfence of aesthetic va]ﬁes), while subject Y may organize
‘his along the right-wrdng dimensioh (committed fo,mora]ity as a
hegemonoc dimepsioh),to the detriment of the p]eésure—pain’dimehsion
(and the affectivé value). Theiactua1 _process of identification‘is
‘subtle and 1ntr1cate requiring refined and delicate. methods. Again,
Ke]]y S persona1 construct psychology provides d1rect1on here but
there are other questions- remaining, i.e., how does the subJect
1nst1tut1ona11ze»his dimensional values? What is the degree of
1ntegrat1on of the several value d1mens1ons7 Having answered these
kinds of questions, the next therapeutic task is to retrieve subJect1ve
va]ues, and the contradicitions on which they rest, back into -
consciousness such that the contradlct1ons are personnally felt and
demand a personal so]ut1on

Polar Integrat1on SubJect1v1ty is a system of contrad1ct1ons grounded

\

i1n the pre- consc1ous se]f other c]eavage and the conscious disjunction

of mind and body. The po]ar1zat1on of mind and body has been designated
as the prototypic symbolization of differénce in subjective consciousness,
from which all other polarizations ramify as levelled dimensions in the B
vsubjécti;e system. Kierkegdard proposes that the basic task of human

existence is to reconcile the contradictions of consiousness: there is
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an exjstentia]‘imperative to "become sbirit”, an achlerement requ1r1ng
that the subject "synthes1ze" its oppos1te factors in a transcendent
~ Movement by wh1ch it "leaps" into faith. Such a leap is "fundamental
healing" provided by the "Christian therapeut1c (whose opposite
would be a repressive submers1on in mass culture and obJect1v1ty)

Using K1érgggaard S extensive e1aborat1on of. th1s idea in Sickness Unto

Death, a second therapeut1c task, hext in Tine after the task of
restoration, can be formu]ated within an ontoanthropological framework.
The work of psychotherapy, following the retrieval of contrad1ct1on |
back into consciousness, becomes that of integrating. and onifying
opposite factors. .
| Freud, K1erkegaard and mythology. have been brought together in }
the concept1on that the f1rst rupture in consc10usness is in the %
mond- body split, represented in consc1ousness as sexua] 1nterest The \
regressive solution to sexuality is seductive manipulation a]ong.
cultural]y defined lines. The progressive solution lies in tho opposite
direction at a higher stratum of the hierarchy The therapéutic task
of integration, commenc1ng with the first d1SJunCt1on of consc1ousness,
“ has its point of departure in sexuality; its rad1ca1 purpose is ‘the
synthesis of;mlndband body, such that the1r:conf11ct Js:aufgehoben
(Hegel): their synthesis both preserves and annd]s their differences.
Since the d1srupt10n of mind and body is manlfest in subJect1v1ty as

sexual interest though, the integrative funct1on of unconvEnt1ona1
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therapy must commence withrthis phenomenon, the process wou]d sure]y
begin by breaking down sexua] roles and regu]at1ons as they are
. defined and objectified in the 1nst1tut1ons of mass culture. Integrat1ve
therapy would transform sexuallty and 1ts normal def1n1t1ons from a |
re]at1onary medium between ObJeCtS to an express1ve connect1on between
subJects And it must be remembered that mind and body are symbo]s -
of d1fference 1n and for subJect1ve consc1ousness, S0 the work of -
psychotherapy is at the stratum of symbol1sm It. accord1ng]y dea]s w1th
Lsexua11ty S meaning and 1ts re]atlon to sub3ect1ve 1dent1ty
The mind- body sp]]t is only the first of an 1ndef1n1te number _
' of polar1zat1ons A comp11at1on of a]] subsequent po]ar1zat1ons, -
applicable to every subJect is both undes1rab1e and - 1mp0551bTe because
each set of polartzat1ons in a subjective system is un1que to the system
in which it occurs In fact one of the demands of integrative
psychotherapy is to decipher the spec1f1c and particular modes of
polarization in each- 1nd1v1dua1 and then provide the means for 1ntegrat1ng
thJ Since consciousness is essent1a]1y interest in contrad1ctory
categories or factors, the process of consc1ous hea11ng must 1nvo]ve
the isolation of the subJect s cont1tut1ve b1po]ar d1mens1ons and the
sythesis of the oppos1tes compos1ng them Techn1ques and procedures
for doing this have yet to be deve]oped ’

Global Unificat1on SubJect1ve psychotherapy is not necessar1]y a

]inear sequence of retr1eva1, 1ntegrat1on, and unification. The stage

of un1f1cat1on may 1ndeed by the means for . ach1eving the goa]s of the
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integrative stage. Kierkegaard be]ieves} for example, that when the
self tre]ated itse]f to its own self" it thereby reso]ves 1ts symbo]1c
. contrad1ct1ons This important cons1derat1on notw1thstand1ng, a th1rd

‘ stage of unconventional psychotherapy is c]ear]y d1ctated by onto-
anthropology. Its compTet1on would be a supreme ach1evement for ‘
psychotherapy, because/1t would represent the d1sp1acement of subJect1v1ty
by the N7 stratum of/'spirit. It would represent the attainment of -
Kierkegaard's "in nite self cOnststency"

| Each emergent stratum of the anthropo]og1ca] h1erarchy is

,character1zed overa]], as system1c Subjectivity itself is a system:

it is a symbo]1c system. As an organ1zed system of symbols, eategories,
and mean1ngs,‘1t conforms to system1c laws and pr1nc1p1es But |
subJect1v1ty 1s also a system w1th a crUC1a1 d1fference and in this _
d1fference res1des its most distinctly human property, name]y, its.
se]f—1nterrogat1ve nature SubJect1v1ty has already been-disclosed as o
a phenomenon which encounters 1tse1f both as an issue and as the freedom
to reso]ve the 1ssue it finds in 1tse1f _ No other property is more
basic to human nature than this. The discovery of this property is

the most shattering existential experience the subject can‘endure;\‘
because through it the subject discovers its ultimate nature:
subJect1vity, to borrow from Sartre, is primordially a noth1ngness It
“1s a void a nu1]1ty, which remains to be filled in.’ Subjectivity is

a system which is impelled to relate itself to 1tse1f "1t is the

phenomenon wh1ch _must 1nterpre itself to itself, or def1ne 1tse1f
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The entire symbolic system, With all its dimensions and their
re]ations, has no 1ntr1ns1c un1fy1ng dynam1c other. than what it |
“creates for 1tse1f This is not true of any other system: only
subJect1v1ty can and must integrate 1tse1f as a who]e It does so.
by creating an 1nterpretat1on of itself through which it becomes
'}globa]]y un1f1ed under a master concept or: 1dea In essence,
l subJectv1ty chooses its fate, 1mpart1ng to itself con&istency and
coherence in thought, vatue, behavior, and fee]1ng Or1g1na]1y bereft
’ oﬁtpurpose and mean1ng, 1n1t1a11y a nullity and empt1ness, subjectivity
unifies itself in the consolidation of all its cont1ngenc1es and .
vpropert1es into a pr1mary nto]og1ca 1nterpretat1on By means of this,
| sub3ect1ve exper1ence is given an organ1zat1on and coherence . The
act of organization presupposes a comm]tment a 1eap of fahth beyond
"1nst1tut1ona1 symbo]s beyond the acqu1red or learned responses at the
stratum of mind, and beyond the necessities of b1o]og1ca1 reality.
‘Having recovered itself from dispersion in false externalities and
culturally: determlned roles, SubJECt1V1ty must then become. a pilgrim
-and a wanderer in its own 1nter1or void and noth1ngness, creating from
that---in an absurd and terr1fy1ng leap---1ts own essence and identity.
‘The farthest psychotherapy can go is to a551st in this process and then
give itself over to re11g1on The gu1de]1nes and procedures. for such
ass1stance can be c11n1ca]1y formu]ated from K1erkegaard s major works on

"becomlhg a Christian" (1941, 1954),
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Communa11zat1on The 1nd1ssoc1ab111ty of subJect1v1ty from an environing

milieu has a]ready been strong]y emphas1zed and no radical

therapy can ignore the environing m111eu as a dominant facter in the
promotion and maintenance of health. One might say that no therapy -

is complete unless‘it contends with the.cultural milieu which engenders
-pathology in:its participating subjects: radical therapy is unavo1dab1y‘
political 1nvolvement, 1ndeed, it is revo]ut1onary act1v1ty in the

sense that it withdraws from mass culture and joins in the creation of
an authentic community of subjects. Rad1ca1 therapy cu1t1vates a new

_ env1ron1ng milieu, not as an extension or transformat1on of ex1st1ng
institutional forms but as an alternative social structure This |
“Structure wou]d be a genu1ne emergent environment, a new stratum of

' social organ1zat1on with which subJects cou]d interact in alignment
w1th their emergent properties. An emergent milieu would accord1ng]y
‘exh1b1t propert1es and laws which Jre 1arge1y 1nconce1vab]e w1th1n the
current framework of mass culture Cur1ous]y, these propertwes and |
laws are already g1ven in some of society's oldest’ forms of collect1ve
organ1zat1on namely, the monast1c re11g1ous communitles Using these
‘conmun1t1es as paradigms, as we]] as some of the modern secylar conmuna]isv
ventures, the arch1tecture of a sp1r1tua11zed commun1ty can be

, d1scerned It wou]d take the form of a therapeutic commune in which the
prevai]ing notions of sexua11ty, property, fam11y, Just1ce 1ea:n1ng,

hea]th beauty, enterta1nment, sa]vat1on and consumpt1on w11] undergo

startling changes. It would be an authent1c soc1ety, in which any
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| part1c1pant wou]d be a concerned soc1us (companion, a]]y) in a
. commuha] (communa bound into one) effort to reaiize and emanate

" their d1v1n1ty o

Summ x '

1. A soc1a1 phenomeno]og1ca1 analysis was carr1ed out related to

’ "the env1ronment 1nhab1ted by subJect1v1ty in its 1nauthent1c mode.

Th1s env1ronment, called mass culture, 1s a system of 1nst1tut1ons
1nto wh1ch sub3ect1v1ty externalizes its contrad1ct1ons in a f11ght

. a
‘ from its anx1ety

A

2. Mass culture re1nforces subJect1v1ty S fragmentat1on, repress1on,

and- retreat Convent1ona1 psychotherapy, in the medium of the group

d1agnoses these patho]og1es and cures them.

. 3. Unconvent1ona1 therapy commences with the 1nvocat1on of hea11ng
.at all strata of the emergent hlerarchy It proceeds by address1ng

1tse1f to the essent1a1 propert1es of subJect1v1ty one 1ts “normal"‘_z

patho]og1es have been ameh1orated ~ )
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concLUSiON »
This 1nqu1ry has now found a natural rest1ng spot and can be
brought to an end. It has followed a s1ng]e tra1] of thought to.
comp]et1on, having brought severa1 themes and concerns together
along the way In its evolut1on, it has conformed to my notion of
‘what psychology ought to be and perhaps what psycho]ogy s now |
»vbecom1ng Iron1ca11y, it has d1scussed emergence and h1erarchy and
in do1ng so, seems to have emerged as a new parad1gm 1tse1f on a -
| h1erarchy ofpsycholog1ca] mode]s " This conclusion w111 be a

-

somewhat persona11zed summary of what it has accomp11shed and what

' it oints to. SN L : ;. |
A co lusion to a ‘theoretical enterprise such as this one,

-surely, ought to do more than per1phrast1ca11y summar1ze its maJor

;resu1ts or conclusions. The: “results”, 1n any case, are embedded |

in the comprehensive.metaphor my th1nk1ngvhas produced From one

point of view,.when”I am asked to draw conkgps1ons about the parad1gm

Vproposed here, I can only po1nt back to theifbtal p1cture I have

‘palnted and say "Thls is another way of s _gging, another conceptua]

perspectlve You must draw your own conclus1ons; But from another Lo
v4'po1nt of view, a number of comments can be made about my theoret1ca1

mode] whlch wh11e not ]ead1ng to conc]us1ons of the type one

ant1c1pates in ‘an experimenta] treat1se, nonethe]ess p01n§E;o the

k1nds of theoretica] conc]us1ons an 1nterested reader cou]d draw v

_Rather than 11st1ng the conc1u51ons at which this work has arrived

oeg R
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thus 1mpart1ng a sense of finality and termination to it, I should
11ke to d1scuss the accomp11shments the 1nvestlgat1on might stimulate.
Consequent]y, this inquiry will conc]ude with a very brief summary of
its major moments, followed by a list of appropr1ate genera1
observations o | B ;

| The preced1ng pages have sought to construct a comprehens1ve
'parad1gm for the guidance of thought and action by as51m11at1ng
personality theory and developmental psycho]ogy into each other,
heedful of Angya] S remark that "there 1s needed not a mere

combination of the results of those sc1ences which study sing]e

aspects of the person but an entirely new science which must

| develop its own set of concepts" (1941 pp. 4, 19). Any potency or
or1g1na11ty in the paradigm lies largely in its synthe51s of
evolutionary intuitions, ex1stent1a11sm, and social phenomeno]ogy
into a h1erarch1c model As the term ontoanthropo]ogy 1nd1cates,
this new science is transd1sc1p11nary and, wh11e it could be developed
within a number of academically (or adm1n1strat1ve1y) def1ned |
disciplines, it naturally falls to psychology and'psychological
therapy as a responsibility. | | |

What is at first blush a disconnected series of arguments and
- analyses has in effect been a single evo]v1ng pos1tlon and a simple
. proposal, The statement of this position began by confronting a
basic problem in personality theory, apparent since its\inception:

7

to proyide/a framework for an unquestionably human psyého]ogy Without
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abrogating or ignoring the existing validity of its several
methodologies, perspectives, and-models. Facing this problem meant
‘the elimination of the philosophy of science which reduct1on1$t1ca11y
disposes of the d1st1nct and unique-properties of human nature while
s1mu1taneously recognizing the importance of those. properties in \
terms of which reductionistic science typically discusses human
reality. The problem was responded to in the following way.

Chapter One. The reductionist position which says that human being
is _glx_a soph1st1cated b1ophys1ca1 system was rebutted The rebuttal
took the form of, f1rst a d1rect attack on a reduct1on1st argument
and, second an outline of the practical consequences of reductionism.
The requirements for a human developmental personality theory were
then de51gnated .

Chagter Two. The idea was then developed thaf there are levels of
reality, called strata, of which -the physical, vita], and mental are
'only three, Fol]ow1ng a historical outline and examp]es of leve]s

the conception of developmental levels was spe]]ed out in a new

paradigm called emergent hierarchicalism, which adds the element of
deVelopmenfa] emergence to the concept of levels. It was stipulated
that personality theory ought to be concerned with the distinctly
human Tevel while recogn1z1ng the existence of others. That is,
personality theory must state the necessary and sufficient conditions
for being a person. These cond1t1ons are outlined in the chapter's

L3 . .‘ .
final section.
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Chapter Three. Emergent Hierarchical%sm was formulated in some
detail, such that a distinctly human 1eve1 was secured. Once secured,

chapter three was dedicated to an analysis of this level. A new

human consc1ousness Kierkegaard Was proposed as a th1nker who has

- come closer than any other to describing the essential nature of the
person stratum. Three points stand out in my reconstruction of his
phenomenology' 1) human being is 1n1t1a1]y an onto]og1ca1 d1§gember-
ment of body and m1nd 2) the d1smemberment opens up in the symbolism
of consc1ousness; 3) persons. co]lect1ve]y attempt to restore thejr
prelapsarian unity by ob3ect1fy1ng themse]ves 1nto the environment
of mass culture.

' Chapter Four. Based on a synthesis of dominant ldeas in mytho]ogy,

‘Jaynes, Neumann, and Freud, this chapter attempted to retrace the
emergence of the person stratum (subJect1v1ty) in racial and
individual h1story The retrac1ng was taken to be a historical
verification of K1erkegaard S major anthropological formulations.

The historical account of the phy]ogenes1s and ontogenesis of
subJect1v1ty supports the view that persons emerge as d1saunct1on,-
‘symbolically represented in the m1nd body split, expressed as sexual G
1nterest This disjunction has the rad1ca1 freedom to interpret and

' def1ne 1tse]f but this freedom entai1s anx1ety and the anxiety

" is repressed in the attempt to return to the unity and immed1acy

which preceded subJectiv1ty S emergence.
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Chapter Five. Subjectivity flees from its nature in seeking[a

return to an earlier state of non- dlsJunct1on This flight is into |
" 0bJeCt1V1ty, effected through the process of objectification into the
1nst1tut1ons of mass cu]ture a pathological state. Us1ng data from
prev1ous chapters and the analysis of mass cu]ture group psycho-
therapy was isolated as the initial medlum for .ameliorating the
‘natural patho]ogy~of the human cond1t1on, and for assisting the .

subject toward health and wholeness. A theory of convent1ona1 psycho-

| therapy was out11ned for removing the dysfunct1ons 1mposed by the

social co]]ectlve, followed by a theory of unconventional therapy—--
based on the emergent- -hierarchic parad1gm--—by which the subJect
regains its essence and passes beyond it into multi-levelled health.
The emergent hierarchic paradigm, ‘the analysis of subJect1v1ty

and its env1ronment and a theory of hea11ng together form a science
of human nature which I have ca]led Ontoanthropology Ontoanthropology s |
intentions are quite close to those of what has hitherto been ca]]ed
phllosoph1ca1 anthropology", except that the former adds the

components of h1storica1 evolution and h1erarch1c ‘levels to the 1atter

what does this inquiry accomp11sh? I propose the following
observat1ons
1. Several aspects of ontoanthropology clearly invite and define
further research, some purely theoretica], some strict]y emp1r1ca1

For example, I have carried out no- 1nvestlgat10n into the higher

¥
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lTevels on the emergent hierarchy. The analysis of N, alone would
occupy an Entire volume. Moreover, the tahs of emergence and
dimensﬁona] relation need.refined formuTation How do strata ano
]eve]s interact? How are levels jdentified? How do Tower-levelled
3 laws condition hlgher levelled operations? These are all conceptual
‘problems for h1erarchy theory Other aspects of ontoanthropology
also contain conceptual prob]ems What, for examp]e, counts as an
1nst1tut1on? Are there as many 1nst1tut1ons as there are
obJect1f1cat1ons ? How 1is sexua11ty ob3ect1f1ed in actua] fact7
Strictly emp1r1ca1 research is also opened up, especially in the
.areas of ancient history and mythology. Empirical methods for
hierarchic therapy must be deve]oped‘and tested. The research
possibilities appear endless. . o _ \

2. Ontoanthropology has pragmat1c potency as a comprehensive organ1%er

- and gu1de for .thought and act1v1ty It is a wor]d -view, a tota] \\ ‘
metaphor, a system for making the wor]d (and belng in-the-world) , \\
coherent As a way of th1nk1ng and seeing, I believe it has heur1st1c
and exp]anatory va]ue, it 1§ a paradigmatic framework into which all
aspects: of%experlence andaact1on can be fit.

3. The hierarchic sca]e, so/central to the paradigm, is a profoundly
simple instrument for unifying psychology and psychotherapy. Oppositions
no longer need to exist between "schools" of psycho]ogy or therapeutics,‘

at least in regard to several h1stor1ca1]y divisive ‘canons. All

methods , doctrines, and languages can now be assigned to a place: on

¢
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a hierarchy AT THEIR APPROPRIATE LEVEL OR STRATUM. No Tevel needs
to be;considered any "better"‘thanAany other;. v |
4. 0ntoanthropo1ogy demonstrates the need fbr deve]opmenfal
psycho]ogy and persona11ty theory to be fused into a single discipline.
Developmenta] psycho]ogy is of 11tt1e use u]tlmate1y, if it does not
narrate the development of persons, while personallty theory is .
empty w1thout an account1ng of the person s evolutionary history.
Ontoanthropology defines personality and deve]opmenta] psycho]ogy
as indissociable.
5. H1erarch1c theory, the phenomeno]ogy of subJect1v1ty, and the
~analysxs of mass cu]ture (st111 incomplete in thelr e]aborat1on) are

aspects of ontoanthropo]ogy which, I would say, are epistemo]ogica]]y

adequate That is, these areas are subject to ver1f1cat1on and
‘ d1sconf1rmat10ns, and ontoanthropolog1ca1 conclus1ons can accord1ng]y
" be amended in 11ght of new emp1r1ca] and analytlc f1nd1ngs
| Investigators in the infant field of hlerarchy theory, espetia]]y in
cybernetlcs and geometry, have demonstrated thls In any case,
ontoanthropo]ogy, un]ike many other parad1gms or ph1losoph1ca1 models,
- 1is respons1ve to the epistemological demand that it actua]]y issues:
in know]eg§e of a human]y useful sort
6. The ontbanthropo]og1ca1 paradigm opens the way for trad1tiona]
. psychology to study distinctly human rea]ity, and it gives an
indication of what that study may - be. Its multi-levelled approach

while denying behav1or1sm and physiology the1r reductionist
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proc]ivities, also tempers the misdirected efforts of "humanists"

to stake out an exclusive (and often sc]erot1c) doma1n for humanistic
psychology. | | | |

7. In the course of developing my p051t1on 1 was forcibly struck by
the insight that comprehension of a th1ng S essence beglns in the
,understand1ng of its genesis, its or1g1ns This is included as an .
observation on the inquiry's accomp11shments beeause (I believe)

it generalizes to nearly every phenomenon,: 1nc1ud1ng word meanings.
Th1s 1ns1ght or1glna11y belongs to Vico, but He1degger and the great
| contemporary phy51c1st Bohm a]so share it. |

8. Another persona] realization for me in the course of th1nk1ng
‘this prOJect through, wh1ch I should 1ike to argue at greater 1ength
'1n another context, revolves around the genius of Freud. My treat1se
Hhas hopeful]y vindicated the c1a1m that Freud s ana]ys1s of ana11ty

- and sexua11ty---and its ro]e in the emergence of subJect1v1ty--~as
we]] as~his a11gnment of the id and the env1ron1ng cu]ture, is
.profound]y 1ns1ghtfu] Again, an entire ‘volume could be devoted to
it, _Equa]ly 1mportant, Freud‘heavily Supports, with clinical data, .
the'insights of the great thinker Kierkegaard. |

9. Another important’aceomplishment of thie work'has been the
provision of a new 1nterpretation, or reconstruction of Kierkegaard‘s
anthropology. In expanded form, this 1nterpretat1on cou]d stand on
1ts own as a major scholarly contribution to the hlstory of . ideas

To my know]edge, such a synthesis of Kierkegaard S maJor 1deas has-
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yet to appear in the published literature.
10. OntoanthropoTogy has provided a starting point for the
‘exposition Ofﬁa new working model for therapeutics. The model has
 been hinted at e]sewhere but has received no systemat1c expression.
Its intent is ho]1st1c and 1ntegra] with a difference. Rather than
placing therapeut1c approaches s1de -by- 51de and 1ntegrat1ng them
into a s1ngle composite concept of health, 1t ranke these same
aoproaehes on a hierarchic scale of applicabtlity, defining hea]thﬂf}
'SeQUentially and deve]opmenta]ly

1. F1na11y, ontoanthropology presents itself as the bas1s for a
'i master science, retr1ev1ng many of ph1losophy s lost concerns with the
nature of man while a11gn1ng them with psychology s empirical
restraints. Such a master d1sc1p11ne would of necess1ty continue
to develop nearly a11 of psycho]ogy S current “areas" such as
1earn1ng{ deve]opment cogn1t1on,}soc1a1 theory, and persona11ty
- theory. But 1t would white elevat1ng these areas to essential
human deve]opment 1earn1ng, and S0 forth at Stratum N6’ 1ncorporate
those d1sc1p11nes now funct1on1ng in relative 1ndependence at both
the lower and h1gher strata of the emergent hierarchy.

1 make no ‘claims to conc]uslveness or f1na11ty in this work. I
have tried to germinate a paradigmat1c idea, not to ver1fy an existing
one. The theory is tentat1ve in ‘many ways, espec1a1]y in the final
stages of.its expression in Chapter Five, I realize that it is a

ske]eton with little flesh, and that it raises more questions and
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problems than it answers. But that, as Kuhn (1962) has so brilliantly
argued, is not only an invariant feature of paradigms'bUt one of

their most -important purposes as well.

- . B
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