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ABSTRACT A

A recurrent theme in Westém thought concerning human nature claims that people
are essentially selfish. The psychology of narcissism and the philosophy o‘fcgoism are
indicative of this. However, these views have becn‘critici‘z.cd for r;umcmus reasons. This
thesis has been under;akcn to integrate aspects of the psychology of narcissism with
aspects of the philosophy of egoism into a view of human nature, termed primal
NArcissism. |

The psychology of narcissism deals with the phenomenon of apparent self-love.
Psychoanalysts define narcissism as a libidinal self-cathexis, limiting the meaning of the
term. They also treat narcissism as merely one among many psychological concepts. After
considering-formulations of the narcissism concept made by vafibus scholars, beginning
with Freud's seminal work and concluding with the views of Otto Kemberg and Heinz
Kohut, it is maintained that psychologists underestimate the significance of narcissism.
The primal narcissism conjecturé regards narcissism as fundamental to human nature.

The philosophies of ethical and psychological egoism state that people should
‘promote their own interests. Ethical egoism maintains that it is morally obligatory for
people to promote their own interests, ,whilc psychological egoism states that people are
motivated primarily by self-interest. These views emphasize logical, rational action
maximizing utility, which neglects other aspects of human functionin g, such as the
‘ponrational. The primal narcissism conjecture encompasses these other facets of human
activity.

o ‘T*hepr'm‘w_.l narcissism conjecture states that people are ultimately self-concerned.
Various phenomena, ranging from aspects of human evolution to everyday expressions,
are considered in support of this claim. A critical examination of altruism as a separate
aspect of human nature is undertaken, and it is concluded that altruism is a byproduct of

primal narcissism. Finally, implications of the primal narcissism conjecture and

suggestions for further study are mentioned.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION TO EGOISM, NARCISSISM, AND THE PRIMAL
NARCISSISM CONJECTURE
This thesis explores the philosophy of egorsm, the psychology ot
narcssismy, and their relationship o each other and to human nature. It presents a
speculative account of the integration of egoism and narcissism as an aspect ot
human nature. The need for this thesis arises because egoism and narcissism are
conceptually related, yet there is little discussion between egast philosophers and
psychologists who theorize about narcissism. Presently, phitosophers debate the
mentsefthe basic egoist position that people are, or should be. motivated by selt
interest, while psychologists (especially tn the psychodynamic tradition) seck 10
enhance our understanding of the phenomenon of narcissism. While fruitful
~advances have been made in the two disciplines, significant work has been
| hampered by the fact that philosophers and psychologists rarcly share ideas and
information,
In this thesis [ argue that people are ultimately concerned with themselves
This view 15 akin to both egoism and narcissism, and integrates aspects of these
latter views. This idea has been examined by few other scholars, presumably
because those psvchologists who discuss narcissism have traditionaliy remained
segregated from those philosophers who deal with egoism, and, historically, the
exchange of ideas between psychologists and philosophers has been minimal
Certain fundamental questions arise when considering cgoﬁm and
narcissism: What relationship, if any, exists between egoism and narcissism”
What do they imply for human nature? I contend that by integrating aspects of

egoism and narcissism the conclusion emeiyes that people are ulumately concerned



Ath themsebves, and turthermone that thas concem l(:pu'\(‘m\ d tundamental aspedt
ol human natare
The Purpose of this Thesis

In this thesis T presenta tormulation of human nature, termed the prinnd
naflesisim congeeture, which states that people are ulumately concerned with
themselves. Terepresents an integration of aspects of the psvehology of narcissism,
such as herghtened selt concern, with aspects ot the philosophy of epoism, such as
promoting selt-nterest, and while scholars i both psychology te.g, Freud,
1916/19590) and philosophy (e g, Paterson, 1964) have suggested a connection
between narcissism and egoism this connection has not been previously explicated.
I have undertaken this thesis to render more explicit the e goismynarcissism
connection by mtegrating aspects of them and to offer evidence in support of the
primal narcissism conjecture. Due 1o the plurality of views concerning human
nature, and recognizing that arguments for and against{i/\"‘i’cw are predomimantly
philosophical and incapable of empirical verification or ‘rtfut;ui(m, the primal
nascissism conjecture should be considered a means of construing a facet of human
nature rather than as a statement of fact.

The work presented in this thesis is significant for several reasons. It
considers the relationship between egoism and narcissism. Furthermore, it Dresents
a formulation about human nature resulting from the integration of egoism and
narcissism. The development of new ideas about egoism, narcissism, and their
relationship to each other should be stimulated in the process (e.g., previously
undetected relationships, interpretations, or implications may arise). Basically, this
thesis suggests a relationship not previously explicated between egoism and

narcissism which leads 10 a way of understanding an important facet of human



nature

fo now ey o overvies the mam wdeas presented i the thesis and o
supply that back ground imtormation which s neg casary o anderstand some ot the
wheas pn‘\'d i the tolowmy chapters Furst, however st shonld be noted g
this thests deals predomimanty with theory, and for this reason it s worthat e 1o
huetly convader the purpose of theory and critena for evaluating it

The Purpose of Theory

Fhe word “theory™ can he detined i varnous ways Basically Jatheory v

colfection of generalizations used to explan some phenomenon (tRozehoom, 1970,

i

ROM Thonue, ¢19XS) provades a concise definmon of theory as 0

i

cxplanation of how the facts it ogether b, where Bicts are observations o

measurements. This saggests thata theory s used 1o facthate understandimye
something. This understnding occurs because a theory proposes which facts are
mostsipmificant tor understanding a phenomenon and describes the relationships
among the facts 1R.M Thomas, 19K5),

Atheory may he evaluated n several ways, Rozeboom (1970 and K M
Fhomus CIONS) mantain that a good theory satsties CeMam crtema () 1t ol
cunderstandabie) and consistent (does not contradictitseltr, (b) 1t accuratelv retlecs,
the facts teg e does not overgeneralize 1, (O it draws meanmgtul assertions abost
the subject maver, and derivations are based on logica decuction, ()it i Capahie
of verificanon by observation, but is also falsifiable or discontirmable (1 e it can.
i princinle, be proven falses; () atis “economical " in that it requires few unprosen
assumptions and uses simple mechanisms 1o explain ail phenomena cons: fered, 1)
-Ustimulates new research and the development of new ideas; and, (g 1tas selt-

sstyving (e i just Tsounds right™ Many of these criteria are gsed when



critiquing the theories considered in the thesis.
)

) J . Overview of the Thesis
The thcsis‘begin's with a discussion of psychodynamic interpretations of the
nzlrcissism phenomenon. The _terrh "nafcissism" is derived from thé myth of
Narcissus. Itis worthwhile to consider this myth and outline some of its elements.
The Myth gt“&gg;'m N | \
Narc1ssus was the son of Liriope, whom the river god Cephisus had ra;);d

Q.

Ma yQung men and women sought Narcissus's love becausc he was so bcautlful
but he was so cold that no one touched his heart. One day the nymph Echo saw

him and fell in love thh him, but she too was spum::d.‘ Thus rejected she fled into
the woods to hide her shamed face. Though fejcctcd by Narcissus her love for him

- grew stronger, until one day she died.of shame alone in a cave, existing today as

i

we know her,

~
»

Thus had Narcissus mocked many nymphs and young men. Finall}‘l, one of
these scomed youth prayed to. the goddess Nemesis thaf Narcissus should love
himsclf but not gain the thing he lov;s. In answer to the youth's prayer Nemesis
arranged that one day Narcissus should cbrhe across a clear pool of water that
nobody came to and lie down to rest. Attempting to quench his thirst he was
smitten by the sight of a beautiful form in the water, a form which he thought was
substance but was really shadow.

. Narcissus.could not stop gazing at his reflection, and he thought i.t cruel that
this form which he loved, and which seemed to love him back, eluded his‘ embrace.
Narc‘issu‘vs was so consumed with love for his own reflection that he would not

leave the pond even to eat, and so slowly he pined away until finally he died. |

When others came to bury him they found no bddy, but in its place was a flower



which now bears his name (Schwzlrtz~Salam,‘1982).

This is the myth of Narcissus briefly presented. Elements of the myth
include self—ad(;fatpi,on:"ihe rejection of others, the significance of mirroring and
one's reflection, slow death through self-infatuation, the specialness of the
individual, the forced union of the parents, and the inability to attain what is so near
and desired. Of these elements, however, most scholars focus on self-absorption,
thus producing the popular view of narcissism as self-love. .

The Narcissism Chapter - ' s

The survey of psychodynamic views on narcissism begins with Freud's
work on the topie as he was the first theorist to systemaﬁcally and extensively deal
with the phenomenon. While work haci been done on narcissism before Freud this
work is not pertinent to the thesis and has been omitted. (Ellis [1927] traces the
many uses of the narcissism term frorp.r‘nythology to psychoanalysis.) Freud
interprets the narcissism phenomenon psychoanalytically and conceives of
narcissism as both a natural phase of phylogenesis and ontogenesis and asa”
pathological manifestation of libidinal ca:hexis. That is, Freud discusses narcissism
atseveral different levels. He regards it as a natural part of human evolution in
which our prehistoric ancestors displayed narcissism globally, as an inherent phase
in the development of the individual, and as z;retra_ction of an cxtcma’l libidinal
, cathexis back onto the individual's own ego, as observed in schizdphrenics for '
example. In support of these views Freud draws upon evidence from various
sources, ranging from psychopathology to mature sexuality. Hog?vevcr,,Freud is
highly criticized for his view of narcissism and the evidence supporting it. Thus,
many scholars have reformulated the narcissism concept, and a consideration of

some of these scholars follows.



Jung, Adler, and Homey discuss narcissism to varying degrees. While
Jung does not consider narcissism very m/u'ch he does discuss a similar. character
structure in the archetypal realm.. Adler's view of the masculine protest gave Freud *
the impetus for formulating the narcissism concept, and while Adler focuses on the

;,ffcxclusion of others rather than the apparent self-love of the narcissist Horney

\emphasizcs narcissism as\a neurotic cdmplemcnt of normal development. The
work of these scholars is briefly considered: for two reasons. First, to trace the
evolution of the narcissism concept in psychodynamic theory from Freud to present
analysts. Second, to expand our knowledge of the original Freudian view by .
illuminating different aspects of the naréissism phenomenon.

Otto Kernberg and Heinz Kohut are perhaps the most prominénf theorists
on narcissism in contemporary litcratufe. Kemberg's theory of narciSsiSnf Ts o
discussed ?“frst since hisv formulations are psychodynamically more oﬁhddo; than
Kohut's. Basically, Kemberg‘ conceives of both a normal and pathélogical form of
narcissism, encompassing experiences ranging from self-esteem to tie classical
narcissistic personality. His view differs from Freud's regarding the development
of narcissism, ana in many respects it improves upon Freud's formulation. Kohut,

ki v . . . . . .
on the other hand, redefines the narcissism term itself by elucidating an alternative

conceptual scheme to classical theory. He also views narcissism as a positive force
T
»'A;ﬁg

contributing to psychic health and adaptation, and his view, like Kemberg"s, is an
improvenient on Freud's. Additionally, while Kohut delineates a psychodynamic
theory of narcissism he also formulates a theory of personality in which narcissism
is considered a positive ingredicnt of human nature. For this reason Kohut is
considered last in the chapter since the primal narcissism conjecture similarly

represents a formulation in which narcissism is fundamental to human nature.
|-



The Egoism Chapter

Unlike the chapter on narcissism, the egoism chaptcf presents various views
of egoism by type of egoism rather than by theorist. That is, different sections of
the chapter do not correspond to different thedr{:s{t; but to different types bt egoistic
philosophy. Specifically, a distinction is made between psychological and ethical
egoism. Ethical egoism is the view that, morally speaking, people ought to
promote their own interests and not the interests of others. Psychological egoisn,
on the other hand, is a view of human naturé and motivation which states that
people are actually like this. The discussion of ethical egoism is further dijvidcd into

various formulauons of this basic egoistic philosophy. There are three versions of
ethical cgmsm (a) 1nd1v1dud1 egoisrh, which states that one oug,ht 10 pursue one's
own interests and others ought to sacrifice their interests for one's own; (b)
universal eg01sm which states that one ought to perform an action if it is in one's
overall self—mterest and, (c) rule-egoism, which applies to the adoption of rules
rather than to particular acts, and which basically states that adopting certaingocial
rules is in everybody's best interests.

Before presenting ethical and psychological egoism, however, a historical
overview of egoistic philosophy is provided as this may help in understanding
current formulations on the subject. Egoistic philosophy has its roots in Thomas
Hobbes's "selfish hypothesis,” which asserts that humans act for their own good.
Bishop Joseph Butler was the first philosopher to extensively analyze self<love,

' self-interest, and their relationship to benevolence, and for this reason his ideai are
summarized. David HumeAis the last philosopher considered, and he argues,
contrary to the egoistic doctrine, that bencvolencc is not reducible to self-interest.

After discussing ethical and psychological egoism consideration is given to

»



ethical objectivism, a variant of ethical egoism developed by Ayn Rand, since it has
elicited considerable discussion in the philosophical community. Ethical
objectivism emphasizes rationality and proclaims that people must act for ihcir own
rationa] self-interest. This implies that human beings arc}énds in themselves and
not the means to the ends of others, and hence one should not sacrifice oneself for
others or sacriﬁce.othcrs for oneself. Finally, Rand maintains that people should
live for their own happiness, and this is accomplished by rationally pursuing life
serving values. | \
The egoism versus altrﬁism controversy, studied in ethical terms, is the _vﬂnal
topic discussed in the egoism chapter. This is because altruism is essentially the
antithesis of egoism, and the egoistic position would be strengthened by
demonstrating the weakness of the altruism claim. Furthermore, the primal
narcissism conjecture is very similar to psychological egoism, and the altruism
claim threatens the primal narcissism conjecture as well as egoistic philosophy. In
particular, the essence of the primal narcissism position is that people are
fundamentally narcissistic, and altruism is derivatik of this. As Ellis observed
“back in 1927, "every creature is originally oriented in a Narcissistic direction. Thus
bNarci'ssism becomes the source of altruistic feelings: Ilove you because you give
me pleasure” (p. 141). ‘ The crifigisms of altruism levied by egoistic philosophers
'and the reintcrpretaﬁor{s of altruistic behavior in egoistic terms suggest that altruism
is not a.unique aspect of human nature. |
In sum, then, this chapter is éigniﬁcant for several reasons. First, the
philosophy of egoism elucidated in it is integrated with the psychology of
narcissism. Second, the resulting view (primal narcissism) is-akin to psychological

egoism. And third, the altruism claim is challenged on ethical grounds and it is



concluded that altruism is not distinct from egoism.

The Primal Narcissism Chapter

In this chapter the primal narcissism conjecture is defined and explicated. It
is claimed that primal narcissism falls near the selfishness end of a continuum
which runs from selfishness to altruism. Various phenomena suggesting the
existence of primal narcissism are presented in support of the primal narcissism
claim. These phenomena range from a consideration of aspects of human evolution
to common expressions such as "look out for numberone.” Particular emphasis is
pl‘aced upon _t\he discrepancy between overt and covert societal messages.
Specifically, it is claimed that while we are socialized overtly to obey an altruistic
ethic our primal narcissism is covertly encouraged and condoned.

Once an understanding of primal narcissism has been gained the primal
narcissism conjecture is related to the various psychological formulations of -
narcissism considered in chapter two. Basically, the psychological definitién of
narcissism as a libidinal cathexis is distinct from the primal narcissism‘cégnjecxurc,
whiclfn does not deal with libidinal cathexes. Also, psychologists minimiic the
impq;rtance of narcissism by regarding it as merely one psychological concept,
whc,ﬁeas the primal narcissism formulation regards narcissism as an important

p
aspe}ct of humzn nature.
/ N

/ A discussion of the similarities and differences between the philosophy of

{

egoism, considered in chapter three, and the primal narcissism conjecture suggests -

that the two are much alike except that egoistic philosophy emphasizes logical,
rational action while the primal narcissism view encompasses the nonlogical and
nonrational. The primal narcissism conjecture is distinct from egoism because it

‘ncludes the nonlogical and suggests that people may behave in a certain way

-



10

simply because it "feels good" to do so.

The primal narcissism conjecture represents an idea which transcends the
main "forces" in psychology (viz., psychodynamic, behavioral,
humanistic/existential). Major representatives of these forces are considered and it
is claimed that they all imply primal narcissism as fundamental to human nature.

The chapter concludes with a consideration of popular literaturcf, dealing with
our "culture of narcissism." This literature corroborates my claim that while primal
narcissism is fundamental to human nature, the incidence of narcissism neve{theless
appears to be increasing because contemporary society condonesits expression (by
emphasizing materialism and individualism).

“he Cive: Al | Primal Narcissi

A thorough consideration of the altruism claim is made in this chapter.
Definitions of altruism made by scholars in various fields are presented; they have
in common that altruism invgives a concern for others over and above a concem for
oneself. Altruism is then considered from a developmental perspective and related
to levels of cognitive and moral reasoning. Finally, sociobiological accounts of
altruism, biological models of altruism, and behavioral evidence adduced to support
the claim that altruism is a unique aspect of human nature are discussed, and it is
concluded that this information is insufficient w warrant viewing altruism as an
aspect of human nature independent of primal narcissism.

If altruism is derivative of primal narcissism (a view consistent with the
primal narcissism conjecture), then ways of interpreting "altruistic" actions which
are compatible with the primal narcissism conjecture must be considered. Three
possibilities are suggested in the last chapter: people behave altruistically to "feel
good,” or becav. they think that their actions will be reciprocated, or because they
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wish to relieve their own inner feeling of distress at sccing/ another person in need
of help.

In the process of explicating the relationship between altruism and the
primal narcissism conjecture it is noted that determining the force to altruism is of a
"semiphilosophical" nature, and “semiphilosophical” arguments supporgng the
primal narcissism view are presented. (The term "semiphilosophical,” taken from
Hoffman [1981], means that questions concerning human nature will likely never
be answered corrnletely by reference to data but will remain somewhat s'pcculativc.)

Following this consideration of altruism some implications of the primal
narcissism conjecture are discussed. These implications range from the analysis of
group behavior to causes of psychopathology, It is emphasized that the primal
narcissism view is "semiphilosophical" (i.e., no experimemzil evidence bears
directly on it and it asks the primal question "what is hﬁman nature?", which is
incapable of being answered definitively), and hence the conjecture is incapable of
being proved or refuted. The chapter concludes with some suggestions for further

work on the topic of primal narcissism.



CHAPTER 2
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF NARCISSISM

The term "narcissism" refers to a psychologicai phenomenon in which an
individual's functioning is characterized by heightened self-concem, just as the
myth of Narcissus, from which the term is derived, involves an individual who
falls in love with his own reflection. This chapter deals with psychodynamic
interpretations of this phenomenon.

The myth of Narcissus encompasses many aspects of self-infatuation, such
as self-adoration, the exclusion of others, and the sigmficance of mirroring and
one's reflection. Most writers focus on the absorption in oneself, thus leading to
the popular conception of narcissism z;s self-love.

Our survey of vich about narcissism begins with Freud's original work on
the subject. Freud was the first theorist to systematically develop a view of
narcissism. He regards it as both a stage of normal development (primary
narcissism) and as 21 retraction of libido from external objects back onto the ego
(secondary narcissism). Freud adduces much evidence to support his view of
narcissism, but he is highly criticized for this evidence and for the view itself. For
this reason a number of individuals have elaborated on Freud's thesis, and a
consideration of some of these individuals follows.

Heinz Kohut and Otto Kernberg are prominent writers on the topic of
narcissism in contemporary literature. Before their work is discussed a
consideration of Carl Jung's, Alfred Adler's, and Karen Horney's contributions to
narcissism theory is presented in order to determine the impact of Freud's work on

his contemporaries, and to trace the evolution of the concept from Freud topresent

4

¢

12



&
analysts. When we study Kernberg's work we find that he stresses n:\rc,i'q\sism as
{
psychopathology and he elaborates a theory which improves on Frcud's_:«/f\riginul
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The final view of narcissism conmdcmd is Kohut's. Kohut Lluuﬁﬁts a
theory of personality in which narcissism plays a central rola Adi{mon.dl
emphasizes the positive value of narcissism, sctting hlmsclthpﬂﬁt fmm more’
orthodox writers.

Freud's Theory of Narcissism

Freud was the first theorist to fully develop the concept of narcissism in
psychodynamic theory. Delineating Freud's view of narcissism is problematic
since he uses the term in several ways. Thus, while narcissism is a major theoretical
contribution of Freud's it is ill defined and confusing (B. E. Moore, 1975: Murray,
1964). This may be because Freud made no attempt to integrate the narcissism
concept with later concepts, or to revise his views about narcissism when his
theoretical outlook changed (B. E. Moore, 1975), or because "Freud the clinician”
would not succumb to "Freud the theoretician" and sacrifice astute clin}cal
observations for neat and tidy theory (Balint, 1960). For whatever reasons,
delineating Freud's ideas on narcissism is problematic and different writers hold
conflicting interpretations of his work. For example, while Loewenstein (1977)
maintains that Freud,uses the term pejoratively, Dyrud (1983) contends that Freud
regards primary narcissism as. the basis of self-esteem, thus endowing narcissism
with a positive connotation (Ansbacher, 1985).

It must also be mentioned that Freud simultaneously held three conflicting
views about the nature of the infant's relation with the environment, only one being

primary narcissism (the others being primary autoerotism and primary object love).
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(For a complete account of this see Balint [1960].) Therefore, what follows is the
clearest interpretation that [ can make of Freud's view of narcissism, but it is not the
only interpretation.

The Narcissism Theory

Freud was fond of dichotomies. When developing the narcissism concept
he differentiated between sexual instincts, rooted in human biology and responsible
mainly for perpetuation of the species, and ego instincts, concerned primarily with
self-preservation and gratification. According to Freud (1917/1981), justification
for distinguishing between the two instincts " . . . is implied in the sexual life as a
distinct activity of the individual" (p. 461). However, Freud later notes (p. 463)
that sexuality is one means the individual uses to attain satisfaction--but obtaining
satisfaction is an ego in- :nct! It follows that the separation of instincts into the
sexual and ego may not be justifiable (i.e., sexual and ego instincts may be
confluent). This is exemplified in sexual intercourse, which is not only the means
for perpetuating the species but is also plea{urablc, that 1s ego syntonic.

lelld uses this differentiation of instincts as the basis for distinguishing
between cg6 libido and object libido, which is a distinction of paramount
importance in Freud's theory of narcissism. Freud (1914/1959b) states that "the
differentiation of the libido into that which is proper to the ego and that which
attaches itself to objects is a necessary extension of an original hypothesis which
discriminated between egotinstincts and sexual instincts” (p. 35). Since the validity
of.polarizing the instincts into the sexual and ego is questionable (as noted above),
and since the distinction between ego and object libido is based on this |
differentiation, one must then question the validity of distinguishing ego li,bido from

object libido when considering Freud's view of narcissism.



Fread borrows the word "narcissisin™ from Paul Niicke and Havelock Ellis
who use it clinically o refer to a form of sexual perversion in which the individual
treats the body as a sexual object. Under Freud's control the term mitally came to
mean many things since he would use it 1w help explan such diverse phcnmn\cnu as
homosexual perversion, self-love in children, erogeneity, autoerotisn,
hypochondriasis, and organ inferiority (B. E. Moore, 1975). However, Freud
settled on a developmental view of narcissism in Totem and Taboo. In this book
Freud traces back the development of libidinal trends in individuals. He contends
- that from the beginning the separate components of the sexual instincts work
independently to find satisfaction in the subject's own body. This stage of
autoerotism is followed by one in which " . . the hitherto isolated sexual instinets
have already come together into a single whole and have also found an object. But
this object is not an external one, extraneous to the subject, bui itis his own ego,
which has been constituted at about this same time" (Freud, 1913/1950), p.88).

This is the stage of narcissism and it is followed by a final stage of object choice.

Freud expands on this view in his paper "On Narcissism: An Introduction.”

Here he notes that features of the narcissistic attitude, as revealed by psychoanalytic
observation, can be found in many individuals, suggesting that "a disposition ot the
libido which mﬂst be described as narcissistic . . . might claim a place in the regular
sexual development of human beings" (Freud, 1914/1959b, p. 30), and hence
narcissism would be " . . . the libidinal complement to the egoism of the instinct of
self-preservation” (p. 31).

The narcissism discussed so far is termed primary by Freud to distinguish it
from a secondary form. In particular, Freud observes that the megalomania

characteristic of children is not seen in adults, presumably because people learn that



to recerve satstaction constderation must be accorded 1o others. “Thus, children
learn o cathect an external object, usually the mother or primary caregiver. This s
the stage of object chowee. However, the libido c,;ll}xccling an external object may be
retracted and used o cathect the subject's own ego, i much the same way as an
amocha extends and retracts its pseudopodia. This retraction of preexisting object
libido cathects the individual's ego ideal, a mental institution representing all pod®
aspects of oneselt and external objects, and is called secondary narcissism. Thus,
the individual begins in a state of pnmary autoerotism, which is followed
successively by primary narcissism and object choice (alongside of which exists
secondary narcissism).

Livideuce for the Narcissism Theory

The evidence upon which Freud bases his notion of narcissism has been
highly criticized. Basicatly, Freud (1914/1959b) finds support for his narcissism
theory 1n studies of schizophrenia, primitive people, organic disease and
hypochondria, sleep, love between the sexes, and the attitude of parents to their
children.

Freud observes that the two fundamental characteristics of schizophrenic
patients are (a) their megalomania and (b) their withdrawal of interest from the
external world. He reasons that the libido withdrawn from external oéjccts in
schizophrenics is directed to the subject's own ego, giving rise to megalomania and
the state of narcissism. However, he also notes that the megalomania is an
exaggeration of an earlier state in childhood in which the child feels omnipotent
(since all needs are quickly aftended to by the parents) and hence the narcissism
arising from the retraction of libidinal cathexes from external objects is of a

secondary form " . . . superimposed upon a primary one that is obscured by

S



oantold mtloences” threud, TOLYTO59h, p 32 thouph Freud does not speity
these itluences. Thus, izophremes only evidence secondiny carerssiam, whyeh
Freud postulates is supenmposed on a primary ame, without piving direct evidenee
tor the fatier

Fread argues i Totenand Tabeo that there is a paratle] between
ontogenetic and phylogenctie development He utihzes this noton to contend tha
ourconception of pamitive people as bemy charactenized by mepalomania, and
particudar by 7 dnover estimaton of the power of wishes and mentual
processes. the ommipotence ot thoughts's a beliet in the muagical virtue of words,
and byl method of dealing with the outer world the art ot ‘magics which
appears to be a logical apphication of these grandiose premuses” (Freud,
FOTHA939b, po 32 finds an analogy i the development of a child today Hen C.
Fread concludes that a stage of primary narcissism must exist, wird o he conceis e

ot an onginal hibidimal cathexis of the ego, part of which cathexas is Liter
viclded up to objects, but which fundamentally persists and 1s related 1o the ohject
cathexes™ (breud, TO14/19359b, p. 33).

Organic disease and hypochondria have similar mamitestations, ey
believes, because the person suffening from either condition relinguiskes mterest 1,
things of the outside world not concerming his of her sufferiry, and simuitareoush
concentrates interest and libido on the organ engaging attention. fence, both the
hypochondriac and the diseased person withdraw libidinal interest from love
objects. Interms of the libido theory Freud (1914/14 + - Suggests that “the sick
man withdraws his libidinal cathexes back upon his own ego, and sends them forth
again when he recovers” (p. 39) such that he ceases to love when he suffers

A similar type of evidence supporting secondary nurcissism s offered by
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Freud-in his analysis of sleep. He argues that “the condition of sleep, like illness,

implics a narcissistic withdrawal of the libido away from its attachments back to the

ey
J It

.1 " *subject's own person” (Freud, 1914/1959b, p. 40). Thus, Freud regards these

diverse phenomena as evidence of narcissism.
- With respect to love between the sexes, Freud contends that originally the
person has two sexual objects, namely him- or herself and the woman who is the

carcgivér, and so postulates a primary ndrcissism in everybody. Specifically, he

states that persons whose libidinal development has been disturbed, such as

"perverts and homosexuals," take their own selves instead of their mothers as
modclg for their choice of love objects. This type of object choice is termed
narcissistic, and Freﬂd (1914/1959b) believes that "this obServation provides us
with our strongest motive for regarding the hypqthcsis of nafcissism as a necessary
one:” (p. 45). However, he later states that "the disturbances to which the original
narcissism of the child.is exposed, the reactions witﬁ which he seeks to protect

himself from them, [and] the paths into which he is thereby.forced o (p49)

‘have not been studied but have been left aSidc to await future exploration.

Lastly, when c"onsidcring the attitude of parents toward their children, Freud
concedes that primary narcissism is an assumption not easily verified by direct
(;bsewatipn., He als<_)1 suggests, as indirect support for primary narcissism, that the
fond attit;dc which parents display towaid their children is actually a revival of the
parents' own lost narcissism. In particular, he believes that the parents’ feelings are
characterized by over estifnation, which he regards as a sure indicatibn of
narcissistic object choice, as evidenced by their ascribing to the child all manner of
perfections while concurrently forgetting all of the child's shortcomings. As Freud

(1914/1959b) states, "parental love, which is so touching and at bottom so childish,

T
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is nothing but parental narcissism born again and, transformed though it may be
into object love, it reveals its fonnér"éharacter infallibly" (p. 49).

Now that we have discussed‘thé fundamental aspects of Freud's theory of
narcissism and the evidence upon which he bases his ideas, we may consider
criticisms levied against Freud's view as such critidisms have led to reformulations
of his original theory. B
Critique of Freu

The first difficulty involves an internal contradiction in the theory itself.
Before and during the time of writing the "On Narcissism" paper Freud regarded -
autoerotism as preceding narcissis  However, in his Introductory 1 ectures,
w'ritten a few years later, he explicitly states that autoerotism is n fe
dcvelopfncmal stage but rather ". . . the sexual activity of the na ageof
allocation of the libido" (Freud, 1917/1981, p-465). This does not1c. cctachange .
in his theoretical stance since he later endorses his initial view (Pulver, 1970).

Such contradictions are not rare in Freud's writings'since he would
frequently undergo a theoretical change without reanalyzing old concepts. This has
been noted by Balint (1960) who observes that Freud simultaneously held three
conflicting views about the nature of the infant's relationship with the environment.
In fact, ihe primary autoerotism view not only conflicts with primary narcissism but
explicitly contradicts it as this view argues that the sexual instincts take the mother's
breast as a sexual object (recall that in pﬁrhary narcissism the sexual instincts
cathect the individual's own ego and not an external obj"ect). Thus, Freud's theory
ol narcissism contains several internal contradictions.

Another difficulty involves the distinction between narcissistic and object

libido. B. E. Moore (1975) questions this distinction and notes that Freud's use of



the phrase "narcissistic libido" suggests a qualitative difference between it and
“ object libido (i.e., narcissisﬁc libido is not merely the attachment of cathexis to self
rather an object), even though Freud argues against such qualitative differences.

Similarly, Balint (1960) notes the confusion generated when Freud
simultaneously argues that (a) all libido is initially in the id and then cathects
objects, and from these object cathexes the ego retracts libido (this implies that all
~na.rcissism is secondary as thcrcyis no initial ego cathexis); and (b) all libido is
initially in the ego, thus creating Hﬁmmy narcissism. Furthermore, in The Ego and
the Id Freud concludes that the ego develops gradually through a process of
maturation, and hence its cathexis must develop at roughly the same rate. That is,
the ego cathexis cannot be primary (Balint, 1960). This leaves the possibility of "id
narcissism" as the primary state. However, narcissism, by definition, is a cathexis
of the ego! Thus, there is another internal contradiction in Freud's theory of
narcissism.

If primary narcissism implies a primal state in which the sexual instincts are
aimed at discharge on the self through libidinal cathexis of the ego, we must
wonder how " . . . psychic energy may be discharged during this state prior to the
child's discovery of his own self and of the object world" (B. E. Moore, 1975, p.
252). That 1s how can there be a primary narcissism (i.e., a cathexis of one's own
ego) if self, encompassing id, ego, and superego, cannot be differentiated from
world? Bing, McLaughlin, and Marburg (1959) suggest that "primary narcissism
might be thought of as a primary state of energy distribution not truly naréissisFic,
since no sufﬁcieht ego structure exists for cathexis " (p. 24). Thus, the definition
of primary narcissism as a libidinal cathexis of the ego can be questioned because

there is no differentiated ego to cathect at this stage of development.
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All of the clinical phenomena Freud considers in support of his narcissism

theory are examples of secondary narcissism only (B. E. Moore, 1975). This is
not surprising since "certain peculiar difficulties [which Freud does not specify] lie
int - of a direct study of [primary] narcissism" (Freud, 1914/1959b, p- 39).
It so that Freud infers the existence of primary narcissism reasoning that there
must exist'a primary form of narcissism in order for secondary nmci;sism to exist.
As B. E. Moore (1975) states, "pri?nary narcissism was therefore an assumption,
avowedly based not on direct observation but on inference" (p. 252). For example,
Freud argues that the state of sleep is characterized by a retraction of libido into the
ego, which is akin to the state of the infant in the mother's womb. Yet the existence
of primary narcissism is only implied in sleep as this state does not constitute prima
facie evidence for primary narcissism, only for secondary narcissism,
There are also many specific problems with the evidence Freud adduces.

First, Freud's contention that the megalomania and withdrawal of intérest from
external objects characteristic of schizophrenia 1s a counterpart of 'pn'mary
narcissism only receives support upon superficial observation of schizophrenic
‘behavior (Balint, 1960). Balint argues instead that "the well-established clinical
observation of schizophrenic withdrawal cannot be used as proof of a primary
narcissistic state. It would, in fact, be more correct to say that the séhizophmnic
has a much closer tie with, and is much more dependent on, his environment than
the so-called normal of neurotic” (p. 26). (A f\.,ll account of this thesis is given by
Laing [1983].) R

- Second, while there are parallels between ontogenetic and phylogcnctfc
development, this does not constitute a priori justification for extrapolating from

stages of species development to stages of individual development. That certain



parallels exist does not mean that individual and species development proceed in the
same way, and hence it may not be valid to postulate a stagé of ontogenesis which
corresponds to a stage of phylogenesis, as Freud (1914/1959b) does when he
argues that the stage of global narcivssism C‘haracten'zing our ancestors must have an
analogy in the development of a child today.

Third, Freud's statement that the diseased individual withdraws interest

from the environment may be countered by direct observation: Some ill people seek

out activities which focus attention away from the ailment (e.g., watching
television). Thus, Freud's statement in this regard must be questioned.
Fourth, Freud's statement that sleep is narcissistic because libido is

withdrawn from external objects while sleeping overlooks the fact that external

objects are re-created in fantasy and cathected there. That is, during sleep we dream.

of objects, such as parents and friends, which are outside of ourselves in everyday
experience. So, external objects are not lost in sleep since libido is led back to t+
in fantasy. |

Fifth, Freud believes that perverts and homosexuals are disturbed, that is
not "normal," because they take themselves as love objects. He further believes
that taking oneself as a love object is "normal” during the stage of primary
narcissism (which, furthermore, Freud regards as a "normal" stage of

development). Balint (1960) considers it strange that no "normal” type of person

seems to "derive” from, or be associated with fixation at, this stage of development.

Sixth, Freud's belief that the overestimation which parents display toward

their children is an indication of the parents' lost narcissism is questionable becausc[

such an attitude may characterize the relationship between adults and all children.

For example, Freud (1914/1959b) claims that parents " . .. are inclined to suspend

o
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in the child's favour the operation of all those cultural acquirements which their
own narcissism has been forced to respect, and to renew in his person the claims
for privileges which were 1ong ago given up by themselves" (p. 48). While this _
may characterize the parent/child relationship it may also reflect the way adults relate
to children in general. That is, adults may suspend cultural acquirements in the
favor of all children, not just their own, because they know children will shortly
have to abide by these acquirements, and hence they allow children to enjoy
freedom while still possible. In addition, the fondness which Freud claims
characterizes the attitude of parents to their children may not exist consistently in all
parents (e.g., unwanted children often elicit resentment in a parent who may
subsequently become a child abuser). .

A potential problem with some of Freud's evidence is that it is based on
pathology (viz., schizophrenia, homosexuality and perversion, and organic disease
and hy;;ochondria). This raises the question of whether or not hypotheses
concerning normal development derived from pathological states are valid, which is
based on the unsettled issue of whether pathological states are qualitatively different
from so-called normal states, in which case it is invalid to eitmpolatc, or just
quantitatively different, in which case extrapolation from one to the other is valid.

If the debate is settled in favor of the fbrmer condition then much of Freud's .
evidence will be invalidated.

Another difficulty with Freud's theory of primary narcissism is that it has
proved very difficult to fix the exact duration'of the stage. Freud never specifies the
timing of the stage, and subsequent authors describe it as occurring over a wide
chronological period, from being exclusively interuterine to beginning as late as the

second year of life (Pulver, 1970). Pulver believes that "this lack of agreement on



timing arises from uncertainty about the meaning of the concept of narcissism in
terms of object relations” (p. 327). In other words, the direct observation of
infants, which is currently the best means available for gathering data about infants,
yields information not about the infant's investment of the self (which is the focus
in'Freud's theory of primary narcissism) but about‘ the vicissitudes of object
relationships (i.e., the infant's relationship with external objects), about which
nothing is said in the delineation of primary narcissism. Similarly, Freud's
narcissism theory may not do justice to the developmental complexities, including
the vicissitudes of object relationships, inherent in this early period of life (Pulver,
1970; Stolorow, 1975). _

Pulver (1970) mentions a related problem which aﬁses from designating the
early months of life as narcissistic, namely that "the designation has led to the
application of the term narcissistic to many psychic phenomena occurring durm g
this period which in fact have little or nothing to do with the vicissitudes of libidinal
investment"” (p. 328). It should not be surprising, then, that Freud's view of
narci§sism is incompatible with some current information about infants obtained
from 6bservational studies. For example, Freud's view that infants in the stage of
primary narcissism focus primarily on their inner experiences, such as the rise and
fall of tension, is cox_mtered by the current observation that infants interact with-their
environment from the start of life and do not focus primarily on inner experiences
(Fast, 1985). Indeed, shortly after Freud introduced his narcissism concept Adler
contended that the course of development can be so different between individuals
that narcissism cannot be regarded as an innate component of development
(Ansbacher, 1985).

In addition to these specific criticisms of Freud's narcissism concept, Pulver
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(1970) notes that the validity of the theory upon which narcissism is founded has
recently been questioned. Narcissism is grounded in drive theory with economic
implications, and "if thesclaspccts of psychoanalytic theory are ultimately found
wanting, then this concept of narcissism must also be " (Pulver, 1970, p. 324).
Hence, the questionable validity of ﬁc theoretical underpinning of narcissism may
cause rejection of narcissism itself.

In sum, the evidence prcscntcd‘in this critique of Freud's work argues
strongly that his theory of narcissism leaves much to be desired. However,
because the theory has considerable explanatory power (Fast, 1985), in helping us
to understand borderline conditions for example, which are presumably rooted in
infantile narcissism (e.g., borderline characters experience others as self-

extensions), and because, as B. E. Moore (1975) states, "it is a puclear concept

which became for Freud an organizing matrix for the construction of psychoanalytic
theory, hence an integral part of the whole" (p. 272), it would be unwise to discqrd
it. Significantly, many scholars have reformulated Freud's ideas about narcissism,
and it is to a consideration of some of these individuals, and specifically those
retaining the psychodynamic view, that we now turn.
| Jung, Adler, and Horney on Narcissism

It is surprising that Freud's contemporaries discuss narcissism little given
its importance in Freud's work. Nevertheless, Jung, Adler, and Horney address
the topic, albeit in relatively little depth. While Kemnberg and Kohut are Qc\rhaps the
most popular current writers on the subject (their work is discussed shortly), it is
worthwhile to consider these earlier scholars to assess the evolution of the concept
in psychodynamic theory.
Jung's View

to
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Jung refers to narcissism five times in his writings, and he regards it as
pathological since this is how most psychoanalysts were using the term at the time
(Gordon, 1980). Jung does not deal with narcissism because he never encountered
it (Humbert, 1980). Specifically, Humbert (1980) contends that "narcissism is a
phenomenon which strikes the observer who takes the outside viewpoint, and that
Jung rarely did . .. . Jungian concepts are arrived at not from the standpoint of an
obse‘rvcr, but are generated out of, and illuminated by, the confrontation with the
unconscious” (pp. 241-242), While Jung infrequently utilizes the term narcissism
per se, he discusses related ideas.

Jung describes a character structure which is similar to the narcissistic
character disorder (Schwartz-Salant, 1982). There are, however, important
differences between Jung and the psychoanalysts regarding this character structure,
three of which will now be considered.

First, unlike the Freudians who believe that the narcissistic personality
disorder results from difficulties encountered during the narcissistic phase of
development, Jung contends that it can occur during any developmental phase.

Second, this character structure can form during any developmental phase
because it results when the individual rejects the Self, and this rejection can occur at
any ime. The Self in Analytical thought is "the archetype of wholeness and the
regulating center of the personality. It is experienced as a transpersonal power
which transcends the ego, e.g., God" (Schwartz-Salant, 1982, p. 180) and as such
itis an " ... unconscious, organizing principle that collaborates with
consciousness” (Humbert, 1980, p. 237). Thus, for Jung the narcissistic character
disorder results when the individual deviates from the original innate developmental

pattern.
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Third, narcissism is a disorder which is not distinct from other nosological
categories in terms Of its presenting symptoms, but only with respect to the
transference/countertransference processes involved. Thus, "the narcissistic
character structure is found in personalities of widely varying quality. It can be
dominant or an aspectof any psychological pattern . . . for the narcissistic character
disorder does not correspond to any one archetypal pattern” (Schwartz-Salant,
1982, p. 26). ‘

As suggested above, what distinguishes the Jungian from other

psychodynamic views of narcissism is that for Jung "the parcissistic character

mwmmmmmmmh:mmmmmwm'

(Schwartz-Salant, 1982, p. 26). That is, Jung relates narcissism to the cbllcctivc
unconscious and hence to religion, mythology, and legend. As Schwartz-Salant
(1982) points out, "narcissism represents psychic life in tegnsit to or from the
archetypal world. And Jung's view of psychic reality is precisely concerned iv\ith
thisissue” (p. 106). This is evidenced by Jung in his alchemical studies in which
he grapples with the issue of the relationship between spirit and matter, and in so
doing describes the alchemical Mercurius who " . . . represents the archetypal
analogue of the phenomenology known as narcissism" (Schwartz-Salant, 1982, p.
36). Wh(hle we need not consider Jung's research on Mercurius, suffice it to say
that "the sﬁiymilarity between the psychoanalytic concept of narcissism and the
alchemical image of Mercurius is striking" (Schwartz-Salant, 1982, p. 36). Thus,
the analogy between narcissism and Mercurius suggests an archetypal background
for narcissism,

This venture into the Jungian consideration of narcissism demonstrates the

extent of Analytical work expanding on the original Freudian view. Beside there



not being much Analytical work dealing with the topic, the work which exists
suggests that Jungians have no views of narcissism other than those held by other
theorists in the psychodynamic tradition, and instead focus on the relationship
between the Analytical Self and the narcissism concept (e.g., Fordham, 1971;
Gordon, 1980; Humbert, 1980).

In review, for Jung narcissism is »redos nantly pathological and moves
from the personal to the transpersonal (e.g., from the personal unconscious to the
collective unconscious, and from a developmental stage to an archetype). While
this represents a fundamental change in theoretical orientation and extends our
knowledge of narcissism to the spiritual, it does not help much in illuminating the
essential structure of narcissism,

Adler's View

Itis Adler's theory of the masculine protest which caused Freud to consider
narcissism. Specifically, Adler's belief that the neurotic individual attempts to
enhance self-esteem vis-3-vis an exaggerated masculine protest led Freud initially to
focus on the individual (Ansbacher, 1985).

More importantly, Adler looks at narcissism from a more optimistic view of
human nature and social relationships than does Freud. He does this by stressing
that the crucial aspect of nan:issiétic phenomenology " .. . is not the self-love but
the other end of the dimension, the exclusion of others” (Ansbacher, 1985, p. 205).
This signifies a lack of social interest and represents a personality turned in on
itself. Adler's significance for narcissism theory lies in the fact that he looks upon
narcissism as the exclusion of othcrs, and in this way furthers our knowledge of the

essential structure of narcissism. -

Homey's View



Hormey's view of narcissism emphasizes abnormal self-idealization. In
particular, Horney adopts a dcvclopni:ﬁtal view and contends that as the narcissist
develops he or she compulsively reacts to basic anxiety by either moving toward,
uw‘ay from, or against the world, such that at any particular moment the narcissist is
in dnly one of these modes of relating and has thus developed a rigid, inflexible
connection with the surroundings. However, at some point in time, varying from
one individual to another, the narcissist attempts to achieve a sense of unity by
integrating these disparate modes of relating into an idealized self-image, which is
created basically as a defensive maneuver (Rubins, 1983). This ideal self
represents all that the person feels he or she could or should be, but it is impossible
to actualize since it is only an abstraction (DeRosis, 1981). Nevertheless, the
person identifies totally with this glorified self-image and actually becomes the
1maginary, idealized self, maintained despite outside realities by the affect of pride.
But beneath the facade lies the real self which wants to engage life on its terms and
so combats the idealized self, thus creating the narcissistic neurotic conflict between
authentic and inauthentic living, which is often why the person initially seeks help
(DeRosis, 1981).

The elements of the idealized self include lofty standards, unwarranted

pride, and stringent "shoulds" (the "tyranny of the shoulds") such that identification

with any one of these creates the narcissistic condition. That is, for Homey "the
pure concept of narcissism was defined as infatuation with one's imagined,
1dealized attributes of self” (Rubins, 1983, p- 11). Furthermore, narcissism " . . .
involves the mastering of life through the creation of a totally admirable image that
none can resist. A self-made construct becomes the irresistible object to 'love”

(DeRosis, 1981, p. 346). Horney's view of narcissism, like Freud's, is
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developmental. However, Homey's view differs because it stresses narcissism as
a purely pathological manifestation of abnormal development, and her emphasis
.shifts away from libidinal cathexes to the ncur()tic‘,'cmm)lcmcm ot normal
development. In this way she expands our knowledge of narcissism.

After considering what Jung, Adler, and Horney did with narcissism we see
that the concept took on more significance in psychodynamic thought as time
progressed. Specifically, Jung accepted Freud's view of the concept and dealt
nstead with related phenomena in the archetypal realm. Then, Adler 100k the
coneept and reformulated itin terms of his own theoretical orientation, that of Self
Psychology. Finally, Homey expanded on the original Freudian view. This takes
us up to current views of narcissism.

Heinz Kohut and Otto Kernberg are among the most prominent theorists on
narcissism in contemporary literature.  For this reason they receive separate billing
here, with Kernberg, the more orthodox of the two, discussed first (Jones, 1981).

Kemberg's Theory of Narcissism

Unlike many theorists who view narcissism in purely pathological terms,
Kermnberg conceives of both a normal and a pathological form of narcissism, though
he focuses on the latter. He differentiates between mature and immature forms of
normal narcissism on the one hand, and pathological narcissism on the other hand.
which he regards as an over investment in a pathological self (not immature or over
investment in the self per se) which arises defensively against an image of a
frightening world devoid of life's necessities, especially food and love (Kernberg,
1974). Furthermore, he specifies thaf mature normal narcissism is self-esteem,
norma} primitive (immature) narcissism refers to a sense of diffuse well beﬁng with

the world, and pathological narcissism is the classical "narcissistic personality”



tlocwensten, 1977,

According to Kernberg, both normal and dystunctional (pathologacaly
taressism emerge trom the mfant's expenences of good and bad objects (e N
parental acceptance and responsiveness vs. rt_lcc‘t'l'(m and neglect) which become
ternalized as good and bad object representations (Stevens, Plost, & Skellv,
L9841, These mternal object representations form a unificd self concept. which 1
precondition of narcissism. That is, there can be no narcissism, which Kembery
defines as the libidinal investment of the self, if there 1y no self, “Kernberg thus
sees people as either developing pathological narcissism and bad objecrrelations as
dconsequence of bad inner object representations, or deve loping healthy narcissisin
and abundant object love as a consequence of good inner ohject representationy”
(Loewenstein, 1977, pp. 138-139). Additonally, as a result of the nternalizauon
ot object representations, Kernberg agrees with Freud that nazerssism develops and
exists at ¢he expense ot‘nhjcét love only with respect to pathological narcissism, for
@ increase in healthy narcissism leads to an increased investment in the Ohject
world (Loewenstein, 1977).

For Kemberg there exist a number of factors which affect the formation o
narcissism, including the nature of iniernalized object representations (this factor 1
essentially the nature of the attachment experience and 1s the one which
Loewenstein [1977] believes forms the core of narcissism [whether the narcisss
is healthy or pathological]), the sausfaction of basic phvsical and e motion.l needs
like food and love, love and esteem supplies, the superego and its functioning, the
nature of the ego ideal, and reality achievements (Loewenstein, 1977).
Furthermore, there is a continuum from healthy to pathological narcissism such that

a deficiency or distortion in any of the above factors (viz.. the nature of internalized
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object representations, the satisfaction of basic physical and emotional needs, love
and esteem supplies, the superego and its functioning, the ego ideal, and reality
achievements) leads to narcissistic problems (most people lie in the middle of the
continuum).

This brief a(c)count of Kemberg's ideas on narcissism sets the stage for an in
depth consideration of his views about normal and pathological narcissism. First, it
should bc noted that van &cr Waals gave Kcr;lberg the idea that pathological
narcissism is characterized by the simultaneous development of pathological forms
of self and object love, rather than it reflecting a fixation in ff\e narcissistic stage of
development and a concomitant lack-of normalcy in the developmental sequence
to;vard object love, which is tﬁe Freudian belief (Kemberg, 1970). Thus, normal
narcissism develops simultaneously with normal object relations, and pathological
narcissism develops simultaneously with pathological object relations.

Normal Narcissism

Kernberg does not discuss normal narcissign much. In addition to equating
the mature form with self-esteern and the immature form with an acceptance of the
world and a sense of Well belng in it, hc states that normal narcissism exists in an
individual who feels secure, dccepted, and appreciated by others since this enhances
self and objectllﬂoving behavior (Loewenstein, 1977). ‘

Perhaps the‘clearest delineation of Kemberg's view on normal narcissism is
provided by Tuttman (1981), who notes that Kernberg defines normal narcissism
as the libidinal investment of the self, whcrc the sclf is an intrapsychic structure
compoced of multiple self-_i]‘eprescntations. In tumn, "self-representations are mental
afféctive-cognitive structures in the form of images which reflect the person's

perception of himself in real interactions with significant others and in fantasied



interactions with internal representations” (Tuttman, 1981, p. 809). Furthermore,
Kernberg conténds that the self is a part of the ego and the ego contains, in addition
to self-representations, object representations and ideal self and object images at
various levels of depersoniﬁcation, abstraction, and integration. Thus, for
Kemberg, "the normal self is integrated, in that its cdmponcnt self-representations
are dynamically organized into a comprehensive whole. A realistic self-concept_
incorporates, rather than dissociates, the various component self-representations,
and this is a requisite for the libidinal investment of the self" (Tuttman, 1981, p.
309).
Pathological Narcissism
According to Kernberg (1974), "pathological narcissism dbcs not simply

reflect libidinal investment in the self in contrast to libidinal investment in objects,
but libidinal investment in a pathological self-structure” (p. 258). This definition
contrasts Freud's view of narcissiém as the libidinal investment of the ego (a part of
the self), while Kernberg also believes that thivs pathological self-structure (viz., the
grandiosé self) does.not correspond to a phase in norr?al development (Tuttman,
1981). A final distinction between these two theorists is that Freud believes
dysfunctional narcissism results from an arrest in normal development, while

- Kemberg maintains that it results from an aberration of normal development

/(Stevens‘ etal., 1984). As Kernberg (1974) states, "the structural characteristics of
narciésisti_é personalities cannot be understood simply in terms of fixation at an
early level of development or lack velopment of certain intrapsychic structures,
butas a consequence of the development of pathological (in contrast to normal)
differentiation and integration of ego and superego structures deriving from

pathological (in contrast to normal) object relationships" (p. 258). In support of
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this contention he observes that the grandiose fantasies of small children have a
more realistic quality than those of pathological narcissists, and that children can
maintain libidinal investments in their mothers during temporary separations while
narcissists cannot since they depend on others only for immcdiéte need
gratificiation. |

What is the pathological development to which Kernberg allﬁdcs? Kemberg
(1970) contends that a child reared in a cold and unempathic parental environment
where the mother or mother surrogate functions well superficially but with
indifference and spiteful aggression may develop frustration, resentment,
aggressive urges, and a sense of inferiority. As a result the child feels despised and
fears not being loved unless perfect and omnipotent. To defend against this fear,
and the feeling of being unloved and the object of revengeful hatred, the child
identifies with an aspéct of the self worthy of envy and admiraton (e.g., physical
~ beauty or a special talent). Furthermore, the child conétmcts images of an ideal self
‘f'z‘iind ideal parents to help compensate for early frustrations. The resulting grandiose
self is a synthesis of admired aspects of the child's actual self, the child's ideal self,
and the image of ideal parents (i.e., the ideal object). Finally, the unacceptable
aspects of the self, notably the rage experienced in response to fmstratlon must be
denied and hence are projected onto external objects, which are then devalued
(Stevens et al., 1984). Thus, some individuals becbmc pathologically narcissistic
as a defense against their parents (Kemberg, 1970). '

The images of an ideal self and ideal parents which themarassmt creates
mvolve thc internalization of ba:i object mpms&txons especxally acold,
narcissistic and over protective mother who sees the child as merely an extension of

¢

herself (for this reason that the grandiose self is pathdlogical). As Loewenstein



(1977) observes, "such children may have difficulty dcvcloping a clear sense of
self, because they remain to some extent mere extensions of their mothers. They
cannot acquire basic healthy self-love because they have not ever been valued for
themselves, but only as an extension of their parents” (p. 141).

Kemnberg (1974) views the narcissistic personality structure as centered in
an integrated, though highly pathological, grandiose self. Hence, just as normal
narcissism revolves around a healthy integrated self, so dysfunctional narcissism
revolves around an integrated pathological grandiésc self reflecting a condensation

~of admired aspects of the real self (e.g., the "specialness” of the young child which
is reinforced by others), the ideal self (i.c., fantasies of grandeur which compensate
the individual for experiences of rage, frustration, and envy), and the ideal object
(ie., the fantasy of an accepting and loving mother, in contradistinction to a
devaluated parcnta/l object). So, narcissistic characterology is caused by a refusion
of internalized self- and object images at a stage of development in which ego
boundaries are already stable, that is after self/object diffcrcntiati?mbcrgy,
1970). The resulting grandiose self is used defensively against a coM interpersonal
environment as the individual identifies with his o her own ideal self-image in
order to deny any depchency on external objects and the internal representations of
these objects (Kcmberg:l970). The integration of this pathological grandiose self
also compensates for the lack of integration of a normal self-concept, and in this
way "it explains the paradox of relative good ego functioning and surface adaptation
in the presence of a predominance of splitting mechanisms, a related constellation of
primitive defenses, and the lack of integration of object representations” ( Kcmbc;g,
1974, p. 256). |

Now that the development of pathological narcissism has been discussed, it

-
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is worthwhile to consider the characteristics of dysfunctionally narcissistic
individuals.

First, since dysfunctionally narcissistic individuals have no internally
consistent sense of self, because they have never been regarded as "selves" but only
© as narcissistic extensions of their parents, they remain extraordinarily dependent on
others to give them a sense of selfhood. In this way narcissists appear dependent
on others, but closer examination reveals that the relationships are only exploitative
and parasitic since these others would be discarded if they displayed any l‘ack of
interest or absence of approval (Philipson, 1982). As Kernberg (1970) states, "a
narcissistic patient experiences his relationships with other people as being purely
exploitative, as if he were 'squeezing a lemon and then dropping ‘thvfe’.remains.'
People may appear to him either to have some potential food insidcﬁ,“which the
patient has to extract, or to be already cmptied and therefore valueless" (p. 57).

Second, these individuals are characterized by self-hate rather than self-love
which results from a lack of self-esteem and an inability to love others or engage in
mutually beneficial caring‘rclationships with others (Philipson, 1982).

Third, pathological narcissists have profoundly deteriorated object relations
because their relationships are not between self and other but between a primitive,
pathological grandiésc self and the projection of that same self onto others
(Tuttman, 1981).

riti mber

Most critiques of Kemnberg focus on his use of psychotherapy with
narcissistic élients rather than on his theory of namissism (e.g., Tuttman, 1981),
which is my concern. Therefore, most of the criticisms here are my own.

If we compare Kemberg's theory of narcissism to the criticisms of Freud's



work on the subject not endemic to Freud's theory, we must conclude that
Kernberg's view of narcissism is an improvement over Freud's. For example,
Kemberg does not leave as many "loose ends" as Freud, as seen in his stating that
narcissism begins after self/object differentiation, thus not leaving us wondering
when the development of nargissism begins. Also, by not differentiating between
narcissistic ego libido and libido proper (viz., sexual/aggressive psychic energy)
Kernberg does not have to worry about determining their independent existences
since either could be the libido involved in the narcissistic libidinal investment of the
self (i.e., there could be either an undifferentiated pool of libi'do or separate pools
for the different energies, both of which are congruent with Kemberg's theory).

However, there do exist several problems with Kernberg's view of
narcissism. First, the evidence he presents to support his ideas is derived almost
exclusively from his personal exp%ﬁcnces in the therapeutic context, making
verification difficult.

‘Second, given that Kernberg's use of the narcissism concept includes self-
esteem, well being, and the classical narcissistic personality (Loewenstein, .1_977), it
appears that his use of the concept lacks spéciﬁcity.

Third, Kernberg (1970) contends that the narcissistic structure,.namely the
defensive fusion of ideal self, ideal object, and self images, is maintained
defensively when it is no longer needed because it effectively perpetuates a vicious
circle of self-admiration, depreciation of others, and elimination of all actual
dependency. The problem is that the narcissistic structure, in perpetuating such a
vicious circle, would itself become dysfunctional and would have to be discarded.
But Kemberg does not suggest this as an alternative for the narciSsist. Rather,

Kernberg thinks that narcissists cannot help themselves and their condition will

o



worsen without therapeutic intervention. However, the relative paucity of clinicai
cases of narcissism in comparison to its purported abundance in our "culture of
narcissism” argues against Kernberg's view.

Finally, Tyson and Tyson (1984) note 2 number of problems with
Kernberg's theory of narcissism. Tyson and Tyson criticize Kernberg's
formulation of narcissism for these reasons: (a) it places undue emphasis on the
consequences of presumed real events in early childhood, such as parental neglect;
(b) it underestimates the centrality of the Oedipus complex; (c) it does not
/suf ﬁciehtly take into consideration the role of the superego and its early
. development in self-esteem regulation; (d) it underestimates the contributions of
later dcveldpmcntal stages in personality development; (e) it underestimates the
active role of the child in development; and (f) while it overestimates aggressive
components, it also underestimates the role of repressed libidinal elements and the
caring and loving experiences with mother, in addition to the role these experiences
play in the formation and normal functioning pf the superego. |

Over all it can be sech that K‘embcrg, like Horney, enhances our
understanding of the narcissism concept by redefining it in terms other than those
used by Freud. Notonly does he look at narcissism from a different perspective
than his predecessors, he also analyzes it in extensive detail. Even though there are
difficulties with his theory he remains one of the two major theorisis in the area of -
narcissism in contemporary literature. We now turn to the other major theorist,
Heinz Kohut.

Kohut's View of Narcissism
Kohut is the final theorist discussed because he has written a theory of

personality in which narcissism is a key component. His emphasis on narcissism
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resembleg my use of the term in the primal narcissism conjecture, considered in
chapter four. Kohut elaborates an alternative conceptual framework to classical
drive theory in the form of a developmental theory of the self in its relations to self-
objects (S. A. Mitchell, 1981), whefe self-objects are others experienced as part of
the self (Jones, 1981). Specifically, Kohut contends that a child is born prepared to
adapt to an empathic human milieu, where relatedness is essential to psychological
survival, and "the basic motivational energy and the primary unit of analysis in
Kohut's system is provided by the relationship of the self to self-objects" (S. A.
Mitchell, 1981, p. 319). Kohut's psychology is interpersonal or object relational,
and while his formulations are in the language of narcissism his discussions reﬂc\cl
the complexities of the parent/child relationship.

A few comments must be made before considering Kohut's work. To
begin with, he revises the concept itself such that narcissism is no longer defined as
the libidinal investment of the self, but is defined by the quality of the instinctual
charge. In other words, our relationships with others can be narcissistic if we
experience others as extensions of ourselves, and as existing solely to meet our
needs (i.e., as self-objects). Contrasted with this type of relationship is one in
which the other is seen as a "true object," an independent center of existence.
Therefore, "being invested with numerous relationships with people indicates very
little with regard to narcissism. These others might be regarded (and needed) as
reflections and echoes of the self, or altemnatively they mi ght be idealized as
omnipotent heroes upon whose power and energy we draw’ Jones, 1981, p. 30).
As Kohut (1978a) says, “the antithesis to narcissism 'is not the object relation but
object love" (p. 429). Thatis, sim‘piy being in relationships with othcrs is not the

opposite of narcissism because the others might be regarded as self-extensions.



The opposite of narcissism exists only when others are seen as true objects
independent of self.

Just as Kernberg discusses both normal and pathological narcissism, with
an emphasis on the pathological, so Kohut also discusses both normal narcissism
(qua a developmental progression) and pathological narcissism (caused by arrested
development) but with a focus on the former. According to Kohut (1978a),
narcissism is viewed negatively even though narcissism per se is neither
pathological nor obnoxious. He contends that this prejudice exists because of a
comparison of narcissism with object love, and is justified by the belief that it is the
more primitive and less adaptive of the two forms of libido distribution. This belief
is not based on an objective assessment of the adaptive value of narcissism, but on
the intrus.on of Western civilization's altruistic value system. This, in addition to
the fact that narcissism's contribution to psychic health and adaptation has not been
treated extensively, has caused Kohut to stress the positive aspects of narcissism.
To do this he has to step outside classical theory, which emphasizes the negative,
and so he posits a separate line of development for narcissism (i.e., separate from
the development of object libido) which leads from archaic to mature forms. Thus,
Kohut (1978b) postulates ". .. two lines of development (one from archaic
narcissism to mature narcissism, the other, side by side with it, from archaic to
mature object love), not a single line of development (from narcissism to object
love)" (p. 556), as Freud does.

cvel |, Health rCissism

Kohut rejects the ﬁ'adiu'onal psychoanalytic position of a single line of

development from narcissism to object love. His starting point is the original

distinction made by Freud between narcissistic and object libido, although he alters
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the meaning of these terms and suggests that they are independent energy sources
which reflect different kinds of experiences and undergo independent
developmental and transformational lines (S. A. Mitchell, 1981). Recall that for
Freud these two forms of libido are not independent as narcissistic libido is given
up to objects in the development from narcissism to object love, and object love
may later be retracted into the ego (viz., secondary narcissism).

Kohut's position is significant because both narcissistic and object libido
cathect objects, but the objects themselves differ. In particular, object Kbido™—
cathects true objects which exist independently of the subject, while narcissistic
libido cathects self-objects. "The terms narcissistic libido and object libido no
longer reflect the target of the energy, as in Freud's original usage, but the quality
of the relatedness to the object, with particular emphasis on whether or not the
objec& experienced as differentiated from the subject” (S. A. Mitchell, (\“)8 L p.

318). Thus, Kohut postulates separate developmental lines for obiect and

narcissistic libido, and further contends that a separate, cohesive self grows from

the developmental transformation of narcissistic libido (S. A. Mitchell, 1981),

Leaving aside the development of object relations from the-vicissitudes of
object libido and focusing on the development of narcissism from the
transformations of narcissistic libido, we note tl;at Kohut concurs with Freud about
an infantile s;age of primary narcissism in which the individual feels grandiose and
omnipotent and desires to merge with the omnipotent object (Loewenstein, 1977).
Narcissism originates in the primary narcissism of infancy in which the infant
cannot distinguish itself from others and, unaware that anything other than the self
exists, feels omnipotent (Stevens et al., 1984).

The equilibrium of primary narcissism is disturbed because of imperfections



in parental caretak ing, such as traumatic delays in responding to the infant's needs.
As aresult the infantexperiences tension which it attempts to reduce by defensively
sphitting the good from bad aspects of the self and self-objects such that the inferior
clements are projected onto external ("not me") objects (Stevens et al., 1984).
Concomitantly, the positive elements are maintained by establishing a grandiose,
exhibitionistic image of the self (the "grandiose self”) and by projecting the original
omnipotence and perfection onto the self-object, that is the parental figure, which is
tobe idealized (the "idealized parent imago") (Jones, 1981; Lazarus, 1982).
("Imago” is a term used by psychoanalysts referring to "an idealized memory of a
beloved person, formed in childhood and not subjected to correction by subsequent
events” [Chaplin, 1985, p. 221].) ThuS, "both the grandiose self and idealized
parent imago are established defensively as the child strives to regain the self-
esteem lost through the disruption of the primary narcissism of infancy” (Stevens et
al., 1984, p. 384).

Regarding the developmental transformation of the idealized parent imago,
which is essentially "an admired you," we discover that it gradually loses
significance during the preoedipal period, at which time the ego strengthens as a
drive regulating matrix, while during the oedipal period massive loss leads to the
formation of the superego. In other words, the idealized pafent imago becomes
more realistic, that is it faithfully represents the parents as they actually are, as the
individual encounters parental imperfections. As Kohut (1978a) states, "evéry
shortcoming detected in the idealized parent leads to a corresponding internal
preservation of the externally lost quality of the object” (p. 433). This gradual
breakdown of the unrealistic aspects of the idealized parent imago is termed

“transmuting intemalization” by Kohut (S. A. Mitchell, 1981). In place of the



idealized parent imago emerges the idealized superego (ie., the ego ideal) as a
result of the massive introjection of the idealized qualities of the parental object, and
itis experienced in the form of the ideals which we strive to attain, According to
Kohut (1978a), the unyielding nature of the superego is explained by this: "The
fact that the idealized parent was the carrier of the originally narcissistic perfection

and omnipotence accounts now for the omnipotence, omniscience, and perfection

of the superego, gnd it is due to these circumstances that the values and standards of

the superego are experienced as absolute” (p. 434).

With respect to the developmental transformation of the grandiose self,
which is "a grandiose and exhibitionistic image of the self" (Kohut, 1978¢, p. 477),
we note that it becomes more realistic as the child becomes cognizant of his of her
imperfections. This is achieved by appropriate parental mirroring (i.e., the parents
recognize and approve of the child's true expressions and accomplishments) which
enhances the child's self-esteem and renders the grandiose self more realistic
(Stevens et al., 1984). Nevertheless, remnants of the grandiose If linger as
observed in its preconscious correlate, ambition. The grandiose -/, is gradually
tamed under optimal developmental conditions, " . . . and the whole structure
ultimately becomes integrated into the adult personalir - and supplies the instinctual
fuel for our ego-syntonic ambitions and purposes, for the enjoyment of our
activities, and for important aspects of our self-esteern” (Jones, 1981, p. 31).

The grandiose self and idealized parent imago are the two basic narcissistic
configurations, and while they are antithetical they alsd coexist from the beginning,
emerging from narcissistic development along distinct developmental axes. While

their separate paths result in distinct psychic contents (viz., ambitions vs. ideals),

they are two aspects of the same phenomenon (Jones, 1981).
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For Kohut, true object relations only occur after the transmuting
internalizations of both basic narcissistic configurations. This is because object
relatedness in the Kohutian sense presupposes a cohesive self distinct from objects

‘

and the vicissitudes of object libido (S. A. Mitchell, 1981).

In Kohut's usage normal narcissism consists of both the grandiosity of the
‘grandiose self, which is mirrored by the self-object, and by admiration experienced
through a fusion with the idealized self-object. This idea is of such import for
Kohut that he regards these two branches of narcissism (viz., grandiosity and
admiration) as forming the two poles of the self. The core of a healthy and
cohesive self contains either a grandiose and exhibitionistic self or the idealized
parent imago, while the nuances of the self are determined by the content of these
poles and their interrelationship (S. A. Mitchell, 1981).

Kohut's departure from classical theory necessitates his rejection of the
economic relation between self-love and object love (viz., an increase in one means
a decrease in the other). He rejects this "U-tube theory” based on his basic axiom
that object libido and narcissistic libido follow separate developmental lines, and
supports his claim with clinical data consistent with his alternative (Hanly &
Masson, 1976).

In summary, the main points about normal narcissism are (a) the
psychologically mature individual integrates the narcissistic nec& of the personality
into the ego as healthy self-enjoyment and as a useful sense of disappointment over
failures, and (b) the ego ideal serves as a locus for ego syntonic values which
directs the individual's activities and which elicits adaptively useful disappointment

when it cannot be reached (Kohut, 1978a).

Pathological Narcissism



Unlike Kemberg, who posits distinet developmental sequences for normal
and pathological narcissism and hence regands pathological narcissism as resulting
from an aberration rather than an arrest of normal developmient, Kohut's view of
pathological narcissism follows directly from his view of normal narcissism He
contends that narcissistic personality disorders are manifestations of a diseased sell

with defective narcissistic structures, ohut (1978b) informs us, "the disease

] omnipotent selfobject (the idealized
A s of the self are euther fragmented or
mained fixated in their development”
(p. 556). Narcissistic pathology results from an arrest of normal development in
which the archaic forms of the grandiose self or idealized parent imago are either
repressed or split oft from the rest of the psyche (Kohut, 1978b).

The idealized parent imago may remain archaic and cohesive for a number
ot reasons. These include the parents' unwillingness to serve as idealized self-
®objects, parental illness or death, traumatic disappointments in the adult on the part
of the child, parental self-pathology or narcissistic self-concern. and the child's
never being exposed to real parental limitations (which means that nothing can be
internalized with which to establish ideals). Such occurrences, espec ity when
traumatic, lead to massive and inadequate internalizations preventing 1 ndividual
from establishing an idealized superego, with the result that the idealized parent
imago is split off from the developing personality and cannot transform into mature
ideals. This means that the idealized parent imago remains an archaic, transitional
object required for maintenance of narcissistic homeostasis (Kohut, 197%c¢).
Narcissistic pathology may result when the idealized parent imago remains

immature and has not transformed into the ego ideal.
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‘As with the idealized parent imago, the grandi'osc self may be arrested in its
development if thé?child experiences narcissistic trauma. Such trauma usually
consists of deficient empathic parental mirroring responses to the phase appropriate
exhibitionistic displays of the child's developing self. Such faulty empathic
mirroring may be due to parental dcp?ession or to the narcissistic self-preoccupation
~of the parents. Addi‘tionally, the child's need for approval may be frustrated, by
parental rejection for example, in which case the grandiose self fails to transform
and hence the child's grandiosity becomes repressed and inaccessible to reality's
modifying influence. Tﬁc grandiose self remain‘s primitive rather than beir:
transformed into healthy self-expressions, which méans that the self canr.ot be
established securely so the child does not build up self-confidence and cordnually
needs external affirmation.

 Critique of Kohut

In comparing Kohut's theory of narc:ssism with Freud's it appears that

\
>

" Kohut's view is an improved product over Freud's. For example, he, like
Kernberg, does not leave as man); loose ends.- However, Kohut's theory does '
have many of the same problems as Kemberg's. For example, his ideas are based
on personal experience in the clinical §e'tting'/, making verification difficult, and his
use of the narcissism concept lacks specificity since it encomplass'cs man);.

* phenomena (e.g., self-esteem, rage, and infantile grandiosity).

Additionally, Kohut's théory, like the theories of Freud and Kemberg, has
problems which are not easily resolved. S. A. Mitchell (198]) elucidates several.
First, he wonders where the driyés exist prior to the formation of the cohesive self 7
given Kohut's beliefs that object libido cathects only true objects and true object

relations only occur after the formation of a cohesLye\self. Second, he questions |

\j g
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\\' w the emerging self can relate both to true objects through object libido and selt-
objects through narcissistic libido. And third, he wants to know what the
relationship is between narcissistic and object forms of relatedness as this is not

" specified by Kohut. '

Hanly and Masson (1976) suggest that another problem with Kohut's
thesis involves his asscrtibn of an economic independence between narcissistic and
object libido, as this distinction is not substantiated by clinical evidence. For
example, Hanly and Masson describe é patient who forms a narcissistic |
transference while remaining basically free of psychopathology in relationships
determined by object libido since the narcfssistic transference absorbs the
disturbances in object relations. This seems to support Kohut's view of an
economic indepe‘ndence between narcissistic and object libido. However, this

~ patient suffers from an inability to mobilize object lovg in relationships, suggesting
an exchange relationship bct,v'véen self-love and object\love (Hanly & Masson,
1976). |
Kohut (1978a) realizes that there are problems with his formulations. Fof
- “'é)giirﬁble, he admits that while our ego ideal is observable (i.e., we can "see" our
qidéals)l, the narcissistic self is difficult to perceive éincc it has no object qualities.
Thus ﬂle existence of the grandiose self is not easily verifiable. Additionally,
h Kohut (1978a) aMs that his formulations are based on a paucity of evidence
wher_l he ,stétes HT&E/:'I am in this presentation often not able to adduce sufficient
e empirfcé.i supportfor my assertions” (p. 450).
There are at least two other proble;ns in Kohut's view of narcissism which

are not dealt with adequately. One is his statement that "an individual's profusion

of object relations, in the sense of the observer of the social field, may conceal his



narcissistié experience of the object world; and a person's seeming isolation and
loneliness may be the setting for a wealth of current object investments” (Kohut,
1978a, p. 429). The difficulty here is that one cannot determine w‘hcthcr‘thc
individual relates to others as self-objects or as true objects, and hence his view that
narcissism is defined by the nature or quality of theﬂlibidinal investment, instead of
the target of the investment, is unfalsifiable. (Falsifiability is one important
criterion of a good theory.)

Another minor problem concerns Kohut's belief that parental pathology
causes narcissistic pathology in children (Jones, 1981). The difficulty involves
determining where the pathology starts. That is, what caused the first individual to
become narcissistic? Kohut offers no answer to this question, although Philipson
(1982) suggests a possibility by contending that the conditions surrounding
mothering in the 1950s caused mothers to become narcissistic. (For a full account
of this thesis, see .Pl{ilipson [1982].) .

t 1

Edward Jones (1981) critiques Kohut's "empathic science” and view of
narcissism. Jones's géneral critiCismi‘is that Kohut eliminates from his theory the
social dimension of pcrsona.hgy:evelopmem by not comprehending the impact of

. social forces on the psyche. He contends that Kohut loses sight of thé soci#l
context by narrowly focusing on the individual and his or her immediate
environment in self-development. Jones argues that the individual and group are
engaged in a dynamic interplay of reciprocal influences such that a dialccti.cal
intcraction is establishcd and any theory in social science, including Kohut's, must

take this reciprocity into agcount. Hc criticizes Kohut for emphasizing scientific

cmpathy, which ex1st§**when the observer is immersed in the subject's

p&ychologlcal field, as the mode of undemtandmg since it requires the observer to ™

}
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focus on the individual and lose sight of the broader social context. While Kohut
undoubtedly focuses on the individual and pays less attention to various social
forces, the legitimacy of Jones's criticism must be weighed against the fact that
Kohut must delimit his theorizing and, being an analyst in intimate contact with
clients, decides to emphasize the individual. Nevertheless, Jones's point scems
reasonable. ) ‘

Finally, Hanly and Mal\ségﬁllj(l??ﬁi‘;havc performed a critical examination of
Kohut's view of narcissism. Unlidkfc: Jt;;xc'§, they focus on specific aspects of
Kohut's theory. For example, they contend that the relative independence of
narcissism and sexuality (i.e., narcissistic and object libido) purported py Kohl.ut
seems dbubtful considering the interaction of these libidinal organizations in
developmenL They further z;rgue that clinical observations are inconsistent with ' o

.u.;’

f ‘. K_ohut's distinction between the two forms of libido and present two cases, taken . ’ %
’& 'from their therapeutic experiences, for support. However, twe cases are
insufficient proof for such a claim, and it is perhaps for this reason they state that
other clinical material corroborates this assertion and call upon the readers’ clinical
cexperience for verification. However, verification of their claim by such a
procedure is dubious since experiences in therapy are subject to personal
interpretation.

We see that Kohut's theory of narcissism has its problems. But as Freud
and Kemberg also have difficulties with their views of narcissism it is unfair to say
that one theory is superior to the others. More significantly, each theory elucidates
differént aspects of narcissism, and as a result a consideration of all three views

illuminates more of the phenomenon than does any one on its own.

" A Final Remark on Kohut's Theory of Narcissism
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Kohut's br(ﬁdcr social theorizing (i.e., not dealing specifically with
individual development), which, as Jones (1981) notes, is quantitatively limited,
emphasizes an affinnative attitude toward narcissism. In particular, Kohut expands
our knng‘vlcdge of narciésism not only by redefining it developmentally, but also by
focusing on its positive aspects. He stresses that the most important point to be
made about nurcissism is ". . .its independent line of development, from the
primitive to the most mature, adaptive, and culturally valuable" (Kohut, 1978d, p.
617). Kohut contends that the ideology of the Occident extols altruism and
disparages egoism, and he feels that this emphasizes only one aspect of human
nature. He compares present day emphasis on altruism with the emphasis on
sexual asceticism during the Victorian era and concludes:

Just as is true with man's sexual desizes, so also with his narcissistic needs:

neither a contemptuous attitude toward the powerful psychological forées

that assert themselves in these two dimensions of human life nor the attempt
at their total eradication will lead to genuine progress in man's self-control
or social adaptation. (Kohut, 19:78d, p. 619) "
Kohut views narcissism as a positive force both individually and culturally.
Conclusion J

Due to the fange of interpretations concerning narcissism, many scholars
consider the term overused and confusing. Some scholars claim that a definition of
narcissism in clear and precise terms is long overdue (e.g., Hart, 1947; Pulver,
1970). Pulver (1970) suggests that the confusion about narcissism and the overuse
of the term results because it is a crude concept accommodating many uses.

Nevertheless, narcissism remains an important contribution of psychoanalyticaly,

thought.



A final point derives from the work of Jules Glenn (1983), who
summarizes many of the configurations of narcissism in life and literature. The
many types of narcissism encountered suggest we may all be narcissists. Glenn
(1983) alludes to this universality of narcissism by stating that "narcissism is a
component of all states of human development and interpersonal relations" (p.

244). This pertains to an important point discussed in chapter four.

S



CHAPTER 3
THE PHILOSOPHY OF EGOISM

A major purpose of this thesis is to integrate the psychology of narcissism
with the philosophy of egoism. A consideration of egoism must now be
undertaken. However, a few observations in its regard should first be made.

First, a distinction must be drawn between two forms of egoism,
psychological and gthical (normative). Ethical egoism is the view that people ought
to act to promote their own interests while subordinating the interests of others to
this primary concern (Milo, 1973). Psychological egoism is ihe view that people
are, in fact, always like this (R. Campbell, 1979), Ethical egoism is a moral
statement about how people should be, whereas psychological egoism is a
statement about how people are, in essence itis a statement about human nature.

Further distinctions must be made between egoism and related terms. For
example, egoism is not the same as cgotiém. Anegotist is one who wants to be the
center of attention, who believes that his or her life is more interesting than anyone
els'c's (Barnhart, 1976) and is dedicated to putting him- or herself first, at the
expense of others (Gauthier, 1974).

Likewise, egoism is not the same as selfishness. Selfishness exists when
one is concerned exclusively with one's own interests (Barnhart, 1976; Milo,
1973), as when one tries obtaining as many scarce gogsls as possible (Gauthier,
1974). An egoist may be egotistic or selfish b{lt ne- ' not be. |

Historical Overview-

A consideration of the chronological develor egoistic philosophy is

in order before discussing current views.

The tradition of psychological and ethical egoism - =stern culture has its
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roots in the writings of Thomas Hobbes. His assertion that the object of all
voluntary human acts is some good for the individual is not only a succinct
espousal of psychological egoism (his "selfish hypoth;,sf;") which serves as a key
premise in his argument for ethical egoism, but was a{so a stimulus for much
thinking on the nature of self-love and its relationship to bcnevolcncé and morality
(Milo, 1973). One source of Hobbes's belief in ethical egoism is that "since the
individuals in terms of whose coming together social life is t6 be explained must be
presocial individuals, they must lack those characteristics which belong to the
compromises of social life and be governed only by their presocial drives"
(Maclintyre, 1972, p. 463). For Hobbes al] human moﬁvation, including
benevolence, is grounded in self-interest (Lawrence, 1948).

Shaftesbury is also a noteworthy scholar in the area. Bishop Joseph Butler
popularized Shaftesbury's view of human ‘murc,Aaccording to which self-interest
and benevolence do not conflict becausé benevolent conduct satisfies an
individual's natural bent. In other »\;ords, while benevolence and self-love (self-
interest) are independent "passions,” there is no fundamental distinction between
the two when self-interest is properly "enlightened" since they seek the same goal
(Lawrence, 1948; MacIntyre, 1972).

According to Milo (1973), Butler made the first noteworthy contributions 10
the philosophical analysis of self-love, self-interest, and selfishness, although
Hobbes and Shaftesbury were responsible for stimulating much interest in the arca.
For this reason it is helpful to briefly outline some of Butler's important
observations. -

First, Butler distinguishes between self-love and particular pas;;s‘hgns or
appetites. Self-love is a general desire for one's own happiness, the object being an

\



internal state of satisfaction. The particular passions seek satisfaction in particular
external objects (e.g., food is the object of hunger). The particular passions are
first order desires while self-love is a second order desire because it belongs to
one's rational nature, to one's ability to reflect on one's own happiness.

From this Butler concludes that our particular desires are logically prior to
self-love since self-love would have no object, that is there would be nothing to
constitute our happiness, if we had no particular desires. In contrast to
psychological egoism all our motives cannot be reduced to self-love.

Butler also maintains that failure to distinguish between the objects of our
particular desires, which are external things themselves, and the pleasure arising
from them is apt to cause confusion. This can be seen, according to Butler, by
noting that we would derive no pleasure from obtaining such external objects if we
had no desire for them. }

Next, Butler states that the psychological egoist cannot maintain that the
pleasure arising from the satisfaction of a particular desire is always one's own for
support of the tilesis as this purchases evidence for the thesis at the cost of
trivializing it. That is, for the psychological egoist's hypothesis to be significant it
must be logically possible for nonegoistic actions to exist even if such actions can
never occur due to the psychological make up of humans. Since the psychological
egoist argues that (a) a person's voluntary acts are based on the individual's
desires, and (b) the person derives pleasure from doing what is desired, then
nonegoistic actions are logically impossible--all persons must act from self-love.

Failing to distinguish between self-love and the particular desires, and
reducing all desires to self-love, is absurd according to Butler. Given this |

absurdity, saying that a person’s voluntary acts are motivated by the individual's

I



desires lends no support to the egoist's claim that all actions are motivated by self-
'lovc. The particular desires are not only distinct from self-love but may actually
conflict with it, and Butler asserts that it is not uncommon for individuals to
succumb to passions that lead to vthcir ruin and are in direct opposition to their real
interest and self-love.

Finally, Butler argues that benevolence is distinct from self-love and bears
the same relationship to self-love as do the other particular desires, and hence is not
~ incompatible with self-love. Butler believes it to be more compatible with self-love
than many other desires since the enjoyment experienced in helping others is a
principal ingredient of personal happiness. The common belief of an
incompatibility between benevolence and self-love arises, he argues, from
confusing self-love with scifishness, the latter being incompatible with benevolence
since itinvolves actions whic:. entail a disregard for others.

The last individual consicered in this chronological overview of
philosophers in the area is David Hume. In general, Hume allies himself with the
view that benevolence is not reducible to self-interest, and he excuses those
philosophers who do so on the grounds that self-love is a powerful force in human
nature, and that the interest of every individual is intimately connected with that of
the community. He makes this point explicit by contending that the "moral
sentiment” of benevolence persists even when privaté and public interest interfere:
"We have found instances in which private interest was separate from public; in
which it was even contrary, and yet we observed the moral sentiment to continue,
notwithstanding this disjunction of interests . .. . Compelled by these instances,
we must renounce the theory which accounts for every moral sentiment by the

principle of self-love"” (Hume, 1973, pp. 41-42). He concludes that a "public
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affection” exists in which we are not entirely indiffcrent to the interests of society.

Hume continues his argument for benevolence by stating that the principles
governing human nature as observed in daily experience force one to conclude, a
priori, that it is impossible for pgoplc to be totally indifferent to others and hence a
natural sentiment of benevolence exists. Considered a posteriori, he contends that
the merit of social virtue derives from the feelings of humanity with which it affects
others and hence a natural sentiment of bencvolenc\ci exists.

This completes our overview of the historical roots of egoistic philosophy.
It is apparent that the terms under consideration, such as self-interest, self-love, and
benevolence, are not explicitly defined. Additionally, these philosophers maintain a
sufficiently narrow view of self-love as to warrant consideration of benevolence as
distinct. Contemporary philosophers arguing for the egoistic position criticize their
predecessors supporting an egoism/altruism distinction, and in so doing clarify the
issues by clearly defining the terms.

Ethical Egoism

Generally speaking, ethical egoism is the view that it is morally right (i.e.,
obligatory) for an individual to act in his or her own self-interest, even when this
self-interest conflicts with another's (Kalin, 1970). Unlike psychological egoism it

is not a view describing the way people are, but rather the way they should be. The

ethical egoist claims that it is not reasonable to act contrary to self-interest even if it
1s psychologically possible. As Milo (1973) states, "if one believes that it cannot be
reasonablé for a man to intentionally act contrary to his own interests on the whole,
and if one also believes that what morality requires us to do must always be
reasonable, then one will naturally conclude that morality cannot really require us

ever to sacrifice our genuine, long-range interests” (p. 8).



LEthical egoism is not categorically incompatible with altruism or
utilitarianism, as the proponents of these latter views suggest. For example, the
doctrine may admit that sometimes the best means to securing one's greatest
happiness is by giving pleasure to others, or that directing one's efforts towards
getung pleasure for oneself is the best means of increasing the general sum of
happiness (G. E. Moore, 1970). Nevertheless, there exists a debate amongst moral
philosophers regarding the issue of egoism versus altruism. While this issue i
considered in detail later, we now focus on the three basic types of ethical =ooism;
individual, universal, and rule.

Individual Egoism

Individual (personal) egoism is the view that one ought to pursue one's own
self-interest and never sacrifice it for others, and that others ought to sacrifice their
interests for oneselr in the case of a conflict of interests since one's interests are
overriding. That is, if X is an incividual egoist, then for any other person, Y, X
believes that Y's interests ought to be subordinate to his or her (X's) own.

A number of criticisms can be levied against this view. One is that it is not i
proper ethical theory since it contains no fundamental principle describable without
using proper names (Hospers, 1973). That is, it lacks universality which, in the
opinion of some scholars, is an essential feature of a moral principle (Quinn, 1974).
Thus, one objection to individual egoism is that its limited scope makes it
inadequate to provide guidance for all but one of its proper tarvet: (Emmons,
1969).

A related objection is that the individual egoist is covertly inconsistent,
While such an individual does not claim to be different from other human beings,

thus not seeming to warrant special treatment, he or she nonetheless expects special
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treatment. It seems reasonable to suppose that everyone like the individual egoist
should be granted preferrential status, but this is ir111drrii§siblc according to the
doctrine (Emmons, 1969).

A third problem is that the individual egoist cannot preach this moral norm,
Specifically, if one is an individual egoist and if somebody else holds this outlook
then the egoism of the other contradicts one's own since, according to this view,
only one person can have supreme interests.

‘ Finally, Emmons (1969) contends that despite these rational defects in
individual egoism the ultimate objection is moral rather than intellectual. He states

that "we object to the ¢haracter of the man who lives consistent with the norm in

question . ... Hence the 'flaw’ in individual egoism is inaccurately labelled if wc/
confine our attention to formal considerations . . Qur real objection js moral” (p
It

The merit of these criticisms has caused ethical egoists to reformulate the
doctrine in a universal form, hoping to avoid the pitfalls encountered in individual
egoism.

Universal Egoism

In universal (impersonal) egoism the interest to be promoted is extengied to

everyone whose interest is at stake in the circumstances in question. That isL

¥

morally speaking each person ought to perform a specitic action, all thmgs

considered, 1f and only if that action is in that person's overall self-mterest (x e, n.

the long run). This view meets the universalization requirement.

"morally speaking, one ought not to cause another person to do what he:qught not
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to-do™and "morally speaking, if a person ought to perform a given action, then
another person ought not torcibly to prevent him from so doing,” vince these
prnciples contlict with universal egosm i those circumistance s in which they
imply incompatible courses of action (Quinn, 1974, p. 45K). However, this
antiegoistic argument is of questionable validity because of the uncertanty that such
principles are true (Quinn, 1974).

This view has been subject to debate in the philosophical hiterature. Both

sides of the debate are considered shortly, after discussing rule-egoism.

Rule-Egoism
. Ethical egoism may be treated as either an outlook on personal morality

formulated in terms of particular acts mp,ximizing self-interest, or as a svstem of

social decision formulated in terms of the Ldommn erules compliante with which

by everyone aids in the maximization of self- intergst (Sdndus 1973). Though the
emphasis has been on the former view, John Hospers (1973) argues favorably for
the latter. \

Hospers maintains that certain rules are in everyone's interestf they are
universally operative within society. "For example, the rule prohibiting theft of
one's earnings is to the interest even ot the person who violates it in practice [e ¢,
he may be caught, his earnings may be stolen from him, or his guilty conscience
may bother him], even though on some occasions it might actually be to his interest
to violate the rule (though he is unlikely to know in advance which occasions these
will be)" (Hospers, 1973, p. 393). It is not altruism or generosity leading one to
assent to such rules, but rational self-interest. Also, the rules may not be 10 the
individual's self-interest in every case, but since one usually does not know in

advance which cases these will be it remains #n one's interest to follow the rule at
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the time of acting, all things considered. "Itis to one's own interest to deal ‘
honestly with other people, ttot only because it feels better’' (to most people) to do
so but because if one does not, one will not be honestly dealt with in tun . ...
There are some rules, then, whose adoption it is to the long-réﬁge interest of each
person in the society to aCCCpt and to follow" (Hospers, 1973, p. 392).

Hospers's argument has been furthered by Sanders, who dxstlngmshes two
3vays of interpreting universal ethical egoism, called "act" and "rule" egoism. Act-
egoism applies to specific acts in which one evaluates the act in the specific
circumstances in terms of its conducwencss to thc agent's self-interest. Butin rule-
egoism thc egoistic principle does not apply d1rectry to specific actions. Onc
applies it instead to kinds or types of actions, not to the spec1ﬁc instance. What is
thus considered is the conduciveness to one's own good that actions of iha: kind
may generally be expected to have" (Sanders, 1976, p. 274). Sanders (1978)
further states that "where act-egoism employs as its criterion the egoistic

consequences of the particular act done in the particular circumstances, rule-egoism

fm

employs as its criterion the egoistic consequences of the adoption of certain rules by

everyone” (p. 295). This view is significant because it allows egoism to transcend
particular acts and instead be regarded as a system of rules.

) This completes our analysis of the three types of ethlcal cg01sm From this
analys1s it has been surmised that individual egoism is an outdated view receiving

‘minimal support today. Universal egoism is the most popular form of ethical

egoism, and is that version of the doctrine dominating the next section dealing with |

a critique of ethical egoism. Finally, rule-egoism is a relatively new form of ethical
egoism having only been the subject of much consideration since Hospers's article

in 1973, '
~ :
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Criticisms and Defense of Ethical Egoism | Z /
The controversy over the intellectual viability of ethical g oj.sm. especially
: e N

universal egoism, revolves around three main issues: (a) Sy is logically

flawed or gives no account of the basic parts of morality,.‘ S sundcrstundin g
between the parties of the debate regarding the doctrine, and (c) various criticisms |
which some scholars regard as unwarranted.

Kalin (1975) refutes the claim that ethical egoism cannotlservc as a morality.
He distinguishes between two kinds of moral reasons: (a) traditional, in which
moral reasoning involves the discovery of moral principles and rules; and (b)

nontraditional, wherein moral reasoning involves creating and adopting moral

principles and rules. Therefore, traditional moral reasoning involves the discovery

of the truth of a proposition (i.e., it is reasoning about a particular case) while
nontraditional moral reasoning is interpersonal, the purpose being the attainment of
mutually satisfactory rules of interaction.

Next, Kalin argués that there are only a few traditional principles, that these

principles are egoistic in character, and that nontraditional moral principles must be

established using these egoistic onés as their basis otherwise the only reasons in

force will be egoistic traditional ones. He argues that morality as a set of

nontraditional principles can be based on egoistic reasons, and hence there exists an

~ egoistic morality even though egoism per se does not constitute a set of moral

reasons. Furthermdrc, he contends that morality is nontraditional in character, and
that the principles govemin"g moral reasoning are rational because of the egoistic
purposes of the individuals involved. That is, "ethical egoism is best understood
not as a lone principle which is to be applied as it stands to each action, but rather as

the foundation for establishing a system of interpersonal, or moral, reasons which

O |
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are nontraditional in character” (Kalin, 1975, p. 339). Thus, egqism can be the
framework for a nontraditional morality. ) “

A number of scholars resist the claim that ethical egoism is logically w
inconsistent. Helen Freeman (1977) contends that "ethical egoism is not an
irrational doctrine when considered from the point of viel of the rationality of the
egoistic principle” (p. 5), and offers for support her observation that the egoist's
obligation to serve his or her own interest need not stop the individual from
accepting secondary obligations, such as keeping promises and helping others
(which are still in the individual's interests since others will likely reciprocate, this
being to the individual's advantage).

- Similarly, Dwyer (1976), Mack (1'973), and Kalin (1970) defend egoism
from the view that it is incoherent once universalized. The argument againstegoism
states that the egoist must desire others to be egoistic, that is to share his or her
belief, but this may be against the egoist's self-interest, especially when there is
competition." Dwyer, Mack, and Kalin contend that proponents of this antiegoistic

view fail to reatize that while egoism will not remove conflicts resulting from

competing interests, a conflict and a contradiction are not identical. Likewise, being

committed to approving of anyone's egoistic behavior and believing that they pught

to promote self-interest does not cemmit one to wanting this. KaAlih (1970) states

this persuasively by drawing an analogy with competitive games: "I may see how

my chess opponent can put my king in check. This is how he ought‘ to move. But
! o

believing that he ought to move his bishop and check my king does not commit me

to wanting him to do that" (p. 74). Thus, while the egoistic claim that everyone

-

ought to do what is in his or her own self-interest may lead to conflicts, this does

i

not mean that the view is internally contradictory.
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We now consider the contention put forth by Regis (1980) that "there is, in
fact, no one conception of egoism common to all or most parties to the debate, and
in their attacks and defenses, disputants are seldom talking about the same thing"
(p. 50). He argues that once properly defined ethical egoism is not only a moral
theory which avoids many of its predicated fatal consequences, but is also
consonant with the moral responsibilities it is felt people owe to one another (Regis,
1979). That is, some critics of ethical egoism misconstrue the doctrine. For
example, critics of ethical egoism regard the requirement of "exclusive" pursuit of
self-interest as meaning that an individual should only perform those actions for
which he or she is the sole beneficiary, while defenders construe this requirement
as meaning that an individual ought only to perform an action if the motive is-

promotion of self-interest, in which case the action-may also benefit others. Only if

this requirement is defined in the first sense are many criticisms of the doctrine
valid. It seems, then, that the doctrine may not be subject to much criticism once
properly explicated.

Many critics of ethical egoism misrepresent the doctrine when criticizing it
(Regis, 1980). We now discuss some misconstrued criticisms and others which
are unfounded. ‘ |
Unwarranted Criticisms of Ethical Egoism

Gauthier (1974) criticizes egoism by stating that no complete principle of
action meets the conditions of egoism, where a complete principle .of action
determines an action for every possible situation. Beside it being unlikely for any
doctrine to meet this condition, Gauthier holds a narTgy view og rational egoism as
unrestricted maximization of subjective value. Onggqs bagi@é he tries to prove that

. E
there can be no complete principle of unrestricted maximization. However, ethical

R
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egoists do not preach unrestricted maximization, and hence Gauthier's argument
-does not refute the egoistic doctrine.

LI

\ | Both Emmons and Brunton argue, contrary to most critics, that "the fight
agair;st Egoism and its extensions cannot, in the main, be waged by pointing out
logical inconsistencies" (Brumon, 1956, p. 303). For instance, Emmons (1969)
states catcgorically' that pure reason cannot undermine any normative ethical code,
including egoism, and the only effective refutation of egoism must be moral rather
than intellectual: "Qur principal objection to any form of egoism is at base a moral
protest” (p. 314). But what of the altruistic character? An individual whose duty is
to sacrifice him- or hfcrsc%’f to others is morally appalling as this person would likely
have no dri(ve or sensé of immediate purpose since the opportunitigs for self-
sacrifice are rare. And if all people are only to sacrifice themselves for others and
not gain anything from others (as this would be egoistic), then who is to benefit?
Obviously, alttacking the egoist on such moral grounds is pointless as there are
other charactérs who could be equally, if not more, morally repugnant.

Lauré’;lce Thomas (1980) argues that cthical‘ eéi)ism is unacceptable since its
moral dictate is impossible to perfonﬁ because of our make up as humans. In
particular, he contends that humans are not capable of exploiting others for personal
advantage, prbvidcd there will be no adverse long range side effects, which he
states is the egoistic disposition\. It is obvious that ethical egoism does not require
people to exploit others for persbnal gain, and hence Thomas's claim seems
uhwarranted., But if we granied Thomas this claim his argument still has
limitations. ;.’__For example, the success of his argument depends upon defining a

friend as one who could not harm or exploit anyone with whom that person is a

friend. Beside the definition being tautologous and arbitrary it is also false, for a



person could harm a friend if that person decided that so doing would be in the
friend's best interests, such as teaching that friend an important lesson (e.g.,
“sometimes you have to be cruel to be kind"). In general, then, Thomas's criticism
is arbitrary as well as unfounded. »

Sanders (1978) levies two criticisms against ethical egoism which are
considered by Reed (1979). Sanders first criticizes egoism on the grounds that as a
form of consequentialism it implies that people are substitutable, for outcomes are
of fundamental importance and hence one agent can be replaced by another.
Sanders also criticizes egoism for failing to abstract from the identity of persons,
hence making it significant who onc.is. "Now it is worth noting that Sanders'
critique of egoism is incoherent. We may see this by conjoining his criticisms,
through which we obtain: egoism implies both that persons are replaceable and that
it makes a significant difference who in particular one is" (Reed, 1979, p. 417).
Furthermore, Sandefs's first claim is false since whose good is at issue makes a
-difference to the egoist.

Finally, Nielsen (1974) limits the meaning of egoism in his criticism of it by
assuming a'narrow conception of self-interest in which the egoist must always place
self-interest above the interests of others. While this is usually true it is
nevertheless consonant with the egoistic doctrine that it is sometimes to one's
advantage, especially in the long run, to give "pride of p_lacc".[o another's
consideration in the present. Nielsen's criticism is unwarranted when applied to
universal ethical egoism and applieg,enly to a constricted form of egoism (viz.,
individual act-egoism) which has already been found wanting.

In concluding this discussion of ethical egoism it is worthwhile noting that

an excellent article overviewing the history and issues of the debate over the

o B
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doctrine is provided by“l‘n'}jyr Machan (1979) in "Récent Work in Ethical Egoism."
Itis also imely to p()intt&;t Henry Sidgwick's view, held by other ethical
philosophers (including Ayn Rand), that the egoist’s own greatest happiness is part
of the Ur  ersal Good as well as being the rational ultimate end for the individual.
That is, utilitarianism is grounded in egoism. Indeed, Sidgwick (1970) affirms the
egoistic view by stating the following:
It would be con&ary to Common Sense to deny that the distinction between
any one individual and any other is real and fundamental, and that
consequently "I'" am concerned with the quality of my existence as an :
individual in a sense, fundamentally impdrtant, in which I am not concerned
with the quality of the existence of other individuals: and this being so, I do
not see how it can be proved that this distinction is not to be taken as
fundamental in determining the ultimate end of rational action for an
individual. (p. 37)
Psychological Egoism
Psychological egoism is a view of human motivation stating that human
| beings are so constituted by nature that their primary aim, and the ultgnate desire for

which all agents are always and only motivated to act, is pursuit of their own

happiness or some state of themselves (Milo, 1970; Paterson, 1964). The claim is
a strong one that all people always act this way (Nielsen, 1959). Psychological
~egoists deny that individuals ever voluntarily act to promote the interests of others
unless it is also in their interest, and the only thing moving people to act is the belief
that such action will promote their interest. As Nielsen (1973) states, "the claim,
quite literally.' is that for every individual ali \'ﬁis voluntary acts are always acts

which are done to further or protect what he believes to be in his own interests or
e , wn In
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what will promote or protect what he judges to be his own greatest good” (p. 15).
This definition of psychological egoism is called final psychological
egoism, as distinguished from modal psychological egoism. Modal psychological
egoism is the view that since "every human act needs a motive, and the motive must
be the agent's desire . . . [then] [ am condemned forever to be moved by what |

want" (Brown, 1979, p. 294). It matters not whether what is dc;;ircd benefits
oneself or others, and hence may be altruistic. The fact that "[" desire it makes it
egoistic.

Theé motivation for action describcd by psychological egoism may be
anywhere from fully conscious to fully unconscious (Lemos, 1960). In this way
psychological egoism is not incompatible with altruism since altruistic actions may
be covertly egoistic. People are not always consciously egoistic. (Psychoanalytic
studies demonstrate that humans are often unconsciously motivated to act.) An
example given by Paterson (1944) illustrates this: "In relieving the distress of a

beggar, I am terminating the pain which the idea of his distress caused to me . . . .

The object even of apparently altruistic actions, therefore, is to bring about a state of

myself, to increase my felt happiness or reduce my felt pain” (p.92).

While it may be contended that psychological egoism is an arbitrary claim
not amenable to empirical verification, Michael Slote {1973) argues contrarily that it
may have a basis in human psychology. Specifically, he notes that certain
behavioristic theories posit the existence of basically "selfish" unlearned primary
drives, such as hunger and sex, from which all other motives are derived via laws
of reinforcement such that these higher order motives are functionally dependent on
the primary ones. That is,‘a higher order motive like benevolence is associated with

the satisfaction of selfish primary drives. While such behavioristic theories may-not
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adequately explain adult human behavior and motivation, Slote contends that they
may be true and they provide a plausible basis for psychological egoism.
[( Ig";igmg of Psychological Egoism

Nielsen (1959) states that there exists no evidence for the psychological
egoist's contention that g]] individuals are always motivated to increase their
interest. He admits, however, that the psychological egoist may take a Freudian
tack by arguing that our motivation is unconscious. By doing this, however, the
doctrine is rendered conclusively irrefutable since there would be no crucial test
establishing its truth. In reply it should be pointed out not only that the truth of
psychological egoism appears intuitive to many intelligent thinkers, as some authors
have indicated (e.g., Broad, 1973), but an irrefutable theory may nevertheless be
pragmatic, as Freudian psychoanalysis demonstrates.

Unlike Nielsen, Brown (1979) admits that there is tsuth in the psychologic'al
egoist's claim. Hé maintains that there is a character trait, sometimes referred to as
self-will, in which that fact that it is "I" who wants becomes morally significant. It
is his thesis that psychological egoists overuse the truism of this trait to explain
human motivation. Hence, he admits the "truism” of a character trait tantamount to
a weak version of psychological egoism.

Paterson (1964) defends psychological egoism from those critics who
maintain that the doctrine should be dismissed because it is tautologous. These
critics note irregularities in the logical architecture of psychological egoism and
assert that it is philosophically trivial because of them. However, as Paterson
argues, demonstrating the tautological nature of a view and concluding that it is
insignificant are different thihgs, and hence the tautological character of oy

psychological egoism does not entail its pragmatic triviality. Paterson furthe/f“ :
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contends that formal tautologies have been used and understood in advocating
particular moral attitudes and courses of social action. For example, when the
appropriate factors are present, such as context and speaker, " ... "You are the son
of your father' ccasés to be an empty tautology and becomes an emotional appeal or
a melodramatic exhortation” (Paterson, 1964, p. 100). In general, then, "a
philosophical theory like Psychological Egoism does not have a logical metabolism
of its own, according to which it lives or dies in cool disregard of the human beings
who employ it. ... We are deceiving ourselves if we think that logic éan issue
some kind of absolute warrant which is impeccable beyond further question.
Nothing can" (Paterson, 1964, p. 103).

Broad (1973) claims that psychological egoism is false because there is no
one ultimate human motive but rather a plurality. He contends that there seem
prima facie to be a number of ultimate desires which humans seek (c.g.', getting
pleasant experiences and avoiding unpleasant ones, exercisin g power over others,
etc.) that cannot be reduced to a unity, as psychological egoism does.
Nevertheless, he admits that psychological egoism is the most plausible attempt to
reduce this plurality. It must be noted, however, that it is unresolved whether there
are several kinds of ultimate desire or only one, and so Broad's argument remains
tentative. |

Lastly, we consider the argument advanced by Nielsen (1973) and Brown -~
(1979) that psyéhological egoism is trivial. They state thz‘n it is trivial to maintain
that all people are egoistic because they do what they desire as this is an analytically
true fact. However, it must be remarked, as with the argument that psychological
egoism warrants dismissal because it is tautologous, that the logically vacuous

nature of the proposition does not render insignificant its pragmatic utility.



This completes a discussion of the two forms of egoism, ethical and
psychological, appearing in most philosophical discourse. Before presenting the
egoism versus altruism debate consideration should be given to Ayn Rand's ethical
objectivism, a variant of egoistic philosophy, as it has profoundly influenced ethical
philosophy since its first publication.

Ethical Objectivism

Ayn Rand's philosophy, a Vaﬁation of ethical egoism, is termed ethical
objectivism. The gist of Randian objectivism is that "the actor must always be the
beneficiary of his action and that man must act for his own rational self-interest”
(Rand, 1964, p. x).

Rand contends that one acts in order to gain or keep "value,” but the value
concept is not primary as it presupposes an answer to the question of value for
whom or what. Only entities acting to achieve goals in the face of alternatives can
have values since there can be no goals or values where no alternatives exist.
Furthermore, there is only one fundamental alternative, that between existence and
nonexistence, and it pertains only to living organisms since inanimate matter cannot
cease to exist but only change form. This is the cardinal principle of objectivist
ethics; namely, that "it is only the concept of 'Life' that makes the concept of
'Value' possible. Itis only to aliving entity that things can be good or evil” (Rand,
1964, pp. 15-16).

Rand further states that an organism's life is its ultimate value and is the
standard of value against which all lesser goals, which are means to the ultimate
goal, are evaluated, such that what furthers the organism's life is good while what
threatens it is evil. Moreover, it is only én end in itself, an ultimate goal, which

makes the existence of values possible. Life, being the only phenomenon



mctuphysiciﬁly an end in itself, must be prior to values, which are genetically
derived from it.

Rand also contends that living entities need values and must pursue them to
remain alive, not just that entities must be alive to have values. As Branden-(19704)
observes, "for each living species, the course of action required is specific; what an
entity is determines what it gught to do” (p. 201).

As intimated above, "the Objectivist ethics holds man's life as the standard
of value--and his own life as the ethical purpose of every individual man" (Rand,
1964, p. 25). This.is ela\boratcd on by Branden (1970a):

Man must chooséh'u values by the standard of that which is required for the

' life of a human being--which means: he must hold man's life (man's
'\ \\survival hua man) as his standard of value. Since reason is man's basic tool
A\f survival, this rﬁeans: the life appropriate to a rational being--or: that
w\hich is required for the survival of man qua rational being. (p. 199)
This does not mean that one's foremost concern is physical self- prcxcrvauon as this
J
is 1ncompdt1ble with the standard of human life. Rather, risking one's life may
necessary if crucial values arcjsopardized The individual voluntanily risking his or
her life to achieve freedom, for example, " . . . is acting on the principle of man's
life as the standard of value. He knows what human existence is--and he will not
accept anything less. He is unwilling to endure and regard as.normal a non-human
state of being . ... Itis in the name of the life proper to man that a rational person
may be willing to die" (Branden, 1970a, p- 204). _

Regarding the social implications of objectivist ethics, Rand*?ﬁainmins that

every human being is an end in itself and not the means to the ends of others.

Therefore, "man must live for his own sake, neither sacrificing himself to others



nor sacrificing others to himself. To live for his own sake means that the

achievement of his own happiness is man's highest moral purpose” (Rand, 1964,

p- 27). This is not separate from the maintenance of life as holding one's life as
one's ultimate value and pursuing one's happiness as one's highest moral purpose
are two aspects of the same achievement. Specifically, pursuing rational goals
maintains one's life while the psychological result is an emotional state of
happiness, so one lives one's life by experiencing happiness.

However, living for one's happiness entails that one know what this
objectively requires. This is why rationality is the cornerstone of objectivist ethics,
as happiness results when one lives as a rational being pursuing (via reason and not
whim) values which are life serving. As Rand (1964) states, “this is why the

objectivist ethics is a moralit- »f rational self-interest--or of rational selfishness"” (p-

x), and further that "since reason is man's basic means of survival, that which is
proper to the life of a rational being is the good; that which negates, opposes or
destroys it is the evil" (p. 23).

The following is a cogent summary of Rand's ethical objectivism:

The Objectivist ethics proudly advocates and upholds rational selfishness--

which means: the values required for man's survival qua man--which
means: the values required for human survival--not the values produced by
the desires. ,,

The Objectivist ethics holds that human good does not require

human sacrifices and cannot be achieved by the sacrifice of anyone to
anyone. It holds that the rationa] interests of 'r\nen do not clash. (Rand,
1964, p. 31) ' \

iy 1 jectivism



Many criticisms of ethical egoism also apply to ethical objectivism.
H()\y“;cvcr. there have been critical articles directed specifically at Rand's doctrine.
Robert Nozick (1971) authored a critique of the Randian argument. Many
of his criticisms deal with the logistics of Rand's arguments, ahh(mgh?mnc pertain
t the metaphysical underpinnings of her view. He questions Rand's £laim that lite
i- the greatest valug and suggests there is no argument to support this assertion.
** hile this point may be valid, Nozick's criticisms generally fail because he doces
not appreciate the content or methodology of Rand's thought (Den Uyl &
Rasmussen, 1978). For example, Nozick seeks to disprove Rand's claim that
"only living beings have values with a point” not realizing that Rand does not claim
this. Rand‘clnimsv that only living beings have values, period, which is significantly
different from Nozick's statement. To claim that “only living beings have values
with a point" suggests that nonliving entities have values (albeit without a point)--a
claim fgjeéted by Rand. Den Uyl and Rasmussen (1978) observe that Nozick's
constmct'ivor‘l of the Randian argument 1s not Randian, and thus his criticisms pertain
"to his own cvo_ns,t‘:mctiori and not Rand's statements. |
Stcphch Taylor (1969), like Nozick, misses the mark with his criticisms of
Rand. l-Fdr‘example, he claims that, for Rand, an individual ought never to sacrifice
him-.or herself for another. Yet Rand never says this, and in fact says the contrary.
Speciﬁcl‘ally, ethical objectivism states that an individual should never sacrifice his
or her rational values, not that the person per se should not be sacrificed (for
example, Branden [1970b] states that one may rationally sacrifice oneself for a
loved one if the thought of life without that person seems valueless).
r »

This corﬁpletes the presentation of egoistic philosophy. We turn now to the

egoism versus altruism controversy.

»
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Egmsm and Altruism
We must define altniism. There does not exist a unitary defmition of the
term in the philosophical literature. Some scholars suggest th?t we-may think of
altruism as the oppos’i’tc of ethical egoism, hence i'cgardi.ng the central claim of
altruism as negative; namely, that explaining morality cannot be reduced to self-

interest. Restated positively, this view asserts that a necessary condition of

.. morality is an interest in others for their own sake, and frequently gnakes the

stronger claim that a desire to help othert is a sufficient condition of fnorality
‘(Laurence Urdang Associates 1.td., 1984). From this perspective Barfdhart (1976)
reaches the conclusion that "altruism comes at the point when a person loves others
but has absolutely ;1'0 self-interest in so doing, b;xot even an interest in his own

' pleasure or happmess" (p. 105). |
A conc1se deﬁmtlon 1s provided by Lemos (1960), Whoee

altruism as the view that "we ought to act so as to promote
well as our own, and that,-whcn there is a conflict between pNd#oting our own
interests and thoswf others somcnmes we ou ght to sacnﬁcc our own so as to

promote those of others" (p 541).

Finally, Branden (1970a), an ethical objettivist, states that altruism iitcrally

means placing others above self. 'I‘he},t is, altruism's essence is self—sacriﬁce. |
We may now discuss egoism and slUuism together. There i5 little work in
which altriists defcnd their doctrine from the attacks of egoists. For this xseason ‘
most of the work con31dcred here involves criticisms of altruism and >
mmterpretanons of altruistic activity in cgoistic terms.d S'ince many authors use the
term al{quism without first providing a definitiort it is difficult to know precisely

how they conceive of altruism in their criticisms and reinterpretations of it.
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Criticisms of Altruism
Alt;uism suffers from several aifﬁcultics, primarily logistic. First, altruism
is self-contradictory if it contends that one should sacrifice oneself for another, for
then it simultaneously denies and, affirms the value of self (denying one's own
value and afﬁrxﬁing another's) (Katz, 1948). Second, altruism allows little place
for social reform since the individual is to be sacrificed in the name of society,
while concomitantly undermining the individual's sense of dign‘ity (Olson, 1961).
Dwyer (1976) provides a third criticism of altruism based orfa statcmc:b .
made by Rand. Rand wonders why, accordm g to altruism, it is moral to give a TR
value away if it is immoral to keep it, and why it is moral for others to accépt the
value if it is ir?xmoral for one to keep it (i.e., if giving the value away is selfless are -
théSf not selfish byﬁ accepting it?). From this‘v‘Dwycr corcludes that altruism is
parasi’t}jc on egoism 'since it presupposes the validity of cgoism.» fn this sense it 1s
selfjrefuting;' He notes a further difficulty with altruism: if, accor(iing to altruism,
itis méral to serve the values of others rather than one's own in conflicts of
interest, then it carmert be moral for othe,gs fo. sgrve their own valucs so they must ™
serve the vaﬂles of ot%”’ who muwthﬁ sgrvc the values of othé‘rs ad 1hﬁmtum
Altrulsm leads to a vicidus regress in wwwy s vglues are served by
anybody. ‘ ’ i
A final crmc1sm of altrmsm made by Regis. (1979) mvolves the obligation
claims of the altruist. An obhgauon claim only exists if there is a spccxﬁc
connection between debtor and creditor, otherwxse. the claim is arb_xtr&ry. There is
u/nlikcly tobea specifié debtor/creditor connection if the obligation claim has a widé
scope. For an individual to "owe" the rest of humamty rcqumcs lhat pchoq to be

connected to them sombhow The ‘only connection: 1s that all are hvmg human
- . -
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beings, but this connection is unchosen since peoplhe do not choose to be human.
Finally, the established debtor/creditor connection must not be voluntarily assumed,
for degn the obligation is contractual rather than altruistic. ‘These are fatal criticisms
for altruism buf not ethical egoism as the latter denies that individuals have
unchosen moral obligan"éns to others. This denial is based on the reasons (a) that
~ an individual is morally responsible only for his or her own befng in need, and (b)

that a person is not morally obligeted to satisfy ne which are not self-created.

These criticisms are problematic for altrui§m but-not egoism. Still, we must
consider how egoists explain altruistic activity.
Em-.l . ¢ Altruistic Activi

Hobbes explains altruisgic behavior straightforwardly: "What appears. to be
altruism i is always in fact, in one way or another disguised self—s@kmg
Undlsgmsed unmodlﬁed self-seeking leads to total social war. The fear of such
war leadg to the adoption of a regard for others from purely self-interested motives”
(Maclntyre, 1972, p 463). A similar positioh, iterated by Olson (!1961), contends
that one's obligation to others derives from one's desire to eliminate conflict.

‘glé%idgwick (1970) suggests that we help others to ameliorate our own

distress of seeing them and then other things, such as gratitude received, 5
perpetuates and reinforces benevolence. Similarly, we may behave altruistically to
avoid a guilty conscience for not doing so (Lemos, 1960), or for self—approvdl
rether than gratitude from others;'(Lawrence, 1948), or because we enjoy the feeling
of fuccess incurred (Barnhart, 1976). In all cases the motive for altreistic action is
se]f—mterested, as in Olson's (1961) assertion that one acts altnnstlcally to secure a
favorable posmon ina spmtual afterhfe or because one is observmg an allegedly
impersonal moral~lavi(;

$ - ' :
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One's own good is frequently served best by "sacrificing” immediate self-
interest for the common good since compliance with the common good, which
includes one's own good, is more conducive to self-interest than noncompliance
(Sanders, 1976). In this way selfless behavior is covertly egoistic. Likewise,
certain self-sacrificial actions may be epiphenomenal. That is, an action not
appearing selfish in the present may be selfish when viewed in the long term, as
when one (apparently) selflessly devotes oneself to studying medicine to help
others while hoping that doing so secures a profitable future. 'fhis suggests that
alqmipm may conceal egoism.

o Olson (1961) differentiates between delibcrat;: and nondeliberate self-
crificicial acts. He contends that o ‘ ,vﬂﬁ perform a _self-sacn’ﬁcial act if it

¥itude of benevolence which was itself

followx”'/ from asense of duty ?
ra,uonally culuvated in thc&hef that it »('as in the agent's best over-all i interests and
which has become a pemmanent personality trait over which the agent has little

conscious control” \(Olson,\‘1961, p. 534, In these instances one acts on probable

knowledge which turns out to be false, &
We conclude the discussion of altrui'sm with the work of ethical objcctiyists
as their criticisms are particularly.incisive. . Joo
\ . | ! %

Rand (1964) noges that a morality ml;éi answer two questions: (a) what are
values? and (b) who should benefit from them? Altruism evades defining a moral
code of values by.substituting thé seg;pnd question for the first, leaving pcoplc
without moral guidance. Iﬁes this by declaring that actions takcn for another's
benefit are good while actlons taken for one's own benefit are cvxl making the only|

criterion of mgesl value the beneﬁciary of actions. This, she bclicvcs, leads to the
: o oone '
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insoluble conflicts and appalling immorality characterizing human relationships.
Rand maintains that this beneficiary criterion of morality leads individuals to

regard morality as antagonistic since nothing is to be personally gained. One also

learns that relationships bring mutual rcscntmcrzt since they are based on an

exchange of unwanted values which neither party is morally permitted to obtain for

him- or herself. Additionally, people possess no moral significance except when

, pcrféﬁning-acts of self-sacrifice, which are infrequent. Also, because people
support their own lives byysclf-effort--naturc provides no automa@qrm of

evil. S{‘nch a'gocmnc must 1tself be evil, yct Rand maintains that

survival--a doctrine regarding as evil one's own interests implies that people's
dcsirc to li

this is the meaning of altruism. o

-

Similarly, Branden (1970a) asserts that:altruist ethics engender only

hostility among people since it forces them to accept a role as pbjcctg‘f)f sacrifice and

profitecr‘on human sacrifices. It also leaves people with no stadard of justic inag

ambral jungle. For these reasons "3 morality that tells man that he is to regard
himself as a sacrificial animal, is pot an exgnission of benev ler;ce or good will . . .
A Cdntrary to the pretentions of altruisin's advocates, it is human brotherhood and
good will among men th;%altruism makes impossible” (Braxi‘den 1970a, p. 206).
He argues that benevolence and nespcct for others' rights proceeds from an opposue
code of morahty in whxch the lndmdual isnota sa}uﬁcxal object but an ennty\%f
supreme value wherein the person ¢ exists for hlS or her own sake and not as a
‘means to thc ends of others. This opp%sxtc morality (viz., ethical objectmsm) rests
on the value of a person's life, while altruism ié’prcmiséd on the idea that a

person's life has no value as it is an object of sacrifice. But if altruism isegorrect

- and people are ciphers, then why should anyone be concemed to help others?\

bsi
»
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Branden (1970a) conéludes that "it is only the rational }‘nan's view of the
individual's value that can ﬁmvide an incentive or reason to help anyone--but hig
view is incompatible with the creed of self-sacrifice” (p. 208).

Likewise, Rand contends that altruisnf’} permits no concept of a self-

respecting and self-supporting individual as all people are victims of sacriﬁce and

people spend their lives: ' cymcxsm because they neither pracncc nor a N
altruist morahty—-gullt, bccausé they dare not reject it" (Rand, 1964 p. Y-
Rand criticizes hmduﬂs who accept ¥

suffer the following: (a) lack of self-esteem si aRgrimary concern is not how
to live their lives but how to sacrifice them, BT tespect for others since all

\

people are objects of sacrifice and profiteers on)§, MHice, (c) a nightmare view of
exi s sinee difasters are the primary concern, ana (d) an indifference to ethics

and a cynical amorality since they are unlikely to encounter the situations in the

questions they are concerned with as these situations bear no rejgaign to actual

problems.

W

Rand's final crmc1sm of altruism is that altruxsuc doctrines are "moral

£

cyimbﬁ ism" since they are premised on thefldea that one pcrson s happmcss

necessitates anothcr S injury.

%

Y Fu{allyl, Ran( disapproves of the way in Wthh altruists dcscnbc selfish

people, According to her, altruists characterize selfish people as murderous brutes

stopping at nothing to get what is desired. She centends that altruists do this to (

. Y
. G . Y ;
mikc people accept two inhuman tenets: (a) that any concern with one's own L

. mterests is evil, rcgardlcss of%at these interests might be, and (b) that the brute's

activities are in fact fo onc/s own interest” (Rand, 1964, p. vu) It is apparent that

A
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the brute’s activities are not sclf-interested in an enlightened sense, yet this is the
image altruists must convey if people are to abide by the altruist ethics.

These criticisms of altruism by ethical objectivists allow for an interpretation
of altruistic behavior by Rand: ‘ d

Rand (1964) states explicitly that "any action that a man undertakes for the
benefit of those he loves is not a sacrifice if, in the hierarchy of his values, in the
total "contcxt of the ‘choices open to pim, it achieves that which is of greatest
personal (and rational) importance to him" (p. 45). The virtue of hglg'g__pg those one
loves is rlqtvs'f:lﬂcssncss, as altruists believe, but integrity and loy _ y to one's
values and;c‘:;i‘ngvin accordance with them. ' oy

Ethical objectivists contend that the good will ‘\vhich people display toward

others is profoundly egoistic as people feel that others are of value because they are

AR

_— - A _

also human beings. In revering’dthers they are also revering.themselves.
Altruism apparently has more difficulty with its endemic criticisms than

egoism. While this presentation may been biased in favor of egoism, it

nevertheless suggests that egoism should be warranted serious consideration as an
. ol

ethical outlook. , - -
Conclusion

Philosophers have debated about the ingredients leg'\fundamental human
- nature for centuries, and even if fundamental human nature exists. This chapter
presents a philosof)hical view, egoism, which many scholars con‘tend is
fundamental human nature. | _ |

'f_’his chapter is significant not only because the philosophical outlook
.ir{vcstigath here is ﬁntegxawd with the psychology of narcissism in the next

chaptér, but betause the resultant view ("primal narcissism”) is much like , o '\
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psychological egoism with elements of both ethical egoism and objectivism.
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. CHAPTER 4
THE PRIMAIL. NARCISSISM CONJECTURE AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO
. EGOISM AND NARCISSISM :

The previouschapters form the basis of an original view, concerning human
nature called Qnmmmmsm which basically ; states that people are ultimately
concemed wuh themqel'yes I‘Qe pnmal narcissism conjecture 1ntegrates aspects of
thc: p‘;ych()logy of narcxssxsm such as helghtened self-concern, with aspects of the
phll()b()phy of egoism, sx&c& as promoting one's own’interests.

After the pnmdl npcg;smm view is defined in this chapter some
observau:)ne regardmg it am made. To begin with, it is noted that primal

nachsism is observhbl;&)th in our history and in modern daily living. For

e,éample 'our prehxsfbnc ahcestgrs hoarding goods necessary for survival, and

' ™~ .
contemerary busmess exeeuuve*s accumulatmg money and power both evidence

Jprimal narcissism dvertly. A reaq_(jﬁnable question to ask is why, if primal

%mr‘cissismyea fundamental aspect of hyman nature (as sugge!sted by the primal
narcissism conjectumf);;is“ the'view original and why.hasaqﬁf)dy formulated. it

before? I maintain that it is because we are subject to conflicting societal messages:

ta

we are socialized overtly to obey an altruistic ethic, while primal narcissism is
coVertly encouragedtnd condoned. ‘That is, we are socialized to suppress the
primal narcissism in our innate nature, and for this reason primal narcissism is not
conspicuous in most people. | |
Following this explication of the primal ?arcissism conjecture, the .
conjecture is related to the literature on the psychology of narcissism discussed in

chapter two. Basically, psychologists have defined ﬁi":lrcissism as a libidinal

cathexis, differentiating their use of the term from that indqe primal narcissism
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conjecture, and they underestimate the significance of narcissism by treating it as
merely oﬁblm()r}g many psychological concepts. The primal nagcissism
“conjecture, on the other hand, regards narcﬁpism as a fundamental aspect of human
nature. ‘ -
When the relationship between the primal narcissism conjecture and the
egoism literature of chapter three is studied, it becomes apparent that egoist
philosophers emphasize utlity and logical, rational action. This neglects other
aspects of human functioning, such as the nonrational, which are not excluded from
consideration by the primal narcissism conjecture. By including the nonlogical, and
suggesting that people may act for no other reason than because it makes them "feel
good," the primal nafcissism conjecture distinguishes itself fcﬁ@céoism. (Hospers
[1973] also suggests that peopke may behave in certain ways bccakﬁSc it "feels good”
to do so.) ’ 6’ ' hl
A consideration of the major "forces"” in psychology (viz., psychodynamic,
behav10ral humanistic/existential) reveals that they all suggest that primal
narcissigm is an aspect of human nature. Support for the primal narcissism view is
— therefore derived from a consideration of thcsc,}grccs.
The chapter concludes with a discussion of ouf“culture of narcissism.”
- This section demonstr;ues that some scholars view narcissism as an aspect of
intrinsic human nature, although narcissism is becomiqg increasingly more
noticeable because contemporary society condones its expression (by emphasizing
materialism and individualism). This may help us to understard why the primal
narcissism cbnjecture has only recently been formulated: not until recently has
society condoned its expression sufficicntly to allow it to become apparent.

My aim in this chapter is to make the primal narcissism conjecture appear



reasonable. This is accomplished by relating the primal narcissism conjecture to the
psychology of narcissism and the philosophy of cgoisfn, which are similar to the
primal narcissism view, and by presenting a number of observations which suggest
the existence of primal narcissism. If I am successful in my ambition the primal
narcissism conjecture will be regarded as a valid means of construing an aspect of
human nature.’: b 2
It is necessary at this time to differentiate between the meanings of two

important words as they are used in this chapter: concept an¢ njecture. Primal

narcissism is a conjecture and not a concept. While the word "concept” m

equivocal uses; Frestrict its use to the psychological dcf}nition given by M
- Smith (1984) as " ‘ﬁ: . a mental ‘rcprescritation of a simpletlass (i.e., a class
denoted by a single word)" (p. 1‘14), that is, a word reifying a phenomenon
producing an image of the phenomenon. Since primal narcissism is not a
phenomenon it is therefore not a concept. Heath (1972) likewise notes that the
word concept has cquﬁocal uses in philosophy and is perhaps best defined in the
context of a pasticular view, as I am doing here. On the other hand, "conjecture” is
basically a suppositional statement presented for consideration, a; primal narcissism
is. The wayds "conjecture," "fonn‘ulation," and "view" are used interchangeably in
this chw’ they{elat‘c .to primal narcissism.
Tfle Primal Narcissism Conjecture

The primgj’ narcissism conjectine iniir:aing ;hg;lgng 1s ultimately concemed

with oneself. As used here "ultim:tely"” mea-s primarily and lastly, for while one

does feel concern for others one is fundamentally concerned with oneself. That is,

in any situation one's primary concern is oneself and how the situation affects

oneself (e.g., whether it is-beneficial, harmful, or neither). Funhen{xoxc',’g\n‘ﬂn&y
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be concerned about others in the situation but to a lesser extent than one is

-
concerned about oneself. In the final analysis one's overriding concern is oneself.
The view is termed primal narcissism because one's ultimate and fundamental
concern is oneself--one is "primally” concerned with one's own existence--and
since one's ultimate concern is gneself--one's own existence is of concern, and
hence is "narcisSistic." This suggests, then, that a "primal narcissist” is one whose
ultimate concern is oneself, as defined by the primal narcissism con jecture.

I maintain that primal narcissism is a fundamental aspect of human nature,
"Human nature" is frequently taken to mean a biological predisposition which
manifests itself both con.sciously and unconsciously. For example, sociobiologists
such as Donald Campbell (1975; 1978) and Edward Q. Wilson (1978a; 1978b)
regard human nature as a tic predisposition. If primal narcissism is an aspect

of human nature, then it may be’ Rought of §s biologically given.

N mal narcissism conjecture to a tc&{n

* understanding of the conjecture. Primal narcissism and selfishness are alike except

for two fundamental differences.«First, the selfish person is concerned exclusively

with him- or herself, while the primal narcissist is concerned with others but

f

ulimately concerned with him- or herself. Being ultimately concerned with oneself

does not mean doing things only for oneself; doing thingg only for bneself is -
selfishness. That is, a primal narcissist may do sérr:nethih g for another person bm
be concerned with how this affects him- or herself-iei g.u, ‘hc/shc“may help a friend .
because it "feels good" to do so). The selfish person Qould not (io something for

another unless it is to his or her advantage (e.g., he/she is paid). Basically, the
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attitude of the selfish person is "what is in it for me?" This suggests the second
difference between selfishness and primal narcissism: the selfish person has no
regard for others while the primal narcissist does. The selfish person does not care
about what others think and feel, while the primal narcissist does because he or she
knows that ii is nccessafy to maintain good relationships with others since others
are necessary 1o satisfy some needs (¢.g., the need for love). It may be beneficial
.to. think of primal narcissism as a modified form of selfishness, with the |
modifications arising from the differences between the two terms mentioned above.
Essentially, the opposite of primal narcissism is altruism. The essence of

altruism is that one is concerned for others over and above a concemn for oneself.
The primal narcissism conjecture suggests that one cannot be concerned with others
as much as or more than one is concerned with oneself. Iinclude the word
"essentially” when describing altruism as the opposite of primal narcissism because
altruism is actually the antithesis of selfishness, not primal narci§sism. Since the
selfish person ha's ng concern or regard for others and the éltruiSt 1s concerned with

. others over and above a concern with oneself, then selfishness (not primal !
narcissism) and altruism are obposites. That is, the primal narcissist, unlike the
selfish person, is concemned with others, and so primal narcissism is not truly

x’ ‘antithetical to altruism (selfishness is). (As noted in chapter three, Bishop Butler

‘.

kR hkewtsc COmcnds that benevolence and selﬁshncss are "mcompanble ") Smce I
‘, » N

w cmnotiﬁ.nman 1dca or concept truly anmhencal to pnmal narcissism, and altruxsm is

."'\ .

the closest opposite, I describe altruism as cssennally the opposne of primal
narcxssxsm If the primal narcissism conjecture is true, that is people are not '

" concerned about others as much as or more than they are concerned about

themselves, then a way must be found to account for "altruistic” acts which is

- ~



compatible with the conjecture. A number of possibilities exist. For example, one
may behave altruisncally because one "feels good" doing so, or because one thinks
that one's dltruistic actions may be reciprocated at a time when it is beneficial 1o
have somebody helping oneself, The point is that altruism may be understood in
terms of primal narcissism. (Altruism and its relationship to primal narcissism s
considered further in the next chapter.)
It should be mentioned that primal narcissism (or egoism or selfishness) and

altruism (or benevolence) need not be viewed as antithetical, They may be

"oppositional,” which means that they form two poles of a single dimension (i
they are "bipolar™) in which one pole is understood in u,nm of its opposite
(Rychlak, 1981). Such bipolarities establish "dialectical " meaning relations. “The
basic idea is that at some level all meaning relations are tied together or they can he
brought into a common core of meaning” (Rychlak, 1981, p. 8). This Suggests i
complementarity between the constructs. Nevertheless, for the purpose of
providing a coniext in which to "visualize" primal narcissism, or~ may envisage a
"self/other” continuum with selﬁ;hness at one end and altruism at the other,
wherein the primal narcissism conjecture may be thought of as falling in between
the two endpoints but closer to the selfishness end. Since the definition of primal
narcissism given here is short and ambiguous, explication of it qua various
obscrv;mons and suppomng evxdchc 1s now presented.

'f -} rs
EXDIIQathn of lhc anal Narcissism Comccture

The oldest philosophical belief concerning hu\man nature claims that people
are essentially selfish, and they are obliéed to others only as far as these others
enhance their personal welfare (J. J. Mitchell, 1972). The primal narcissism

conjecture similarly claims that while people are ultimately concerned about
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. . i
themselves they are concerned about others since others are necessary to satisty

Qs'oi’n'e needs, such as the needs for love and belongingness. This is illustrated by .-

the coﬁtc;r'hporary view of the preh&s;oric person hoarding food and shelter for him-
or herself and living with others tb satisfy basic needs for sex and security (i.e., in

the event of attack one is safer in the'company of others).

¢ . . . [

Primal narcissism is observable in our evolution. Our prehistoric ancestors
fended for themselves in order to sustain their existence while still béing concerned
with Others who satisfiéd their basic needs. Furthermore, history abounds with ‘
examﬁles of exploitation which ean be understood as manifestations of primul
narcissism.. For example, Russmn serfdom American slavery, and exploitation of -
the p;oletarlat by the bourgeonsxe during thc Indusmal Revolutlon each exemplify
the cnhancement of the powerful at the expense of t}e weak. These social practices
were condoned or accepted by large segments of society and government, and in
each case the wealthy who controlled the prag:tices' exhibited sufficient concern for
those being controlled to keep them in place. This suggests that, in some regards,
‘society‘pcrpetuates, and even rewards, primal narcissism.

.In modern society primal narcissism is conspicuously observable among
those»who forsake social "virtues" for personal gairf For example, the business

executive stopping at nothing to obtain money, power, or prestige is frequently

portrayed in popular literature and television. This type of individual cates for

others principally because they help satisfy his or-her own'needs and desires, and -

so this type of action is indicative of primal narcissism. A truly selfish person, that
is one who is exclusively self-concerned and who displays no regard for others,
would not likely succeed in the business world where one must get along with

others (e.g., a person who thinks solely of him- or herself would probably make-

%

]
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mahy enemies--enemies who cquld stifle his/her climh to the top). In this wny the
ambitious busincsé executive exemplifies primal narcissism and hot selfishness.
Society cot/ertly_promulgate,s primal narcissism by telling people to lgok out
for themselves. The expression "looku out for number one" informs us that the
. individual ‘is most impoxtaftt and others must beware? Likcwise, there is'a lar_gé
market for publications which promote f_he;idea that to get ahead in this\\wnrld you
must think of yourself first (e.g., Eng/; prencur, Fortune, and M_@meagaiines)
Whtlc we are covertly taught to look out for number one, condomng and -
cncouragmg pnmal narcissism, Wwe are ‘'simultaneously taught overtly to be
consrderatc of others and to th, by the golden rule. (Thxs is what Kohut [1978d]
refers to'when he discusses thé altruistic value system of the Occident.) One might
spcculatc why soc1cty cncouragcs people to live in a manner alien to their basic |
narcnssnsuc nature. Onc answer is suggested by Frcud (cited in J. J. Mitchell,
1972) wh.o asserts that,; to exist effectively, civili‘zation must force people out of
“their natural state of setﬁshness into a state of social cooperation since this betters
the chances for peace and survival. 'Acc',ording to Freud, society has decided that it
is b;:st for people to stifle their innate nature in ordcr_ to producc‘peacc. Since our
innate nétuxé.jwhich‘includes primal narnigsis:n, has been stifled, it is not e_asy to
i demonstrate the existence of primal narcissisrh. _ |
| If society stifles primal narcissism in ordét to produce peatt:c, then it is
wonhv knowing how this is done. Carl Rogers (19805 establishes a method by
noting that children are totally dependent on others for care and positive regard. (It
_e_ . follows from the pnmal narcissism conjecture that if primal narc1s51sm is intrinsic to

human nature, then children, before soc1ahzatxon takes effect, will exhibit this

" aspect o@thetr mnﬁfe‘nature as primal narcissists.) This regard becomes associated

A Te
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with cenditions of WOrtﬁ which the children intmject. That is, children are taught to-
‘feel responsibilit}‘/ ‘t\o pthefs by internalizing their conditions of worth. This is a part
of the socialization proeess. Apparently, then, our initial nature as primal

narcissists is-modified by soe;ali'zation, wherein we are ?augl‘}t responsibility to
others. N : . . : . &

To reiterate, the primal narcissism conjecture states that people are innately
self-concerned. The proliferation of narcissism in our "culture of narcissism"
results from'modern society's allowing it more ventilation bSr covertly Eondoning
hedonism and materialism. Lasch (1979) states’that "people todey hunger not for
pefsonal salvation . . . but for the feeling, the momemary illusion, of p.ersonaltwell
being, health, and psychic security” (p. 33). Ergo in one way society allows for a
fuller ventilation of pnmal narc1s51sm '

Society chxeﬂy attempts to minimize primal narcissism by teachm g
confonmty to the altrulsuc ethic 1;1 ’thc belief that this will enhance socml (and
peaceful) cooperanon However society accomplishes this by i 1mposmg an
external standard on all people. Laing (1983) states that "being good is not . ..
done out of any positive desire on the indiyidua’l's own part te dothe thihgs that are
said by oth;{@ to be good, but is a negative conformity to a standard that is the
other's standard qﬁd not one's own, and is prompted by the dread of what mi ght

happen if one were to be onéseif in acthiility" (p.98). Basicaily people conform to

| _. the altruistic Ctth because they d:ead whag might happen if they do not.

An apprecxatlon of prxmal narcissism may be gained by considering
'daydreamm g. My experience suggests that while daydreammg aperson's concemn
is him- or herself. For ins‘tance, some déydreafns involve the daydreamer

performing a heroic aé't, such as saving another's life, which produces a ggod
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feeling or extrinsic reward or admiration. This phengmenon is paftularly

observable during adolescence whc‘:’n the individual feels special andwunique (the

"personal fable") cspcéially since it is believed that others are constantly watching *

(the "imagiﬁary’ audience"). . )

The research literature on daydreaming primarily involves subjective -

gyaluations of dalydrcams (. g., if the subject liked/disliked the daydream) rather

than the content of daydreams per se. However, ina review of the literature Singer

- (1975) found that the' content of daydreams, though differing in specifics (e.g.,

from "tortured self-examination" to an interest in one's own fantasies), revolves

around oneself, and some aspect of oneself, such as achievement orientation, is the

focus of the daydream. This is significant since the focus of a daydream is oneself.

J

Thé primal narcissism conjecture is a sweeping statement regarding human '
nature, Such statemén;s aer frequently- criticized for overgeneralization imd for
i gnoriri g scientific method. ThlS point is made by Bader and Philipson (1980):
It is notoriously difficult to demonstrate convincingly that particular
psychological-themes and fraits are widespread, culturally syntonic, and
suMhistoﬁcal change. Such proposals ‘usually meet both the
psy¢hoanalytic objection that the rich complexit)gdand variation of b
‘intrapsychic life are glossed over, and the positivist retort that the simple
requisites of scientific method have been grossly ignored in the attempt at

psychoanalytic explanation. (p. 301)

While this caution is worth noting, it is nevertheless apparent that primal narcissism™=

represents a "particular psychological theme" which I seek to demonstrate is

diferse psychological phenomena in terms of self-made constructigns, and it is in

espread. The validity of this claim has not prevented scholars from describing
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this tradition that I write.
-/ M Egoism, Narcissism, and the Prir;\al Narcissism-Conjecture

The psychology of narcissism and lhe‘philos.ophy of egoism are related to -
the primal narcissism’view. A relationship between narcissism and egoism has
been noted by both philosophers and psychologists. Paterson (1964), for example,
deﬁnes-psychologi,gal egoism as the theory that all actions are motivated by self-
love, where self-love and narcissism are commonly regarded as synonymous.
Freud (1916/1959a) directly links egoism to narcissism by staﬁng that "narcissism
and egoism are indeed one and the same; the word 'narcissism' is.only employed to
emphz;size that this egbism 1s a libidinal phenomenon as well; or, to put it another
way, narcissism may be described as, the libidinal complemerit of egoism” (p. 138).
The relationship which exists between narcissism, egoism, and primal narcissism
will now be explicated |

The Relauonshlp Betwecn Nar01351sm and Primal Narcissism

Accordmg to Freud (1917/1981), "narc1551sm is the universal and original
state of things, from which object-love is pnly later dcvcloped, without the
narcissism ‘disappearing on that acci)unt" (p. 465). This emphasizes two points.
First, primary narcissism is integrél in personality development. Second, and more
- important, this 6ﬁginal state #Pnot overcome with the onset of object choice. The
.child does not truly cathect an external love object since the child views the external
object as a self-extension, hence maintaining the ego cathexis.

Andreas-Salomé (1962) states that "haréissism is not limited to a single
phase of the libido, but is a part of our self-love which accompanies all phases. It
is not merely a primitive point of departure of dcvclégmcm but remains as a kind of

fundamental continuity in all the subsequent object cathexes of the libido" (p. 3).
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She draws an ahalo;y petween the nz;rcissisrr.x/object love relation and the plant
growing toward'the ligh; ‘while remaining cmbcddcd in the earth and contends that
psychoanalytic investigation provides abundant cqnfirmation (e.g., from studies of
masochism and sexuality) that qucct libido is narcissistic and hence object love is
self-love in disguise.

The primal narcissism conjecture likewise suggests that, since primal
narcissism represents a fundamental aspect of human nature, all children are
primally nﬁrcissistic and all people remain grounded in primal narcissism through
their adult years. This belief finds support in Freud's idea of the Oedipus complex.
Children likely pass thr;)ugh the stage of riarcissism into objcét choice bccausé tﬁey
receive parental censure for being self—absorbcﬁ. Freud's hypothesis concerning
the Oedipus complex illustrates that primary narcissism appears to be relinquished
but actur;llly is not. Spcc'iﬁéally, during this period the child chooses the opposite
sex parent as a love object. Since parents are viewed as extensions c§f the child -
(they satisfy the child's needs) the child maintains a self-cathexis while apparently
loving thc;, parents. In this way Freudian theory implies that object love is disguised
narcissism resulting from an individual's relinquishing sdf-absbxptioh in the face of
social pressures. The primal narcissism conjectmjg similarly suggests that we are
Spcializcd into feeling responsibility to others, and a primary reason v;hy we are
concerned with others is that they help us satisfy our own needs.

Secondary narcissism, as evidenced by Freud, may be déxivativp of primal
narc.issism. It is usually not apparent that all people are primally narcissistic.
Secondary narcissism may represent an extreme in wl;xich one's primal narcissism is
visible because the social pressures required to minimize it are ineffective.

4
Unlike Freud's theory of narcissism, primal narcissism is not a stage of
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development but is a fundamental aspect of human existence pcrmcmiﬁ{; all stages
of the lifespan. cher't‘limelc:ssl primal narcissism changés form during maturation to
meet cultural acquirements (viz,, it is very obvious in children but not nearly as
. ob'('i-ous‘ in adults as they are socialized to supphcss it [as noted earlier]). For
instance, adults display primal narcissism covertly by collecting material
‘pOSsessions which function as self-extensions. (This idea is elaborated upon in the
next chapter.)

Freud contends that an early stage of our species' evolution is characterized
bya bélief in the orhnipotence of thoughts, supporting his view of an early stage of
global narcissism. ;I’he modcrn view which regards the prehistoric person as

basically & selfish hoarder of gopds similarly exemplifies ﬁrimal narcissism overtly.

Some observations are pertinent at this time. First, the phenomena
discussed by Freud can be described in terms of primal narcissism without positing
the existeﬁée of libido and intrapsychic structures. This makes it a more
parsimonious account which avoids the di}ﬁculdes involved in proving that these
entities exist. Second, th'at Freud if criticized for his narcissism theory does not
deter from the significance of the primal narcissism conjecture to explain his
findings. %Fhis is because criticisms of Fréud's view of narcissism involve internal
contradictions in his logic, difficulties with his use of libido theory, or criticism§

endemic to his viéh}ﬁs suggests that wh}lc the primal narcissism view accounts
for the phenomena considered by Fre;;it does not have the difficulties of Freud's
thepry.

For Jung, narcissism bridges the personal and archetypal worlds, and hence

is a part of the collective unconscious. This removes narcissism from the realm of ¥
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conscious awareness and ratibnality, much as the primal narcissism conjecture does.
(this point iy discussed in the section entitled "logical, rational action and primal’
narcissism"). Likewise, Adler moves beyond Freud's statements by looking upon
\narcissisnm positively (again, this is elaborated upon whcﬁ considering Kohut).

-
- Finaily, in Horney's theory the narcissist does nothing of merit except as an

accidental side effect of the need for self-aggrandi , D0k
. ,,:Y:’,f o

view pdfallels one suggested by the primal narcissism form@ion, namely that one, . N
‘9\{3‘- o | T

. , . e ¢

only heips out another person because it is to one's advantage or because it makes -+ h

one feel good, and is considered in the next chapter. This paragraph relates the
: primz;l narcissism conjecture to the \vicws of these scholars (considered in chapter
tWo) and concurrently foreshadows material to be considered.
Kemberg and Primal Nﬁ arcissism -

‘Kernberg concentrates on the negative aspects of narcissistic i
A bharﬁctérolégy. His statements on normal naréissism are basicdlly an elaboration of
Freud's ori girial writing‘s. However, he envisions a continuum from healthy to
pathological nafcissi;m. This conti_n'_uum could result if some people covertly
display primal narcissism (those at the "healthy" end of the dontinuum) while othes:
overtly manifest it (those at the "pathological” end). Those at the healthy end of the
continuum have accommodated themscivcs toy the altruistic ideology traditionally
pervading Westemn civillizat’ion, while those at the pathological end are susceptib.le to
trends, becoming more bronounccd in our narcissistic culture, which emphasize |
individuality and materialism. .Thiskhvclps us to understand why the narcissistic
personality is becoming more i)mnounccd (more is said about this in the section of

this chapter dealing with the "culture of narcissism").

Kohut and Primal Narcissism
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Kohut's use of the narcisSism term resembles the primal narcissism
conjecture. FFor example, by p()s:tlllating separate d&cl()pmcmul lines for object anll
narcissistic libido he asserts that narcissism is a unique aspect of human nature.
The primal narcissism conjecture claims that narcissism is a fundamental aspect ot‘y
human nature.

Most scholars contend that normyal narcissism exists, yet they focus on its
pathological dimension. Kohut (1978a) believes that narcissism is evaluated
negatively because it is considered more primitive and less adaptive than object
love. However, this belief is based on the intrusion of the altruistic value system of
the Occident (viz., the emphasis on Sclﬂcssncss and living by such dictums as the
golden rule) which emphasizes traits antithetical to narci.ssism. Kohut attempts to
rectify this unfair assessment of narcissism by emphasizing an affirmative attitude
toward it, considering narcissism's contribution to psychic health and adaptation.
As he (1978d) states:

We should not deny our ambitions, our wish to dominate, our wish to

shine, and our yearning to merge into omnipotent figures, but should

o,

instead learn to acknowledge the legitimacy of these,narcissistic forces as
we have learned to acknowledge the legitimacy of our object-instinctual
strivings. We shall then be able . . . to transform our archaic grandiosity
and exhibitionism into realistic self-esteem and into pleasure with ourselves,
‘and our ycaming to be at one with the omnipotent selfobject into the socially
useful, adaptive, and joyful cepacity to be enthusiastic and to admire the
great after whose lives, deeds, and personalities we can permit ourselves to’
model our own. (p. 620) .

. ,
Furthermore, narcissism may be denied or suppressed in response to ostracism. As
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Kohut (1978d) warns, "llfc suppressed but unmodified nurcissixfi‘c structures,
however, become intensified as their expression is blocked; they will break through
the brittle controls and will suddenly bring about, not'only in individuals but also in
~ whole groups, the unrestrained pursuit of grandiose aims and the resistanceless

* merger with the omnipotent selfobjects” (pp. 619-620). Kohut believes that we
should ucccpi and express our narcissism in a healthy manner,Yfor failure to do so
will cause problems when the supprci‘s:scd narcissism erupts, as it inevitably must.
Basically, Kohut (1978a) maintains that psychological maturity results when
narcissistic needs are integrated into the personality.

That many scholars discuss narcissism suggests its importance. What
distinguishes the primal narcissism conjecture from most views is that it regards
narcissism as a fundamental aspect of human nature rather than as a single
psychological concept. Jules Glenn (1983), a practicing psychoanalyst for many
years, has extensively studied many of the configurations of narcissism in life and
literature. He has uncovered a plurality of narcissistic experiences in literature
which reflect the many forms of narcissism in life. For example, he suggests that
~ the characters of Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart and Antonio Salieri in Peter Shaffer's
play Amadeus behave like twins, and the twin motif has narcissistic connotations
(e.g., one twin sees the other as a self-extension). This is significant because the
many forms of narcissism he encounters implies the universality of narcissism, and
this supports the view that narcissism represents a fundamental aspect of human
nature. |

In general, the theorists considered here define narcissism libidinally and
view it as a clinical or developmental phenomenon. This distinguishes their views

from the primal narcissism conjecture, which suggests that narcissism is an
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important part of human nature. Most psychologists minjmize the importance of
narcissism by treating it as merely a single psychological phenomenon. The primal
narcissismevi€w makes the importance of narcissism explicit by regarding it as a

{ - ’
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The Relationship Between Egoism and Primal Narcissism

fundamental aspect of human nature.

Thomas Hobbes's "selfish hypothesis,” which states that the object ot all
voluntary human acts is some good for the individual, 13 akin to the primal
narcissism conjecture except that it deals only with the utility of voluntary actions.
‘The primal narcissism claim that people are ultimately concerned with themselves,
on the other hand, can accommodate nonvoluntary actions and actions which do not
enhance the utility of the person performing them. For example, a person may
behave a certain way for not other reason than it feels good to do so. (This point is
elaborated upon in the section on "logical, rational action and primal narcissism”.)

Bishop Butler does not advocate psychological egoism because it renders
logically impossible nonegoistic actions. However, a proposition is not trivial
simply because itis logically vacuous (e.g., it may stimulate the development of
new ideas). (The relationship between the primal narcissism conjecture and logical
action is discussed further in the section entitled "logical, rational action and pﬁmal
narcissism.”) Butler also contends that bcncvolcncc; a principal ingredient of
personal happiness, is dist.inct from seif-love. However, by definition a
psy‘thological egoist maximizes personal happiness, and so benevolence and self-
love may not be distinct. That s, if benevolence contributes to achieving personal
happiness (the goal of self-love), then it may not be independent of self-love.
Consequently, self-love and benevolence are not ncccssaril‘)‘} incompatible. This

suggests a compatibility between primal narcissism and altruism since Butler's view

0§
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of selt-love is similar 10 the primal narcissism conjecture, and the distincton
between altriasm and benevolence 1s unclear. (Altruism is discussed further in the
next chapter.)

Like Butler, David Hume does not believe that people act benevolenily
solely to enhance their self-interest. However, he contends that inaividual and
community interests, while distinet, are intimately connected. This distinction
follows from the observation that benevolence occasionally persists when public
and private interest interfere. However, the "moral sentiment” ot benevolence may
result from socialization in an altruistic value system where caring fér others is
advantageous in the long term. In other words, we may be socialized 1into behaving
benevolently on occasion because our benevolent action may be reciprocated in the
future. Hence, it may be erroneous to claim that people behave benevolently for a

reason other than enhancing their self-interest. f

Ethical egoism resembles the primal narcissism conjecture when it declares
that it 1s unreasonable to act contrary to self-interest. The pnmal narcissism
conjecture suggests that ultimately people do not act contrary to self-interest. That
is, in the final analysis, when all relevant factors have been considered, people
behave in ways which they believe are in their own best interests. Of the three
forms of ethical egoism discussed in the previous chapter, individual egoism (a
selfish hypothesis abandoned as untenable) is the least like the primal narcissism
formulation since it may be properly applied to only one person while primal
narcissism characterizes all people. Universal egoism states that it is rational for

| people to promote their own interests. This is similar to the prima] narcissism

conjecture, but with an emphasis on rational motivation. Lastly, rule-egoism



mantuns that s advantageous to adopt certin social rules which benetut
everybody Gncluding oneselt), this beng consonant with the primal narcissisim
conectuie sice one's own interests are also enhanced
[t1s important to note that being ultim;nci’y concerned with oneselt goes not
mean domg things only for oneself. Tmay do something for others but be
*}c‘rrncd with how this aftects me. For example, [ may help a fiend 1n need ot
assistance because Teel good doing so and not because my friend neeas the help.
Sidgwick's (1970) statement that common sense dictates the distinction between
myself and others 1o be fundamental, and [ am theretore concerned with myselt i
an important sense i which Tam not concerned with others, epitomizes the pnimal
narcissism view and supports the primal narcissism claim that [ may be concerned
with others but ulimately concemed with mvself

Psychological Egoism and Primal Nargissism

The primal narcissism conjecture 1s much like psychologicas poism.
However, there are differences between them. Psychological egoism is a theory of
human motivation while the primal narcissism conjecture deals with a person's
ultimate concern (they are not equivalent). For example, [ may be motivated to help
a friend in need but not ultimately concemed with doing so. This example suggests
that mouvation is subsumed by ultimate concern. Specifically, motivation refers (o
the impetus for action while ultimate concern, as used here, involves not only
motivation but also the likely outcome of an action, its associated feelings, and
generally the benefits which accrue to the person performing the acuon. With
reference to the above example, I may be motivated to help my friend because he
helped mc,_bcf()rc and [ feel that I owe him (1.e., [ am motivated by reciprocity), but

I may not be ultimately copcerned with helping him because there are other things
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that I would rathér do and because it is unlikely that I will benefit in any way.

’ e ) - On the basis that one'is only motivated to promote one's ovs;ri‘inte,rests
psthological egoists deny that oné ‘voluntarily prthotcs another's interests unless
doing so‘ also enhances the interests of oneself. The primal narcissism conjecture
does not emphasize utility. It follows from the primal harcissism cqnjecturc that :
one may promote another's interests because one "feels good" doing so. For

example, I may help someone cross the street because it makes me feel good even

though it is not in' my interest (e:g., it is unlikely that my action will be
P

~

reciprocated). _
Aside from these differences psychological egoism and the primal
-narcissism conjecture are much alike:. Psychological e‘goism emphasizes voluntary,
consci9us, rational, apd logical action. The primal narcissism formulation also
- ‘Aencoélnpasscs the unconscious, nonrational, and nonlpéical aspects of human
functioning. (This pointis claborated upon in the upcoming section "logical, ,@
ratidnal action and pﬁmal narci‘ssism.") - "
Exhical Obiectivisr “IE"HI - - : “%
| Ethical objectivists Sn;css‘_ra_ti_grla_l self-interest more than the psychological . . #
egoists do. Apart from this the two views are sifhilar, and conséqucntly ethical
objectivism and psychological egoism bear much tﬁe same relatioﬁship to the
- primal narcissism conjecture. E
The primal naréissism formulation and the philosophies of egoism differ
. regarding the role of the rational and logical, a§ alluded to above. We now consider
the difference. o
Logical, Rational Action and Primal Narcissism -
| Egoistic phil(‘)sophies emphasize .logical, rational action which maximizes

v
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utility while the primal narcissism conjecture suggests that one may act in a certain
way because it feels gdod, without regard to utility. Emphasizing logical, rational
acﬁo;dlﬂeglccts other aspects of human funcﬁoning, such as igguition (i.e., getting a
"hunch" about somefhing or gaining knowledge without rational thought). The
intuitive and feeling character types are worthy of serious consideration. The claim
that people always rationally thmk to enhahce their utility does not follow t;rom the
‘primal narcissism conjecture, which suggests that something may be done because
it makes one "feel good.” |

By including the fact that people may act nonrationally or nonlogit_'ally thc
primal narcissism view 1mproves on traditional egoistic formulanons While i 1t may
be argued that intuitions and feelin gs represent the external manifestations of .
unconscious logical reasoning, in which case the primal narcissism conjccturc
elaboratcs on egoistic philosophy only sli‘ghtly,vego'istic pf\ilosophers nevertheless
imply a conscious reasoning process (in fact, they frequently employ the word
"conseious" in their discussions). / )

Ayn Rand (1964), whose objectivist ethics stress ratiohél action, admits that
sensations and emotions are important. However, she rcgg.rd§ them as subservient
to rationality. It1s consistent with the primal narcissism ,cbnjcctum to regard
‘sensatiions gﬂr}d emotions themselves as important. Other scholars make similar
observati’oris. For example, Andreas-Salomé (1962} states that "we never attain
conviction without the privy compliance of the narcissistic demand within us . .
Our na;c1551sm is nothmg other than that mysterious knowledge rooted in tﬁc
emotional life, which posits the ultimate in subjectivity as the keystone of our

objective existence" (p. 15). In other words, we only attain conviction when

something "feels right." As Paterson (1564) maintains, “"we are deceiving
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ourselves if we think that logic can issue some kind of warrant which is impeccable
beyond further question. Nothing can” (p. 103).

The "mysterious knowledge rooted in the emotional life" to which Andreas-
Salomé refers may be a bodily knowing, as discussed by Prescott for example (iﬁ
Valle & King, 1978). He discusses a form of knowing in which one senses ”
meaning affectively in the body. This is a form of prereflective knowing which
may give rise to articulate, verbal expression. This prereflective knowing may be
the basis of the claim, consonant with the primal narcissism conjecture, that a
person may do something because he or she feels good doing it.

A few }Soints involving the egoism literature should be made before
considering further psychological support for the primal narcissism conjecture. The
first is Regis's (1980) criteria necessary to define gvie\y asa suggp.ssfui ghéoryv of
ethical egoism. Basically, he states that a formulation Whicﬁ vsa‘tistﬁe;;éxftain criteria
may be regarded as a form of ethical egoism. Since the rélétibnship between the
primal narcissism conjecture and egoistic philosophies fs bein g‘establishcd'hé”rc, it
is instructive to determine if the primal narcissism conjeéture satisfies Regis's
criteria. Agcg{qm gto Regi»s, the following criteria mus; be Satisﬁed ifa formuléu'on
is to be regarded as a bthcory of ethical egoism: (a) it must emphz;sizc the pursuit of
- self-interest (as the primal narcissism view does by asserting that one is ultimately
concerned with oneself); (b) it must not require such pursuit to be the onlM of
action (pursu‘ing a goal for another's benefit is compatible with the primal
narcissism conjecture) nor must one do all thdsc actions Whicﬁ may be.to one's
interest (this is consonant with the primal nari:iésism view); and (c) it must deny
that actions done for another arev morally obligatory (it follows from the primal

narcissism conjecture that one is not obliged to do anything for another although
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one may choose to, and it is probably advantageous’to do so occasionally). Since
the primal narcissism conjecture satisfies these criteria, then according to Regis it
qualifies as a theory of ethical egoism.

[ have stated that a'logically vacuous proposition need not be trivial or
insignificant. Supporting this contention/ris Stolorow's (1975) definition of
narcissism, namely "mental activity is narcissistic to the degree that its function is to
maintain the structural cohesiveness, temporal stability, and positive affective
colouring of the self-representation" (p. 179), which suffers the same logical flaws
as the primal narcissism formulation (e. g it accommodates all psychological
phenomena). His article is frequently cited hy other scholars despite its logically
vacuous definition, indicating that such a vrev‘{ is useful. For example, it stimulates
discussion and the development of theory. Fd)r this reason the pnmal narcissism
view is not ,insignificant simply because it is logically vacuous.

The previous two paragraphs suggest that the primal narcissism conjecture
may qualify as a theory of ethical egoism (since it satisfies Regis's criteria), and
while it is logically vacuous it may nevertheless be significant because it can
stimulate discussion and the development of new ideas. |

In sum, the term "narcissism" in psychology has acquired a particular
meaning (viz., a libidinal cathexis) differentiating it from the primal narcissism
conjecture. Egoism differs from the primal narcissism view as it emphasizes
rationality. The primal narcissism conjecture is an original formulation integrating
aspects of the nsychology of narcissism »i/ith aspects of the philosophy of egoism,
transcending some of the limitations of each in the process (e.g., it does not

emphasize rationality as the egoistic philosophies do, and it regards narcissism as a

fundamental aspect of human nature rather than as a singlé psychological
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phenomenon). " \

Further Psychological Support for the Primal Narcissism Claim - D \
The primal narcissism conjecture transcends diverse personality theories by %
extrapolating from them a common view conceming human nature. It does this by !
showing that the main "forces" in psychology (viz., psychodynamic, behavioral,
humanistic/existential) imply pribmal narcissism as‘a fundamental aspect of human
nature. Since psychodynamic views have been considered extensi\/ély in chapter
two we now discuss humanistic/existential-phenomenological psychology and
- behaviorism as they relate to the primal narcissism view.
Exi {al-P} | H . nd Primal Narcissi
A consideration of .the‘ fundamental constructs of existential-
phenomenological psychology suggests that the individual plays a significant role in
the théoretical formulations of this view. For example, "being-in-the-world" means
that the phenomenological world exists in relation to the individual, or that each
individual represents a unique disclosure of the world. In other words, the world is
viewed from one's gwn perspective, suggesting the paramount importance of the
individual. Laing (1983) asserts that "we can be ourselves only in and through our
world and there is a sense in which ‘our' world will die with us although 'the’ ‘
world will go on without us" (p. 19). Also, phenomenological research explicates ’
one's experience of a phenomenon, again implying the importance of one's own
experience. " ‘:’
Rollo May, an existential psychologist, stateS that "the f;rfs]t ontological
characteristic . . . is that all human beings are potentiall& centered in thémselves"

and desire to preserve their centers (May, 1979, p. 94). People desire to preserve

- their centers because they are concerned about themselves. Furthermore, the primal
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narcissism conjecture differs from egoism by not, stressing logical actions based on
utility. In this vein May (1979) contends that “"the human being is 'exquisitely
rational,’ and will choose what is rationally best for him if he is given the right
opportunity" (p. 17), which means that one does not have to be consciously rational
for what one "feels" may naturally be rational. —

The primal narcissism view suggests that We'stern society covertly
condones primal narcissism while overtly minimizing it. M'ay (1984) writes
similarly that "on one hand, the socicty promises that all our wishes will be granted

.. But there also seems to be in our culture a curious cautiousness . . . we
should wait passively until the genie of technology--which we don"t push or
influence, only await--brings us our appointed gratifications" (p. 263). Thatmis,
there is acknowledgement of primal narcissism since all wishes will be satisfied,
but this satisfaction is subject to technological advancement. Since most individuals ‘
have little control over technological dévelopmcnt, whicb is subject to the control of
certain aspects of socfiety (e.g., politicians who provide funding), their ability to

!

satisfy their desires;‘ii minimized.
wen similarly observes conflicting societal’ messages. Our

Alexander
society is economically capitalistic, the essence of which is competition in a free
market. The competitive spirit is evident in other spheres of life, such as sports
evens, and while zvc are explicitly told that it is not whether you win or lose but
how you play thc game there is an 1mp11c1t injunction that wmmng is everything.
This is demonstrated by the frustration that the losers of a competitive game
display. This ghggests that society sends conflicting messages: overtly it is play
fair and be nidé while covertly it is look out for number one, a recognition of primal

narcissism. |
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Carl Rogers's humanistic outlook also lends support to the primal
narcissism conjecture. Rogers's formulations are based on his experiences in
psychotherapy (1961). From these experiences he notes that the individual desires
to shed surface behavior and become truly him- or heme[f. As an individual
progresses through therapy "the only question which matters is, 'Am I living in a
- way which is deeply satisfying to me, and which truly expresses me?" (p. 119).
That is, in therapy people drop the facades they have erected to comply with social
demands and accept responsibility for their true selves. This supports the primal
narcissism conjecture because it‘suggcsts that people are concerned with their "true”
selves, not the false selves established to conform to oﬁr altruistic ethic. The
following excerpt, in which the therapist mirrors the client’s sentiment, exemplifies
this: "I would face the world as though a part of my primary responsibility was
taking care of this precious individual who is me--whom I love" (Rogers, 1980, p.
153). Briefly, Rbgers‘s experiences indicate that while undertaking therapy people
become aware of tReir true selves and strive to live in a self-satisfying manner.
Behaviori | Primal Narcissi

‘ A number of premises which form the basis of behavioristic psychology
lend support to the primal narcissism view. For example, Edward Thorndike's law
of effect, which states that drganisms repeat those responses emitted just-brior to a
satisfying state of affairs, and B. F skinner's observation that people act to
maintain reinforcement and a nonthreatening environment both contend that people
perform and repeat acts which are self-satisfying. To know which acts are self-
satisfying and to be able to repeat them requires that individuals be concerned with
themselves and aware of the processes affecting them.

Similarly, Slote (1973) contends that certain behavioristic theories ground
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all motives in selfish unlearned primary drives, implyin‘g that all motives are
ultimately selfish. Such seemingly unselfish acnonsas benevolence are sansfymg
because of their association with selfish primary dﬁvc< "The hypothesis does,
indeed, entail that we continue to act 'benevolently' or sélf-sacnﬁcmgly only
because such action on our part is in general mnforccd by the rcwnerg of selfish
p\-‘lmary drives” (p. 103). The primal narcissism conjecture hkcw1sc suggests that
benevolence is not a unique aspect of human nature but is derivative of people's
ultimate concern with themselves. (This issue is analyzed more extensively in the
next chapter.)

This consideration of the major forces in psychology reveals that primal
narcissism may be observed in each, and while not every personality theory has
been considered major representatives of the three forces have been described. The
psychodynamic perspective is considered extensively in chapter two and
‘ conscqueptly is not dealt with here. We have seen that Rogers's experiences,

which form the basis of his humanistic views, and the underlying principles of
existential-phenomenological psychology both intimate the importance of the
individual. Likewise, certain bchavioﬁsdc premises support the primal narcissism
claim. ‘

The "Culture of Narcissism"

Narcissism hés been regarded as both an aspect of intrinsic human nature
and as a recent adaptation to cultural chaggc (Dyrud, 1983). For example,
Morgenthau and Person (1978) favor the former view when they state that "the
celebration of the self has been a recurrent theme in wcsteﬁ civilization since

'antiquity" (p. 337). Battan (1983) bridges the two views when he argues that

narcissism is timeless but has acquired a new meaning when applied to recent
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changes in American culture, such as the growing preoccupation with solipsistic
movements (e.g., the "Moonies"). Likewise, Dervin (1982) notes that narcissism
is timeless but has recently surfaced as a dominant type in therapy because analysts
are beginning to discard old "preformed conceptions” of mental illness. Kovel
(1980) states the position of those scholars who view narcissism as part of human
nature: "Narcissism is an aspect of personal life without which human existence
would not be thinkable . . . . Narcissism, as the location of desire in the self, is
ubiquitous, and indeed transhistorical” (p. 88).

Narcissism may be considered an outgrowth of traditional bourgeois
individualism (e.g., see Jacoby, 1980). According to Satow (1981), Durkheim's
individualisn.l (viz., the self as the arbiter of reality in which individuals are
unwilling to subordinate their self-interest to the collective interest, a worldview
produced by the marriage of capitalism with the Protestant Ethic) and modern
narcissism are the same but discussicn has shifted from economic self-interest to
other spheres of existence, such as physical fitness and personal relationships.
That is, the.concern with the self is now evident in aspects of life other than the
~economic. Similarly, for Mazlish (1982) contemporary narcissism results from the
fusion of American individualism and confonrlit);: "Individualism redefined
becomes narcissistic self-indulgence, and conformism is transformed into an
agreed-upon withdrawal from society, i.e., the selfish removal from society is now
a 'mass,' and not an individualistic action" (p. 186). Lasch's (1979) social
commentary suggests that narcissism is a form of decaying individualism. This is
evident when he " . .. describes a way of life that is dying--the culture of
competitive individualism, which in its decadence has carried the logic of

individualism to the extreme of a war of all against all, the pursuit of happiness to ~



the dead end of a narcissistic preoccupation with the self” (p. 21). These views

$uggest that narcissism is transhistorical.

a Q./ ‘1
unmistakable. Take as an example the cultural prcoccupauon wnj& b%)lh survwallsm

[e.g., building bomb shelters] and self- actuallzdtigd[gg Esx ‘
matters (e.g., therapies such as "est" tell the client ' only YOu are nmponant"). This
is Lasch's (1979) fundamental thesis: "Narcissism appears realistically to represent
the best way of coping with the tensions and anxieties of modern life, and the
prevailing social conditions therefore tend to bring about narcissistic 4raits that are
present, in varying degrees, in éveryonc" (p. 101). Note that Lasch regards
narcissism as the best coping mechanism for modern ailments, giving rise to the
view of flarcissism as a new cultural phenomenon, although narcissistic traits exist
in all people.

Ja&oby (1980) accounts for the ascendency of éontcmporary narcissism by
maintaining that people today are protesting, in the name of individual health and
happiness, the irrational sacrifice of the individual for social institutions. This
suggests that it is the individual and not the collective which is of importance. For
Mazlish (1982) modern American capitalism proliferates narcissism by providing

more people with the finances needed to realize their narcissistic desires. That s,

- while traditionally only the elite had the capital needed to realize their desires, more

people today have the required finances due to the success of American capitalism.

Wachtel (1981) argues that contemporary narcissism is a corrupted version of the

-
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idealistic questioning of the 1960s in which a serious search for alternative values
has been perverted thio a search for means of sclf-aggrandizement. Other’scholars
state that narcissism fits the logic of capitalism in that an economic system which
caters to a consuming public fosters narcissistic qualities (e.g., Aronwitz, 1980).
Ewen (1980), summarizing this position, views narcissism as the result of a general
trend in the mass culture itself:

The rise of a world market system; the development of a Protestant ideal of

salvation and individual mobility; the development of industrial cities,

factories, bureaucracies; the ¢nlightened abandonment of community
structure and ritual; and the universal penetration of a wage system of
survival--all since the seventeenth century--have generalized the self as the

highest form of popular existence. (p.77)

The emergence of a culture of narcissism seems unmistakable. Mullins and
Kopelman (1984} conducted a study to investigate this. They monitored the subject
matter of nonfiction bestsellers between 1950 and 1979 and noted an increase over
the three decades in the number of popular books with content indicative of
narcissism. The content categories were conceptually identified, a priori, in terms
of self-absorption (e.g., concern wi‘t‘h self-improvement). Hence, there is
quantitative evidence to support the claim that societal narcissism is increasing.

This literature on our narcissistic culture supports the contentions of the
primal narcissism conjecture that narcissism is an aspect of fundamental human
nature--various scholars considered here view narcissism as a timeless aspect of
human nature--but narcissism appears to be increasing-because conditions present
in contemporary society (e.g., the success of capitalism) allow for its expression.

Conclusion



The primal narcissism conjecture represents an integration of narcissism and
cgoism, and is related to both sets of views. By integrating these views the primal
narcissism conjecture has transcended some of the limitations associated with each.
As the primal narcissism view is an original formulation, a few comments are in
order. First, in accordance with Sidgwick's (1970) proposal that "a psychologist
must accept as elementary what introspection carefully performed declares to be so”
(p. 30), I posit primal narcissism as a fundamental aspect of human nature hased on
introspection. This means that the primal narcissism conjecture represents m view
of human nature, although stfmilar views have been expressed since antiquity. My
view is original since it is the first to integrate egoism and narcissism.

Second, Nielsen (1959) suggests that recurrent ideas are worthy of
consideration even though neither common consent nor longevity is a good test for
truth. For this reason it is worthwhile considering primal narcissism an aspect of
fundamental human nature since similar views (e.g., egoism, narcissism) have been
recurrent in Western thought. )

Finally, the primal narcissism conjecture provides little ability to fully
explain specific facts but may function as an aid to help us understand various
psychological phen(;mcna. It is like ethical egoism described by Kalin (1975) as a
ground plan not intended to be applied as it stands to each action but to serve as the

foundation for establishing a system of rules to help us understand human activity.



CHAPTER S
ALTRUISM AND THE PRIMAL NARCISSISM CONJECTURE

It would wedken the primal narcissism conjecture it altruism was an aspect
of human nature separate from primal narcissism. ‘This is because altruism, as a
concem for others over and above a concern for oneself, is essentially the anuthesis
of pnmal narcissism. (However, altruism and pnmal narcissism may be viewed as
complements, as noted in the previous chapter.) For this reason a consideration of
the nature and origins of altruism is undertaken.

Upon considering a number of definitions of altruism made bgscholurs n
various fields it becomes apparent that while there 1s no consistent definition of
altruism there is a commonality among the definitions, namely that altruism
involves a concern for others over and above a concern for oneself. In order to
gain an understanding of the concept, altruism is discussed in a developmental
context and related to levels of cognitive and moral reasoning, and then
sociobiological accounts of altruism are mentioned. The upshot of this discussion
is that these various conceptualizations of altruism are consistent with the primal
narcissism claim that people are ultimately concemned with themselves. Similarly, a
critical examination of the biological and behavioral evidence supporting altruism as
a separate aspect of human nature indicates that this evidence, while providing some
support for the altruism claim, is interpretable from the perspective of the primal
narcissism conjecture. In sum, it is suggested that altruism does not necessarily

.
_exist as an aspect of human nature independent of primal narcissism.

It seems contradictory that one could be both ultimately concerned with
oneself, as the primal narcissism conjecture states, and simujtaneously be

-

concemed with others over and above a concern for oneself, as altruism maintains.
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For this reason it iy necessary that a way be tound to view “altruistoe™ actions which
iy compatible wath the clamm that people are ulumately concemed with themselves 1t
the primul narcissism conjecture s to appear reasonable.

Why should one perform altrurstic acts if ulimate concern 1s with oneselt?
Three possibihties are mentioned in this chapter. f1rst, one may "feel good”
helping somebody i need and may behave altruistically 1n onder 1o teel good.

(John Hospers [1973], an egorst philosopher, also maintains that one may behave
in certain ways because it makes one feel good.) For example, one may be
reinforced by others for performing altrinstic acts, and being reinforced by othery
makes one "feel good.™ This suggests that even when helping others one's concern
is how this attects oneself and makes one feel. Second, one's altruistic acts may be
reciprocated at a future date when itis to one s advantage to have somebody helping
oneselt. Third, altruistic behaviors are frequently performed when one witnesses
another person in distress and decides to help. Seeing another person in distress
often creates and inner sense of distress in the witness, and so the witness may help
the victim m order o relieve his or her own inner feeling of distress. These reasons
tor behaving altruistically, consistent with the primal narcissism conjecture, are
elaborated upon as the chapter unfolds.

The primal narcissism conjecture implies many things. Since the conjecture
paints a general picture regarding an aspect of human nature specific implications
(1e., involving specific contexts) are not forthceming. Instead a general account of
some broad imphcations is presented here. These implications have in common that
one's ultimate concern is onesclf. In particular, examples illustrate how the primal
narcissism conjecture may be used to help analyze group behavior and the stages of

the life cycle. An approach to therapy cons: wwont with the primal narcissism
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-conjecture, in which the therapist accepts as a foundation for therapeutic work the

client's ultimate concern with him- or heréelf, is also discussed. Finally, ways of
understanding psychopathology yvh'ich'follow from the primal narcissism view are
considered. These are only a few of the impi’ications of the primal narcissism
conjecture, but they are sufficient to create a'sense of how the conjecture may be
used to help us understand various phenomena.,

"The chapter concludes with a consideration oﬁ\‘the "semiphilosophical"
nature of the primal narcissism conjecture and the impossibility of concluswely
provmg ‘or refuting it. (The term "semiphilosophical” is considered in chapter one.)
'l:he semiphilosophical nature of the conjecture arises because expenmentalewdence
does not bear-directly on it, and because all human phenomena may be interpreted
from the perspective of the conje%ture (i.e. itis unfalsifiable). For these reasons
the conjecture cannot be proven right or Qrong. Instead, the conjecture may -

function as a heuristic device and provide a context from which one may interpret

* various phenomena. Empbhasis is placed upon the context in which the view was

¥

formulated and the relativity involved in human observation. That is, I take a -
contextualist perspective and maintain that while the primal narcissism conjecture
represents my view of an aspect of human nature the same view is unlikely to be
held by everybody because we all view thmgs differently, dependmg on our paslt
expencnces, present situation, beliefs, goals, et cetera.

I have three goals in writing this chapter. First, the previous chapter sought

"to make the pnmal narcissism conjecture believable by showmg how it is related to

htcrature on narcissism and egorsm and by extracting supportive evidence from
everyday life. In this chapter I endeavour to make the conjecture appear all the

more reasonable by casting doubt on the existence of altruism, essentially the



antithesis of primal narcissism, as a separate aspect of human nature. This is done
by criticiZing, on conceptual and logical grounds, the evidence supporting the.
altruism claim (viz., altruisrh a§ aﬂ‘s,epa»ratc aspect of human nature). Second, I wish
to demonstrate the practical usefulness of the primal narcissism conjecture, and this
is accomplished by considering some of its igpplications. Third, I want to stress
that the conjecture is semiphilosophical, and is not intended to be the final treatise
concerning human nature. @ .
The Case of Altruism

Various definitions and conceptions of altruism are presented here in order
to clarify the meaning of the  m and to see how it relates to the primal narcissism

conjecture. First, however, it is worthwhile to briefly reco ~se aspects of

the primal narcissism view which are pertinent to a discus: iism.

The primal narcissism conjecture ‘states that people arc . .uately concerned |

with themselves. They are not exclusively concerned with themselves, which is
selfishness, nor ultimately concerned with others, which is the essence of altruism.
Being uitimatcly concerned with themselves does not mean doing things only for
themselves, and in this way primal narcissism and altruism are not categorically
incompatible. Basically, primal narcissism may be viewed as falling in between the

, , g v
'endpoihts of a continuum which runs from selfishness to altruism but closer to the
sélﬁshness end.

In the previous chapter I stated that we are socialized overtly by an alruistic
ethic while our primal narcis%‘me is covertly recognized and condoned, and that
while such conﬂicting social messages exist narcissism is ncvcnhcicss becoming
more pronounced becéusc contemporary society encourages its cxprl:ssion (by |

emphasizing materialism and individualism). The distinction between overt and
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covert social messages is emphasized here because Donald Campbell, a
sociobiologist whose view is considered shortly, similarly distinguishes between
biological and social evolution, and observes a conflict between them.

Defini ¢ ALt
As noted in chapter tﬂrec, there is no agreed upon definition of altruism in

the philosophical literature. Philosophers have defined altruis\m as the opposite of

ethical cgoism'in which one loves others independent of self-interest (Barnhart,

1976), as a moral injunction to promote others’ 'interests when they conflict with

one's own interests (Lemos, 1960), and as placing others above self, that is self-

sacrifice (Branden, 1970a). Philosophers frequently discuss altruism without first
defining it, and hence it is difficult to delineate a precise philosophical definition of
altruism. HoweVer, other scholars, notably those in the social sciencés, provide

clear dcfwitions of altruism, and it is to a consideration of some of these definitions

_ /tjat we nu"ow turn.

'. Bar-Tal, Raviv, and Leiser (1980) bridge the philosophical and
psychological realms By defining altruism in moral and behavioral terms. They
state that "only a moral act that aims to benefit another, that is perfoxmed
voluntarily, and that functions as an end in itself with no expectation of external
rewards can be defined as altruistic behavior" (p. 516). A similar definition
focusing 6’ﬁ"‘;he action itself rather than the intention of the action is provided by -

+ Rushton (1980). He regards altruism as the opposite of egoism, and defines
altruism as " . . . social behavior carried out to achjeve positive outcomes for
another rather than for the self . . . even at the expense of the self” (p. 8). This
definition is not incompatible with the primal narcissism conjecture since one may

be ultimately concerned with oneself and still perform behaviors designed o



"achievepositive outcomes for another."”

In their book on prosocial behavior, Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg (1977)

also provide a definition of altruism which is not incompatible with the primal
arcissism conjecture. For them "prosocial behavior (including altruism] refers 10
{ons that are intended to aid or benefit another person or group of people without

the actor's anticipation of external rewards. Such actions often entail some cost,
self’-ksacn'ﬁcc, or risk on the part of the actor” (pp. 3-4). One may be ultimately
concerned with oneself and still perform actions intended to benefit others because
one feels good doing so. Lastly,”the sociobiologist Edward O. Wilson (1978a)
states that while "altruism is ordinarily defined as self-destructive behavior
performed for the benefit of others,” evolutionary biologists provide a strictér
(ieﬁnition of altruism " . . . as behavior that enhances the personal genetic fitness of
others at the cost of genetic fitness on the part of the altruist; the altruist either
reduces its own survival ca[;acity,‘or curtails its own repfoductian, or both" (p.
11).

A common thread runs through these disparate definitions of altruism,
namely that altruism involves a concern for others over and above a concern for
oncs'elf. For the remainder of this chapter altruism will be defined in this way
unless otherwise specified. A greater understanding of altruism may be gained by
discussing it in developmental terms and by considering sociobiological accounts of
altruism. |

velopmental Levels of Aliruism  ~'s§, -

Altruism may be -regardcd as a developmental construct, changing its nature

with advances in cognitive-and moral development. For instance, young child{en

behave "altruistically" because they are rewarded for doing so or punished for not
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doing so. Most people, however, function at either the conventional or ideological
levels of altruism (Qosterhuis, 1984). ‘

The conventional level of altruism roughly corresponds developmentally to
Piaget's level of céncrcte operations in cognitive development and to Kohlberg's
conventional level of moral reasoning. People functioning at the concrete
operations stage are able to perform operations (i.e., manipulations of objects in
relation to one another) on identifiable, concrete objects (e.g., blocks), that is they
are unable to deal with abstractions but must deal with "concrete” items (this does
not mean that the items must be present physically, only that the person must be
able to imagine them). During the conventional level of moral reasoning people
conform to the exbcctations of their social groups, they behave in ways that please
others and that are approved of by others, and they maintain the existing social
~ order. This su ggests that during the conventional stage of altruism one complies

with presumed expectations and social norms, and that "one does things for others
because it is the 'nice’ thing to do; society expects it fromus . ... €
éonformity brings social approval, security, enhanced self-esteem" (...«crhuis,
1984, p. 54). | o ]

The conventional level of altruism may itself be divided into two stages.
During the first stage people comply with the norm of reciprocity. Reciprocal
altruism involves one giving to others but with the expectation that such giving
behavior will be returned. "As a norm for behavior, -rcciprocity explains an
altruism that is more self than gmcr-or{ented . ... The norm of reciprocity is a
recognition of the innate hedonistic nature of humanity--one gives only when
pleasant rewards can be expected. One gives because there is something in it 'for

me" (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 80). Obviously, this form of altruism is compatible
!
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with the primal narcissism conjecture because the emphasis is on oneself and not
the recipient of the altruistic act.

The second stage of the conventional level of altruism centers on the norm
of social responsibility. According to this norm people should help those who are
dependent. People adhering to this norm help others for self-approval and for the
satisfaction of doing what is "right;" they do not act for social a[;pmval or materia(l
gain. Basically, people behave altruistically for “"personal gains,” which may be
tangible (e.g., money) but which may also consisf of pride, joy, or "enhanced self-
concepts” which are "less readily discernable" (Oosterhuis, 1984). Mussen et al.
(1977) state that "internalized motives and self-rcwzirds (intrinsic rewards such as
increased self-esteem or feelings of satisfaction, pleasure, or pride following an
action) seem to determine many prosocial acts, although ii may be difficult to
identify or to demonstrate these motives empirically” (p. 4). Furthermore, "the
norm of social responsibility is most often observed as tempered by sqlf concerns,
because one adheres to the norm's demands with those who will eventually
reciprocate: one's children, employer, friends" (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 90). -Again,
this type of altruism is consonant with the primal narcissism conjecture since the
focus is oneself and not the other In addition, the "personal gains" and self-
rewards discussed above may providc the reason why, as implied by the primal
narcissism conjecture, some people behave altruistically in order to "feel good."

In ‘sum, as determiners of altruistic behaviors the norms of reciprocity and
social responsibility " . .. suggest a self-centered orientation as the only possible
developmental level of altruism” (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 90), and this is consistent
with the primal narcissism claim that people are ultimately concerned with

themselves. As we shall soon see, people functioning at the ideological level of
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altruism also behave in ways compatible with the primal narcissism conjecture.
Piaget's formal operations period and Kohlberg's postconventional level of
moral rcasohing correspond developmentally to the ideological level of altruism. In ‘
contrast to the concrete operations period, people at the formal operations level are
capable of dealing with the abstract and hypothetical rather than just the concrete.
During the postcpnvcntional level of moral reasoning people identify universal
moral princip‘les, such as justice and equality, which respect the dignity of all
individuals and which are universally valid. Basically, at the ideological level of
altruism "one does not desire to deny self per se; one desires to effect the realization
of the good inthe lives of others. This highest level is an enlightened self-interest
in which others' needs do not violate one's own or vice versa" (Oosterhuis, 1984,
'\ p. 56). Even the developmentally highest level of altruism involves an "enlightened
self-interest.” ) |
At the ideological level, one behaves altruistically because one believes in
and upholds §uch principles as justice and equity. However, "doing what I want
done to me [equity] is an egoism that does not have altruism as its original position”
(Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 112). In other words, behaving altruistically because one
believes in the principle of equity is egoistically motivated. Likewise, the distress
of injustice, which frequently involves seeing somebody being prevented by
external forces from living the best life possible, may motivate one to altruism. But
one also expects personal gain for one's altruism: "personal gain from correcting
injustice is not simply the reduction of distress; the cbnﬁrmation of one's ideal self
és the upholder of the principle is also a benefit . . . . The personal gain is an
enhanced feeling of self-worth and self consistency" (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 119).

For the person who behaves altruistically in order to establish or reestablish



Justice, a concern for the other is not the primary motive. "He/she more accurately
balances self’s abilities with the actions perceived essential i;l establishing justice.
Itis a balance that de-emphasizes the specifics of the other who is experiencing
injustice because pﬁnciple_s and integrity prevail. One engages in_ role-taking for the
sake of principles .. . . The other's gain is not the focus; the responsibility of self
in contributing to justice gives the impetus for action” (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 121).
The reasons for behaving altruistically at the ideological level do not violate the
claim of the primal narcissism conjecture because they involve an overriding
concern for‘oneself, whether it be in achieving personal gain or in maintaining
integrity to one's principles.

This discussion of the developmental levels of altruism suggests a
compatibility between altruism énd the primal narcissism conjecture. Specifically,
one may be ultimately cdncerned with oneself and still behave altruistically because
one expects one's actions to be reciprocated or because it "feels good" to adhere to a
social norm such as sociai responsibility (at the conventional level), or because one
expects personal gains (e.g., "enhanced self-concepts") for doing so (at the

ideological level). Basically, "a totally selfless altruism is not possible for the

human being" (Oosterhuis, 1984, p. 6).

Sociobiology and Altruism
| There docs not exist a unitary sociobiological account of altruism. The
views of two prominent sociobiologists, Edward O. Wilson and Donald T.
Campbell, are considered here. Generally, Wilson argues for a genetic evoit
altruism since it may increase the individual's genetic ﬁmess. However, he
human altruism as "ultimately self-serving” and does not believe in the exist:

a totally selfless altruism. Campbell takes issue with Wilson's position arguir.,

‘ .
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the genetic competition for procreative opportunities does not provide for the
perpetuation of altruism. He argues ihstcad for the social rather than biological
evolution of altruism (Wispé, 1978).

- The problem created by postulating the existence of widespread altruism
involves dctérmining how genes inducing altruism will persist in a species if
altruism is disadvantageous to the individual (e.g., the individual is unlikely to
survive in order to reproduce and pass his or her genes to offspring). Wilson
(1978a) suggests that such genés are really not disadvantageous as long as the
beneficiaries of the altruism carry some of the actor's genes (i.e., they are
relatives), including the genes inducing altruism, and provided that the altruism
allows the beneficiaries to multiply those genes in the population to a more than
compensating degree. In this way the genes will increase in the population and the
altruism will spread. In a nutshell, Wilson believes that altruism evolved through
kin selection. (The kin selection model is discussed further in the upcoming section
on "biological models of altruism.”)

[t is important to note that the kin selection model is consistent with the
primal narcissism conjecture since people only behave altruistically if they believe
that it is ultimately to their genetic advantage. Wilson (1978b) similarly
distinguishes between "hard core" altruism, which exists when a person performs
altruistic acts with no expressed desire for reciprocity and which is relatively
unaffected by social reward or punishment, and "soft core” altruism, which is ' .
ultimately selfish since the altruist expects reciprocation, and he states that human
altruism is soft, that is selfish. \

For Wilson (1978b), human altruism is "ultimately self-serving": "No

s?staincd form of human altruism is explicitly and totally self-annihilating. Lives of



the most towering heroism are paid out in the expectation of great reward, not the
least of which is a belief in personal immortality” (p. 154) or because of "personal
vanity and pride” (p. 150). He goes on to state that this ultimately self-serving
quality of altruistic behavior is observable in Hinduism and Nibbanic Buddhism.
In particular, Hinduism condones self-preoccupation but allows for altruism with
close relatives since they further enhance one's own situation, while "a central goul
of Nibbanic Buddhism is prescr\;ing the individual through altruism. The dévotcc
eamns points toward a better pcrs:nal life by performing generous acts and offsets -
bad acts with meritorious ones" (p. 154).

Wilson does not believe in a totally selfless altruism. He states that greater
social harmony would result if human beings lived according to their innate
biological selfishness (Wilson, 1978b). A final point involving Wilson's work:
He conceives of a "spectrum of self-serving behavior" with the individual at one
extreme and "the highest sociopolitical units" at the other extreme, and he states that
"human being are well over toward the individual end of the spectrum” (Wilson,
1978b, p. 158). This is similar to my postulation of a self/other continuum with
selfishness at one end, altruism at the other end, and primal narcissism falling near
the selfishness end. 1\

Unlike Wilson?Donald Campbell (1975) does not believe in a genetic
evolution of altruism due to genetic competition for procreative opportunities. He
conceives of a "two system model," visualized .as a continuum, in which biology
leads us to selfishness at one end and our social system preaches us to altruism at
the opposite end. "Human urban social complexity is a product of social evolution
~ and has had to counter with inhibitory moral norms the biological selfishness which

'génetic competition has continually selected” (p. 1123). Furthermore, he states that

o



trends in our present day favor our biological nature with the result that there is now
an abundance of " . .. overly narcissistic, and overly selfish individuals" (p.

1116). Isimilarly argue that we are socialized overtly by an altruistic ethic while
primal narcissism is covertly encouraged and condoned, and that recent trends -«
emphasizing materialism and individualism have caused narcissism to become more
pronounced.

Campbell (1978) elaborates npon Freud's view of the counterhedonic
content of culture by su‘ggcsting ‘nat b nan social evolution has inculcated
behavioral dispositions antithetical to the selfish tendencies resulting from genetic
selection. He argues strongly for the contlict between social and biological
evolution for it makes sense out of the preoccupation with sin and tcmptaﬁon in our
religious traditions. "The commandments, the proverbs, the religious ‘law’
represent social evolutiopary products directed at inculcating tendencies that are in
direct opposition to the 'temptations' representing, for the most part, the
dispositional tendencies produced by biological evolution. For every
commandment, we may reasonably hypothesize an opposite tendency that runs
counter to some social-systemic optimum” (p. 52).

In sum, Campbell contends that social and biological evolution are in
conflict, especially with respect to altruism. Specifically, our biological evolution
predisposes us to selfishness while "the traditional moralizings of urban social
systems . . . uniformly scold human selfishness" (Campbell, 1978, p. 51) while
rewarding altruism. While Wilson and Campbell hold disparate views regarding
the evolution of altruism, they both believe that human nature, which they take to
mean a genetic predisposition, is essentially selfish.

Now that a deeper understanding of altruism has been gained by

(g



considering some of its definitions, by considering it d&clopmcnmlly, and by
explicating sociobiological accounts of altruism, and with the relationship between
the primal nnrcissisrﬁ conjecture and these various definitions and conceptions
alluded to, we may now consider biological conceptions of altruism and behavioral
evidence supporting altruism.

The relationship between altruism and human nature is considered by
Hoffman (1981). He contends that traditional biological and psychological views
leave little room for altruism, but current biological models and psychological
research demonstrate the acquisition of altruistic structures in humans which are
distinct from egoistic structures. These altruistic structures are analogous to, but
independent of, egoistic structures, and they function as a general tendency to help

others.

Biological Models of Altruism

Hoffman summarizes the mechanisms suggesting a biological basis to
altruism. The first mechanism, group selection, states that individuals may act in
ways contributing to group survival but not advancing their own interest since
cooperative social life has obvious survival value. Evolutionists regard this as
unlikely since the reproductive unit is the individual and so natural selection must
have favored traits maximizing individual fitness. Furthermore, while the group
may survive a threat because of altruistic acts, altruists are less likely tg survive and
pass their genes to offspring--natural selection must have operated against altruism.

Due 10 these limitations of the group selection model evolutionists favor
models of altruism focusing on the individual. Thcnmost influential theoretical
model at present is kin selection, originated by Charles Darwin in The Origin of

Species, since it explains altruism while remaining consistent with egoism



(Hoffman, 1981). The modern version of the kin selection model was launched by
W. D. Hamilton (Wilson, 1978a). Hamilton's pivotal concept is "inclusive

\
fitness.” This concept states that one's genetic fitness (i.e., the likelihood that
one's genes will survive and reproduce) must be measured by the enhancement of
the fitness of one's relatives (individuads with common genes) as well as by one's
own survivial and reproduction and the survival and reproduction of one's
offspring. "Hamilton's key result can be stated very simply as follows. A
genetically based act of altruism . . . will evolve if the average inclusive fitness of
individuals within networks displaying it is greater than the inclusive fitness of
individuals in otherwise comparable networks that do not display 1t" (Wilson,
19784, p. 29). In this way altruistic acts (acts beneficial to others but detrimental to
oneself) may be selected if they enhance the overall fitness of one’s gene pool.
That is, altruistic behavior may occur between relatives when doing so increases the
likelihood that one's genes will survive and reproduce. Genes inducing altruism
will be selected when the recipient is closely related (i.e., there is a large percentage
of shared genes), resulting 1n a net increase in the actor's genes.

Trivers has devised a model, called reciprocal altruism, which also focuses
on the individual (Hoffman; 1981). This model demonstrates that natural selection
favored altruism even between nonrelated individuals because of the long term
benefit to the individual performing the altruistic act. The model states that helping

.
others in danger is to one's advantage since the risks involved are usually low and a
role reversal in the future is likely. In this way natural selection favors a tendency
to help others.

The kin selection and reciprocal altruism views are consonant with the

primal narcissism conjecture since one may help others, as suggested by the
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reciprocal altimsm view, of sacrthice oneselt tor a relative, as stated in the kin
selectnion model, because one is ultimately concerned with oneselt, These actions
are not necessanly the resultof anatural tendency to altnmsm. Speatically, the
reciprocal altrussm modelessentially states that one performs altruistic acts becanse
of the Tong teroy advantage to oneself, namely one's actions will likely to
reciprocated. Behaving altsticatly cause we think our actrons will be
reciprocated i consonant with the primal narcissism conjecture. Also, the kin
selection moded contends thataltruistic acts are i the best interests of the individual
since they increase the chances that the individual's genes will survive. While the
focus in this model s on the individual's gencue make -up rather than the individual
per se, s st consistent wath the primal narcissism claim that the individual's
ultimate concern 1s him- or herselt since the concern is the individual’s Qwi) genes
As Wilson (1978a) pomnts out, “the theory of kin selection has taken m(;sl of the
good will out of altriism . [because] altruism is conceived of as the mechanism
by which DNA multiplies itselt through a network of relatives™ (p. 33).
Nevertheless, since modern evolutionary theory suggests the existence of altruistic
‘disposi(inns‘ there shoyld be psychological research compatible with this view. We

now consider some of this research, as reviewed by Hoffman (1981).
Behavioral Evidence Supporting Altruism

The first line of behavioral evidence Hoffman presents to support altruism
involves studies under controlled conditions in which people help others when there
are no witnesses present and when the need is clear. For example, a person sitting
alone in a psychology laboratory hears somebody fall off a ladder in the next room
and goes to help. However, this evidence does not verify altruism for several

reasons, one being that it occurs under contrived rather than natural conditions.



129

1

Different processes may be operating in controlled and natural conditions, and if
altruism is a natural phenomenon it should be investigated under natural conditibns.
As well, the witness may help the victim because it makes the witness feel good and
not because there js an inherent altruistic disposition. That is, the motivation is
egoistic. The p(“).%sibility that an altruistic action is performed because of the
| plcasurable fecling it induces in the person performing it is not thoroughly
considered by Hoffman. That is, sometimes it "feels good" to know that you are
helping somebody in need (as noted earlier). In addition, Hoffman (1981) points
out that "the incidence of helping behavior in this country may seem to have little
relevance to the ur;iversality of algruism . . .. People, although often socialized to
help others, are exposed to.’;'value system that places its primary erhphasis on
individual achievement, competition, and success, as well as pressures from the |
- social structure (especially in the occupational sphcré) that reihforce these 'values”
(p. 125). | o
N Néxt, Hoffman suggests that if the traditional psychological view is correct,
namely that helping behavior reflects an undcri/;;ng egoistié motive, then the motive
is social approvalr Research findings indicate that peibple do not usually help in
order to gain approval (Hoffman, 1981). ‘H(‘)weve‘r, Hoffman does not
acknowlcdgt; that péoplc- may help because ii makes them feel good or because they
expect personali gains such as "enhanced self-concepts” (as noted in the section on
"dcvclopmehtal levels of altruism"), independent of what others think. That one
he]ps others because one feels good domg s0 or because it "enhances” one's self-
concept is implied by tHe primal narcissism conjecture.
Lastly, if a]trmsm reflects a biological motive then, according to Hoffman

there should be i mstances in which altruistic action is automatic. Hoffman appears

-
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to be suggesting that all biological motives automatically elicit actions designed to
satisfy the biological functions in question. This reflects a naive belief since there ’
arcrbiological motives (e.g., for sex)‘which are not always satisfied automatically.
Therefore, even if altruism reflects a biological motive this does not necessarily
mean that altruistic-actions will be automatic. Nevertheless, he reviews a number of
studies invblving emergency situations, such as somebody having an epilepric
seizure, in which the frequency and’speed of response of the subject support this
expectation (e.g., the subject responds quickly to emergencies). However, this ;
research does not support a biological basis to altruism since the éubject"may have @
predetermined ideas of what to do in emergencies and may be acting on these ideas.
For example, after a prior experience of this nature in which the subject was
reinforced for helping someone in distress he or she may decide to help again if the
need arises particularly since the risks involved in helping are usually minimal or -
nonexistent. Sidgwick (1970) likewise suggests that people help others for
essentially selfish reasons and then other things, such as gratitude received,
perpetuates and reinforces helping behavior. 1n this way frequency of response and
reaction time are not indicators of altruistic motivation since the person may be
acting on preformed ideas. Furthermore, the person may expect reinforcement,
such as feeling good, for doing so. Hoffman also points to evidence suggesting
that altruistic action is reinforcing for the actor.

According to Hoffman, the evidence considered above is sufficient to
warrant viewing altruism as par :man nature. While this conclusion may be
difficult to defend because of the problems with the evidence noted here, Hoffman

further states that the altruistic response system required by natiral selection must

be reliable and also flexible since the situations requiring an altruistic response vary.
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That is, it was not altruistic action itself which was selected but mediators of
altruistic action which provided the necessary flexibility and enabled effective
determination, in terms of inclusive fitness, of whether or not to perform an
altruistic act. Hoffman suggests that these criteria are satisfied by empathy.
The Case for Empathy

Empathy may be defined as a vicarious affective response to énother, that is
an affective rc:eponsc appropriate to another's situation and not one's own
(Hoffman, 1981). Reévqrch indicates that people respond empathically to another
person in distress, not that this predisposes them to altruism. Hoffman is wrong
when he states that empathic arousal Mﬂ predisposes one to altruistic action. If
distressing empathic arousal glways (i.e., under all conditions) induces one to
behave altruistically then one would expect that the subjects in Milgram's (1964)
"shock" experiment, in which subjects believed they controlled the amount of
electrical shock received by another, would have refused to continue with the study.
The fact that subjects in this study continued to shock another person suggests that
empathy does‘énot always p;oduce altruism.

Additionally, when discussing altruism one should remember that people
are also egoistic (Hoffman, 1981). In particular, since empathic distress is aversive
to thc‘obscrve‘r one might expect the observer's focus of attention to be him- or
herself and not the victim. Because of this one may engage in altruistic behavior to
reduce one's own sense of distress at seeing the victim. That is, sincc'empathy
may be an aversive state which is alleviated by helping the person in need it may be
treated asan e goisgp motive (Hof%gn, 1981), asé’t{}le primal narcissism conjecture
suggests. : e .

Hoffman, however, does not view empathic arousal as an egoistic motive.
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He distinguishes between the consequence and aim of an act such that feeling good
| after helping someone iﬁ need may not be why the person initially acted. Hoffman
cites studies in which subjects were asked what crossed their minds when the
victim cried out for help and why they intervened. None of the subjects reported
helping in order to alleviate their own distress, and a typical reason for intervening
is that it was the "right thing to do." However, this does not constitute sound
evidence for altruism since people may ré'spohld in this manner because it. is what
they consider socially acceptable and consequently the answers may not represent
the true motive for helping, which may be egoistic. Regarding the reasons people
. give for behaving altruistically, Bar-Tal et al. (1980) found that "verbal expressions
of motives or judgments do not necessarily corre-pond to the actual motives behind
the behavior . . . [because people] often distort their answers according to notions
of social desirabgi!ty" (pp. 517-518). (Similarly, some psychometric tests, such as
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory or MMPI, actually contain “lie"
scales designed to determine if respondents answer in particular ways because it is
what they consider socially acceptable.) For example, Jy that one intefvencd
because it is the right thing to do sdggegts‘ the influence of being socialized in an
altruistic value system, since it is largelg" from the socialization process that we learn
~the "right” and "wrong" thingé to do. Hoffman (1981) states that "it is of course
possible that people help others in order to reduce their own sense of empathic
distress Without knowing that this is the reason” (p. 134), but further asserts that
there is no evidence for such an unconscious motive. Since there does not exist a
method to reliably ascertain the contents of the unconscious it is premature to reject
the claim that people behave altruistically in order to relieve their own sense of

distress.
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In concluding his article Hoffman states that it would be difficult to explain ‘
the results of research on altruism without assuming that altrujsm is ind;pendent of
egoism. This conclusion seems unwarranted, however, since the data forming the.
basis of his position h'as been brought into question above. He also cites other
researchers who conclude thTt determining the underlying force to altruism will
likely never be answered completely by reference to data and will remain of a
"semiphilosophical” nature. This is perhaps the most reasonable position since
either the primal narcissism conjccture or Hoffman's argument (viz., altruism as a
unique aspect of human nature) may be correct but there is no way of definitively

- knowing since the data is insufficient to distinguish between them. (The

"semiphilosophical” nature of this work is considered at the end of the chapter.) g

Research Supporting the Altruism Claim
Batson, O'Quin, Fultz, Vanderplas, and Isen (1983) performed a series of

studies based on the results qf earlier work by Batson and Coke (cited in Batson et
al., 1983). The studies are based on a proposed distinction between personal
distress and empathy as emotional responses to seeing somebody suffer, and the
belief that personal distress leads to egoistic motivation whereas empathy leads to

- altruistic motivation to help. This distinction challenges the primal narcissism
conjecture, which suggests that all motivation is essentially egoistic. By criticizing
the studies based on this distinction, and by reinterpreting the results of the studies,
[ endeavour to show that this rcét;argh does not undermine the primal narcissism
claim that people are ultimately concerned with themselves.

The autho;s suggest three strategies to determine if distress and empathy are

qualitatively distinct. The first strategy is a statistical one, using the technique of

. J . T . .
factor analysis on the self-reported emotional responses of individuals witnessing
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another person'’s distress. The technique involves determining if adjectives
indicative of distress (e.g., disturbed) load on a different factor than adjectives
reflecting empathy (e.g., cofnpassionatc). Studies using this approach report
results favoring the distress/empathy distinction. However, this research has at \
least two problems. First, people may not reliably differentiate between feeling
"disturbed" and "cgrﬁpassionate." These are words used to represent similar
emotions, and wqrds are human constructions susceptible to confusion. That is,
the words people ﬁse to describe their emotions may not accurately reflect what they
are actually feeling. The common occurrence of not being able to "find the right
word" to describe exactly what you mean or feel suggests this. Consequently,
those rep()rting concern may actually be expcricn'cing personal distress. Second,
people who report feeling "compassionzite" may nevertheless help the victim in
order to reduce an inner feeling of distress. There is no guarantee of an isomorphic
relationship between the subjects' feelings and their motivation for helping such that
those feeling empathy, for éxample, are predisposed only to altruistic motivation to
help.

_ The second strategy to distinguish between distress and empathy is to
attempt to experimeﬁtally manipulate one independently of the other. The authors
cite a previous study by Batson and Coke employing this logic in a misattribution
technique. Batson and Coke (cited in Batson et al., 1983) had subjects watch a
videotape of a woman receiving electric shocks after the subjects had been given a
drug (actually a placebo)fand some were told thue drug would make them feel warm
and sensitive (empathic feelings) and others were told they would feel uneasy
(distress feeling). If personal distress and empathy are qualitatively distinct, and

both fé:elings are elicited by watching the woman receiving shocks, then these
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researchers predict that participants induced to misattribute their empathic feelings
would view their emotional reaction to watching the video as personal distress,
while participants induced to misattribute their distress fcelings‘/fould perceive their
emotional reaction to be empathy. Results of the study support these predictions,
and hence the distinction between empathy and personal distress. However,

Schachter and Singer's (1962) study of the various determinants of emotional state,

in which i\%ras discovered that many emotions are physiologically similar and can

-

only be differentiatcd.by Sbcial and cognitive cues, suggests that subjects in the :
above study reported feeling what they expected to feel based on the misattribution

. technique. For example, subjects induced to misattribute their distress feeﬁngs
rcportcci feeling empathy. While all subjects may only have felt personal distress
those led to misattribute their feelings in terms oé (\Warmth and sensitivity expressed
their feelings in empathic terms. As with the first strategy for distinguishing

between distress and empathy, it is unwise to unquestionably accept subjects’

reports since subjects may be expressing in different words thé same emotions.

A third strategy to determine if there is a quafitativc distinction between
distress and empathy is to demonstrate that the two emotions evoke different types
of motivation. In particular, we want to know if distress leads to egoistic and
empathy to altruistic motivation to help. The aforementioned study by Batson and
Coke (cited in Batson et al., 1983) employed a procedure purportedly
distinguishing Bctwecn these two types of motivation. The procedure involves
manipulating the ease with which a witness ;ould escape observing a victim in
distress without helping. Batson and Coke reasoned that if helping is moderately
costly to the witness (e.g., in terms of danger to him- or herself) and the motivation

to help is egoistic, that is to relieve one's own sense of distress, then the rate of
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helping behavior should decrease by making escape easy. This is because the
witness’ ultimate goal is to minimize personal distress and escape is the least costly
way to attain this goal. However, if the motivation to help is based on one's
empathy for the victim, that is it is altruistic, then making escape easy when it is
moderately costly to help should not reduce the rate of helping behavior since the
witness' ultimate goal is to minimize the victim's distress, and escape does not
produce this goal. Results of the Batson and Coke study support the view that
distress leads to egoistic and empathy to altruistic motivation to help. However, it
may be false to claim that those with egoistic motivation are likely to escape when
the ri’sk iﬁvolved in helping is high and escape is easy. To contend that witnesses
with egoistic motivation will escape under such circumstances presupposes that
they can forget the victim's distress by leaving the situation. This is unlikely in all
cases, and hence the internal distress of seeing the victim may persist. That is, the
internal distress of seeing the victim will likely not disappear by leaving thgz
situation, especxally if one knows that the victim is still in need of help. Thc best
way to relieve the inner distress is to help the victim as this assures one that the
victim's distress, and consequently one's own, is stopped. .In this way those
witnesses who help the victim may do so to alleviate their own distress, although
their motivation may be nﬁslabclq% as altruistic. It is conceivable that only egoistic
motivation exists, and that those participants whose motivation is labeled altruistic
may have overcome their distress by helping the victim.

The studies conductéd by Batson et al. (1983), extending the earlier work of
Batson and Coke (citeéi 1n Batson et al., 1983), assume the results of these earlier
studies to be valid. H’owcvcr, we have just seen that Batson and Coke's work

suffers from Conceptual pitfalls. Nevertheless, the first study by Batson et al.,
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essentially a replication of Batson and Coke's earlier work but in a natural setting,
produced only marginally significant statistical results (p <.06). This fact, coupled
with the conceptual flaws noted above, casts ,dogbt on the meaningfulness of these
results. The results of Batson et al.'s second study, a modification of the first,
reached statistical significance (p_< .05). The authors argue that this provides clear
evidence that distress leads to egoistic and‘empathy to altruistic motivation to help.
However, the importance.of this result must be tempered by the fact that achieving
statistical significance by making the proper experimental manipulations is
frequently not difficult. That is, certain changes can be made to the design of the
first study which increase the likelihood that statistical significance will be attained
in the second study. The work of Batson and his colleagues, in light of the
problems noted here, provides dubious support for the claim that altruism exists as
an aspect 'of human nature independent of primal narcissism.

This detailed consideration of both Hoffman's (1981) and Batson's (Batson
etal., 1983) work suggests thaf the evidence supporting the claim that altruism is a
separate aspect of human nature is not convincing. The evidence these scholars
provide to support the altruism claim contains conceptual flaws and may be
reinterpreted in terms of primal narcissism. The primal narcissism conjecture
implies that we are motivated to help somebody in need for one or more of three -
reasons: (a) to relieve our own distress olf seeing the person, (b) because we think
our actions may be reciprocated, and (c) because it makes us "feel good."
However, it is conceivable that we label 0;.11' motivation for helping "altruistic” in
order to make it more socially acceptable (i.e., our society emphasizes an altruistic
ethic and condones benevolent behavior), while our true motivation is egoistic. In

addition, many people may inappropriately label what they think or feel since words
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are human constructions susceptible to confusion. It is possible that many actions
people label "altruistic” are not actually altruistic. It may be best to co/h de that the
/

true motivation of "altruistic" behavior cannot be determined by data alone but is

"semiphilosophical” (e.g., sec Hoffman, 1981). Itis timcly' to consider so
arguments which support the primal narcissism view.
Arguments Supporting the Primal Narcissism Conjecture

One may be a primal narcissist (i.e., one whose ultimate concern is oneself,
as acfmed by the primal narcissism conjecture) and still perform apparently
"selfless" acts. As Freeman (1977) intimates, being ultimately concerned with
oneself need not stop‘one from accepting obligations to help others since these
others may later help oneself. Accepting such obligations is to one's advantage not
only because one may feel good doing so, knowing that one is helping somebody
else, but also because others may reciprocate. Similarly, Bishop Butler argues that
one must take aé interest in things other than oneself in order for self-interest to
_ develop (Sanders, 1978). This is because self-interest, as a general c{csirc for one's
own happiness, would have no object if one had no interest in things other than
oneself. The neutrality of these "first order” interests paves the way for being
interested in others and for acting in ways which involve the interests of others.
That is, one's self-interest may consist of an interest in helping others. This
suggests that even when helping others one may be concerned with how this affects
oneself. Kalin (1975) summarizes this view stating that "there is no restriction on
what a person can want or have an interest in. His wants may be selfish, confined
to his own pleasure or advancement, or they may be nonselfish, directed toward the
pleasure and well-being of another, or they may even be impersonal, scientific or

artistic, for example" (p. 329). This suggests the following: (a) primal narcissism
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is not selfishness since one may be interested in helping others (the selfish person is
only interested in him- or herself and has no desire to help others); (b) primal
narcissism is unfalsifiable since all of a person'’s interests can never be known (it is |
semiphilosophical); and (c) benevolence, as a desire to help others, is not distinct
from primal narcissism.

Barnhart (1976) distinguishes between altruism, which exists when a
person loves others free of self-interest, and unselfishness, Which exists when a
person contributes to another's happiness with no self-interest beyond finding
pleasure in the other’s happiness. He doubts that an altruist could exist since \
people do not help others without also expecting personal benefit (e.g., personal
happiness). What Barnhart describes as unselfishness may be called altruism by
many pa;ple. These words, representing similar but distinct phenomena, are
susceptible to confusion. If this is true then when these people claim to be altruistic
they really mean unselfish. The primal narcissism conjecture suggests that we can
be unselfish but not altruistic as these terms are defined by Barnhart. This is
because one's overriding concern for oneself precludes the possibility of acting
with no self-interest.

Olson (1961) differentiates between deliberate and nondeliberate acts of
self-sacrifice. Acts not in the agent's interest may be performed unintemionally if
the person has adopted an attitude of benevolence which has become a permanent
part of the personality and over which the individual has little control. The
bcncvolcpt attitude may have been vadopted initially if the person believed that it .
would bc to his or her advantage (¢.g., he or she felt that others would reciprocate).
That is, the person behavgs altraistically because of an unconscious belief that it is

to his or her advantage\ws}t) S0, ﬁ}ld in this way altruistic behavmr is covertly
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cgoistic.

In sum, Dwyer (1976) states "the point is that one cannot rationally value
someone else's happiness as such (as an end in itself) over and above one's own
happiness as such. And this fact i§ empirically verifiable--by means of
introspection” (p. 287). In conclusion, neit}{er biological models of altruism nor
behavidralevidence supporting the altruism claim constitute sufficient grounds to
warrant viewing altruism as an aspect of human nature distinct from primal
narcissism. This is because the evidence supporting altruism is conceptually flawed
and may be interpreted from the perspective of the primal narcissism conjecture.
Further, many scholars, while disclaiming altruism on philosophical grounds, lend
support to the primal narcissism formulation, With the existence of altruism
(essentially the antithesis of primal narcissism) as a unique aspect of human nature
doubtful, there may be more reason to regard primal narcissism as constituting an
aspect of human nature.

Implications of the Primal Narcissism View
Since the primal narcissism conjecture is a general statement concerning an
. aspect of human nature, its implications are broad. Specific implications, that is .

those involving particular situations, can only be obt: .ed from $pecific theory.
This is because a general picture concerning human nature, as the primal narcissism
conjecture paints, cannot take into account all variables in all contexts. '
Nevertheless, there is a eommon element among the implications, namely that one's
uldmate concern is oneself.

in havi ' 2

The primal narcissism conjecture is a statement about the functioning of the

individual, and is properly applied only to the individual. Nevertheless, for

-
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purposes of illustrating the applicability of the primal narcissism conjecture it may
be extrapolated beyond the individual to help us understand group behavior and
historical phenomena. While such analysis falls Within the realms of sociological
and social psychological inquiry, other psychological constructs have also been
projected onto the group. For example, the term "narcissism” originated as a means
of describing facets of individual activity, while there 1s currently discussion of
group narcissism and a culture of narcissism. It seems reasonable, therefore, to
apply the primal narcissism conjecture to the study of groups.

There are essentially two levels of analysis which may be used when
descnibing group phenomena in primal narcissism terms. First, one may focus on
the group itself, in which case the ultimate concern of a group is itself, where
"ultimate concern” is defined the same way here as it is for the individual (in chapter
four) and a group refers to a collectivity of individuals taken as a single unit. This
level of analysis, emphasizing the group itself as one entity, is typical of
sociological inquiry. Second, one may focus on the individual in the group, on
how he or she responds to the group and interacts with other members of the
group. This level of analysis, focusing on the individual/group relationship, is
common to investigation in social psychology. Both of these levels of analysis are
utilized here when applying the primal narcissism conjecture to group behavior.

A number of characteristics or functions may be ascribed to the analysis of
groups utilizing the primal narcissism conjecture. First, patriotism and loyalty may
be considered a devotion of the individual to those %ups or affiliations, such as
his or her nation or religion, which are of ultimate importance to the individual. An
individual's passion for "my country,” for example, and the willingness of

somebody to die in the service of his or her country may be regarded as byproducts
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of the individual’s ultimate concern with the naton. Fromm (197 3) similarly
regards group narciss e as the bagis of expressions of patriotism, faith, and
loyalty. Second, primal narcissismin the group may help account for the solidarity
and coheston of the group. Specifically, people atfiliate themselves with others
who have something in common with themselves (e.g., a common origin,
ideology, ete.). Such affiliation infuses a sense of community in the members of
the group who are ultimately concerned with the group as there is a common bond
among its members. Again, Fromm (1973) believes that group narcissism furthers
the solidarity and C()hcsi()nwc group. Third, group primal narcissism may be
seen as the force behind t?qﬁ&wgsmnccs in which & group looks out for 1its own best

interests, The history of ¥4

ese in the Canbbean, considered shortly,
exemplifies this. Fourth, a beliet in the ultimate importance of one's own group
may provide one with a sense of sansfaction, pride, and worthwhileness. This s
particulurly true of those individuals who have few other reasons for fecling this
way, foreven if one is the least respected member of the group there is
compensation in knowing that "I am a member of this important group” (Fromm,
1973). Finally, primai narcissism may be the agent responsible for the tendency ot
some people to elevate their own group while devaluing other groups. If one's
own group is of ultimate concern then other groups must not be as important, and
therefore may be devalued. This is only a partial list of ways in which the primal
narcissism conjecture may be used to help analyze grou= prenomena, but it is
sufficient to create a sense of the utility of the conjecture in this endeavour. With
this foundation we may now consider a few examples of group behavior and
historical occurrences as they would be viewed from this perspective of the primal

narcissism conjecture.
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Moses (1982) uses the notion of group narcissism to help us better
understand historical cvcnis. For example, he describes Nazi Germany a$ an
instance of extremely pathological group narcissism displaying the emotional and
behavioral manifesfations of narcissistic ;'agc. Kohut (1978d) and Loewenstein
(1977) also describe Nazi Ger?na_nyi in group narcissism terms. For Loewenstein,
Hitler was a narcissist who above all else sought revenge, on a woﬂd wide scalé,
~ for the humiliation he experienced in his youth. He appealed to the German people
because he was strong and because he infused them with a narcissistic pride in theu
nation. (In the pvreccding two decades be~fore Hitler gained:power Germany was
not a proud nation because of it§ loss during the first World War and 15 consequei.
economic collapse.) As Fromm (1973) suggests, leaders who are convinced of

their missions and who appear absolutely certain in their ambitions fir 1 it easy to

N

convince large audiences td follow. Basically, Hitler was ultirnately coricerned with
satisfying his own desire for revenge rather than helping the German people, and
the éerman people cbllectivcly were ultimately concerned with making their nation
strong and proud. | g |

When Chinese immigrants-arrix)cd in Jamaica late last century an economic
~ vacuum existed on the isiand as there was no g;oup operating the retail system.
The blac!c peasantry was tied to a rural cxistencc‘on'slave plantations while the
upper class whites regarded retailing as beneath them. The Chinese, constitutinga
minority of less than one per cent of the population on the island, occupied a'nd ‘
. dominated retail trade, improving their éconornic lot gnormously. They élso
consolidated their ranks through cultural explusivéness, such as restrictivé n%arriage
customs and ethnic allegiance. However, the social environment changed o

dramatically in the 1950s when Jamaica gained its independence and the new ruling

vath
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elite were a racial mixture. It was now advantageous for the Chinese to join the
elite socially rather than occupy a racially segregated middle class, and within
fifteen years they no longer constituted a distinct cultural group They adopted the
bourgeois life style whllc mamtammg racial consciousness (Wilson, 1978b). While
the history of the Jamaican Chinese may make a good case study for an analysis of
the psychological phenomenon of adaptability, it also illustrates a group behaving in
its own best interests. Tt is reasonablc to assume that the Chinese immigrants were
ultimately concerned with themselves as a group because they were new to the
island and they shared a common heritage. Their history illustrates group pﬁmul
narcissism since they collectively undertook what was in their own best interests
while simultaneously maintaixﬁng group loyalty. |

A final example of group primal narcissism involves war. Such
confrontanons frequently occur when one group elevates itself while dcvalumg the
other. Believing that the devalued group is somehow less important than itself, the
group whlch has elevated itself feels _]UStlfiCd in humiliating and otherwise harming

the devalued group. Moses (1982) likewise suggests that it is characteristic of all

..+ nations to feel superior to other nations. He utilizes this notion when describin g the

s
_predominance of narcissistic phenomena in the conflict between the Arabs and

;ﬂIsraelis, and notes how each nation regards itself as good and the other as bad. The

primal nar,g;i'ésism conjecture may be used to analyze the Arab/Israeli conflict, in
Wthh éas'eéﬁ’ch group is ultimately concerned with itself. The conflict arose |

| becaise eaép group felt that it had the right to claim certain territory for itself.

nBcéause each group is ultimately concerned with itself and bclicv;s itscif to be good

and doing the right thing it feels justified it neglecting the claim of the other group,

and hence there has been no resoluuon of the confiict. The primal narcissism of



each group perpetuates and exacerbates the situation. |

While the primal narcissism conjecture deals specifically with the individual
person it may nevertheless be applied to an analysis of group behavior. Once
extrapolated the conjecture states that the ultimate concern of a group is itself.
Several ways in which the conjecture may be used te investigéte group phenomena
have been elucidated and illustrated. The point is not that this is the only way of
construing such phenomena, which may also be viewerl as manifestations of
"enlightened self-interest" for example, but that they are capable of being interpreted
by the primal narcissism conjecture.

arcissism and the Li 1 o=

The stages of the lifespan reflect an unfolding of primal narcissism. With
changes in physical, social, and cognitive development, and with variations in
learned cultural acquirements, personal beliefs, goals, et cetera, prirnal narcissism
manifests itself differently at different ages. Nevertheless, certain characteristics
common to most people of a given developmental level may be interpreted from the
perspect(iife of the primal narcissism conjecture.

In order to survive infants are biologically predisposed to behave in ways
which are self-satisfying or which cause adults to satisfy the,rr needs. For example,
genetically determined reflexes such as the rooting reflex ('m(?;vhich the infant
searches for and sucks on the mother's nipple when brushed on the cheek by it) are
-geared toward biological survival while cryiné makes ‘the caregivers aware that
certain needs or wants should be satisfied. As the infant matures during the first
year of lrfe he or she will express distress upon seemg the primary caregiver,
usually_ t}yé mother éhsappear since e it is this person who 1s respons1ble for the

'f’?“

infant's welfare The mfant also begms to explore and master the environment as
Ty

)
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the first step toward some degree of autonomy and independence. Furthermore,
young children love to be the center of attention, and it is not uncommon for them
to "perform” when an audience is present. In general, the infant is biologically
predisposed to be ultimately self-concerned in order to sustain biological survival,
but as he or she progresses through the first year of life social development allows
for the child to want to become the center of attention tol the point that "the word
selfish, as commonly lrl.gﬁd b}(»@dults, is an appropriate description of the one-year-
old” (1. J. Mitchett, 980 79)

Bleiberg (1984) states “;hat a child encounters narcissistic injuries while
establishing a personal identity, bour;daries, and autonomy, suggesting libidinal
Self—investment at this time. Furthermore, as these processes require self-reflection
(e.g., a child must be aware of what he or she is capable of or not capable of when

determining boundaries) a certain level of self-concern is necessary. Children also M.fjn‘-

display certain drives or needs which suggest that they are ultimately concerned -
with themselves. For example, the needs to acquire competence and gain
independenc‘e are requisite for survival and assume self-concern for their success as
it is.only with self-concern that survival is maintained. It is also commonly
assumed that children are egocentric, believing that the world revolves around them
and that the onlyhview of the World is their own. It is also at this time that children
are heavily socialized into an altruistic ethic. As Rogers (1980) maintains, the care
and positive regard which children are dependent on others for becomes associated
with conditions of Qvorth, which they introject, and hence children are made to feel
responsibility to others. Finally, children follow rules and obey commands for
essentially selfish reasons, such as avoiding punishment or getting praise, or to

receive personal benefits. In sum, children (especially one to three year olds) " . . .



behave with their own interests in mind" (J. J. Mitchell, 1980, p. 96).

Primal narcissism is perhaps most conspicuous during adolescence. There
 are several reasons for this. To begin with, adolescence is the timé of what Erikson
call‘s the "identity crisis,” in which youth are actively engaged in a process of
determining who they are. Self-concern is prerequisite to this er\ldcavour because
one would not be concerned with establishing ego integrity if one was not
concerned about oneself to begin with. In addition, with physical and cognitive
}naturation adolescents seek to develop a sexual identity and they become
preoccupied with their own thought processes (they are now capable of dealing
with abstractions and hypotheticals). Many also begome involved in ideological '
struggles as they react against their parents and asse>f themselves in the cognitive
realm. Furthermore, it is during adolescence that the pfbcesses of individuation and
distantiation from parents occur.” Conversely, adolescents are self-conscious of
conforming to what the peer group considers acceptable social behavior and
appearance, and are very suscéptiblc t(; peef group pressure. This is the result
mainly of a concern with being accepted. Finally, adolescents display a lingering
egocentrism, as observed iﬁ the "imaginary audiencc"*}(viz., the belief that one is the
center of attention and that one's every move is being scrutinized by one's peerg)
and tﬁe "persohal fable" (viz., the associated belief that, since one is the focus of
attention, one is somehow special or unique).

Many adults are socialized by our altruistic value system into sublimating
their primal narcissism. They yield to our society's materialistic preoccupation and
display their primal narcissism covertly by acquiring material pdssessions, such as
houses and cars, which act as self-extensions. ‘This is evidenced by the pride that

many people display in their possessions, such as "my car" or "my house."
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According to Erikson, the young adult is faced with the psychosocial crisis of
intimacy versus isolation. If resolved successfully he or she c;t;blishcs a
relationship with a partner of the opposite sex to satisfy personal needs (e.g., for
sex and begetting offspring). The main reason for not successfully resolving this’
crisis is that one is unwilling to share oneself. The key to favorably navigating this
Crisis is to absorb oneself in "intimate sexual fulfillment” with one's partner while
still maintaining an "independence of spirit” (Monte, 1980, p. 256). The mature
adult, Erikson suggests, must face the crisis of generativity versus stagnation.
Successful resolution occurs when the adult needs to be needed and needs to be
concerned with his or her own offspring. However, failure to do so results when
the adult cannot give him- or herself over to his/her progeny but remains basically
selfish, desiring to satisfy his/her own personal needs. In both casﬁs the mature
adult's concemn is with satisfying some of his or her own needs (albeit different
needs depending on how the crisis is resolved).

Finally, some older people become overtly preoccupied with themselves as
they strive to find or create the meaning of their lives in the face of death. They
become so consumed with aespajr at the thought of their an death that they totally
immerse themselves in making the most of the time they have left (e.g., doing the
things they always wanted to but never did), while others wallow in their despair.
Conversely, other older people may become immersed in the trivialities of everyday
living because of their fear of déath. In both cases they are concerned with
themselves and their mortality. This view of the final stage of the life cycle is akin
to Erik Erikson's final psychosocia}' stage of developmcnt; denoted by the crisis of
ego integrity versus despair, in whi;:h the person in old age cares for him- or herself

if the crisis is successfully resolved.
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This ends the life cycle, and suggests how the primal narcissism conjecture
may be used in describing various stages of the lifespan. The point is that changes
people undergo over time may be described at least partially in terms of variations in
the manifestations of primal narcissism with age.

Causes of Psychopathology

The determinants of abnormal ideation and behavior are unknown and
présumcd numerous. Among the plurality of potential precipitants of
psychopathology some of those consistent with the primal narcissism conjecture are
suggested here. These accounts of mental disease are similar to those elucidated by
humanistic and existential psychologists since the focus is on the inner experiences
of the individual rather than observable behavior. It is ﬁrst suggested that R
psychopathology is fostered by an environment which teaches and reinforces
acceptance of an altruistic ethic, thereby frustrating one's natural inclination to
express primal narciss§ism. Under such circumstances an incongruence is created
between one's social facade and one's real self, and this incongruence rhay causally
precipitate the development of a mental disorder. Next, it is proposed that one's
inability to reconcile discrepant needs, specifically the*neéd for self-centeredness
with those needs involving others (e.g., for belongingness), may cause one to losc.
a sense of one's own independent existence, thereby promoting psychopathology.
Finally, the current proliferation of narcissism may be accounted for by the view,
expressed in the previous chapter, that m,S)dem society encoui‘ages the expression of

. -
narcissism by its emphasis on consu: ~rism and individualism. (Consumerism
may be viewed as an expression of inc. . lualism in that the emphasis on satisfying
one's own desires expressed in indivic. nay be accomplished partially

through the acquisition of material po. = )



Society teaches conformity to the altruistic ethic while condoning primal
narcissism cévcﬁly. One may create a facade to conform to the social dcg}ﬁnds of
the altruistic ethic (e.g., being selfless, playing fair) while still identifyiéé with the
primally narcissistic sel»f-concept. As Laing (1983) states, "the individual reacts
and feels towards oneself only partially in terms of the person one takes oneself to
be [the social facade] and partially in terms of his phantasy of what one is [the
primally narcissistic self]" (p. 35), where the social facade arises as the individual
complies with the expectations of others. 'Laing (1982) asserts that if one's social
facade of conformity is confirmed by others with'a concomitant lack of genuine
confirmation of the real (i.e., primally narcissistic) self, then one is placed in a false
position of not knowing which of one's identities (viz., the social facade or the
primally narcissistic self) accurately portrays one's real nature. In other words, one
begins to wonder whether the social facade or the primally na,:(\:issistic self |
represents the "real” person. As Laing (1982) implies, psychopathology is a
possible outcome of this incongruence. This is similar to Rogers's belief that
anxiety results when there are inconsistencies between the way one sees oneself and
the way one believes others perceive oneself.

One must go beyond self-centeredness in order to establish relationships
which satisfy some of one's needs (e.g., the need for love) (May, 1979).
However, one may extend too far and lose one's centeredness. That is, one may
lose one's identity in relationships with others, becoming merely an extcﬁsion of
these others. "A firm sense of one's own autonomous identity is required in order
that one may be related as one human being to another. Otherwise, any and cvéry
relationship threatens the individual with loss of identity" (Laing, 1983, p. 44). As
Laing (1983) suggests, lacking a sc_nse' of autonomous id@?&y may precipitate the
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development of a mental disorder. Establishing and maintaining a sense nf
independent identity involves formulating and preserving one's own values,
opinions, and g‘oals. These processes all require that one be concerned with "what
[ think" and "how | feel."” They\all require self-cbn’éefn, a variant of narcissism.

There has been an apparent proliferation of narcissism over the past several
years (e.g., see Stevens et al., 1984). The precise reason for this is unknown.

One possibility is that the actual frequency of narcissism is not increasing but
therapists are only now discarding preformed conceptions of mental illness, thereby
allowing them to clea-rlly see instances of narcissistic characterology (Dervin, 1982).
Another possibility, maintained by some scholars (e.g., Battan, 1983), is that
narcissism represents an adaptation to recent cultural changes. Whatever the
reason(s), the proliferation of narcissism is evidenced by both the quantity of
articles in psychological publications dealing with the subject, and by the success of
popular literature on the topic, Christopher Lasch's bestseller The Culture of
Narcissism for example.

The view expressed in the previous chapter, namely that primal narcissism
is an aspect of human nature but narcissism is increasingly more evident because of
the emphasis on individualism in contemporary sé/cicty, may help account for the
current burgeoning of narcissistic phenomena. Briefly, both explanations for the
increase in narcissism noted above are consistent with my claim that while the
amount of narcissism is actually not increasing (since narcissism represents an
aspect of human nature and hence we are all narcissists) recent cultural changes
encouraging materialism and individualism have nevertheless produced an apparent
proliferation of narcissism by condoning 1ts expression.

This 1illustrates ways in which the primal narcissism conjecture may be used
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to help us understand psychopathology. These are, however, only tentative
delineations which may be further elaborated.

Approach to Therapy

A psychotherapeutic approach consonant with the primal narcissism
conjecture would be similar to humanistic and existential modes of therapy. It
would likf:ly be a "talking” therapy in which the therapist engages the client
personally, ata level involving the client's true self, rather than at a level involving
social roles t}}at the client has adopted. This is because the therapist realizes that the
client's ultimate concern is his or her true (primally narcissistic) self, and

I'd

. ;(herapcutic progress is only possible when the client is encountered on this level.

! This suggests that the therapist would not utilize an arsenal of standard techniques
since doing so minimizes the uniqueness of each client ahd his/her specific
problem, and consequently the intimacy required in order for the therapist to engage
the client personally would be lessened. Generally, psychotherapy based on the
primal narcissisti ~onjecture would be grouhdcd in two fundamental principles: (a)
the therapist assumes that people are ultimately concerned with themselves, and (b)
the therapist's task is to help the client realize and accept this. The therapist must
accept the client's ultimate self-concern and use it as a foundation for therapeutic
work. Furthermore, since the primal narcissism conjecture suggests that the self is
the arbiter of reality, then the client must work out solutions to his or her own
problems. The therapist functions as a facilitator, helping the client to accurately
see his or her problems and self. | \

As implied above, primal narcisﬁfsem therapy would be different from

therapies which make use of standard techniques. This is because such therapies

do not affect the client's "true,” primally narcissistic self but rather involve his or



her social facade, and only by engaging the authentic self can progress be made.
This may help us o understand why behavioral technologies, such as behavior
modification, are of limited effectiveness unless continually reinforced (i.e., effects
created with the use of such technologies extinguish without continued
reinforcement): they do not contact the client's true self, which is ultimately
important. Such behavioral therapies treat the symptoms of a pmblsm (the
behavior, the social facade) rather than the cause, which is rooted ithhe true self.
Psychotherapy based on the primal narcissism conjecture, on the other hand, would
engage the true self, and while perhaps being more difficult to conduct than
behavioral therapies its results would likely be more substantial (e.g., long lasting).

Psychotherapists attempt to help their clients alleviate possible sources of
their problems. For the therapist who adheres to the primal narcissism conjecture
this is done by respecting the client's ultimate self-concern, and hence the therapist
must make contact with the client's true self. The exact way in which a therapist
helps a client depends on that client's specific problem. For example, in the above
section on causes of psychopathology it was not¢d that people may alienaté their
true selves by erecting a social facade which is confirmed by others, and this may
contribute in some measure to a mental disorder. In such a case the therapist may
help the client become aware of the discrepancy between the true and false selves,
and allow the client to discover that accepting one's ultimate self-concern and living
in terms of what "feels good" rather than by the reinforcement of the social facade
one may achieve mental health. This illlistratcs one way in which therapy
consistent with the primal narcissism conjecture may be conducted. .

A certain sequence would likely unfold during the course of therapy. The

steps outlined here are similar to those discussed by Rogers (1961; 1980). First,

L
~
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the therapist would help the client overcome the demoralizing feelings associated v
with the belief that one is somehow psychologically disturbed. The therapist could
accomplish this by letting the client know that he or she is valued for who he/she is
and not who he/she is‘supp()scd to be (i.e., the true self vs. the social facade).
Next, the client would be encouraged to formulate the essence of his or her problem
and to determine possible causes of the problem (e.g., the incongruence between
one's true self and one's social facade as created by conformity to the altruistic
ethic). During this stage the therapist helps the client to achieve insight into the
problem. In the third stage ways of alleviating the problem are suggested and

implemented. For example, the client is encouraged to accept that people are

ultmately concerned with themselves and to trust him- or = . -ather than live by
the expectations and reinforcement of others. Finally, the . .. is taught self- ,
. . . . . _’;'” s A”\A
- monitoring skills and accepts self-rewards, such as personal satisfaction, rather «F’: .

Wl

than external rewards for determining what is acceptable. (Reliance upon external
rewards may be a cause of the problem to begin with since they are frequently
contingent upon conformity with social expectations which run counter to one's
natural bent to live as a primal nar%issist.)

Basically, a therapeutic affproach based on the primal narcissism conjecture
would be a talking therapy in which~the therapist accepts the client's ultimate self-
concern and helps the client to accept this as well. The client is encouraged to live
in a self-satisfying manner rather than in accordance with social expectations, and is
taught to rely on self-rewards rather than reinforcement from others (e.g., to do
things becausé they "feel good," regardless of what others t_hink).

These are general descriptions of some broad implications of the primal

narcissism conjecture. The basis of all of these implications is that an individual's



ultimate concern is him- or herself. o
Conclusion

The issue of human nature has been the subject of considerable speculation
and debate since antiquity. The diversity df views regarding human nature and their
philosophical flavor vary from Ortega's (1975) contention that people have no
inherent nature but must determine it unicjuely at each moment of existence, to the
c;hical objectivist's claim that humans are innately selfish. In this thesis I present a
formulation of human nature in the form of the primal narcissism conjecture. -

The primal narcissism conjecture states that one is ultimately concermned with
oneself. Icontend that primal narcissism is a fundamental aspect of human nature.
In support of this contention I extract evidence principally from the disciplines of
psychology and philosophy, and I consider possible objections to the primal
narcissism claim (e.g., altruism, as a concern for others over and above a concern
for oneself, is essentially the antithesis of primal narcissism). [ also 3ugg¢st: some

"

broad implications of this view. ' . T

I realize that there will be objections to the primal narcissism claim, as there.

are with all views of human nature. For example, sweeping stateménts gb(iu; .

human nature may be criticized for oversimplifying the diVérsity of human - - Lo ,J

phenomena and for ignoring individual differences. Such criticisiis arel»iné\‘}ftab}'c, L

»

when dealing with a concept as all-encompassing as human nature. Furthermore, e
5]

empirical evidence in suppert of the primal narcissism conjcctfirc is$parse, and.daa
i 4 ; 3

are insufficient to decide which view of human nature, if any, i%wi'*ﬁfght."

Arguments for or against a particular view must necessarily peingih o

"semiphilosophical,” as this term is described in chapter one; .-

e

10 experimental




e

evidence bears direcdy onit, and consequently its validity as a statement concerning
human nature cannot be determined by empirical data alone. The semiphilosophical
nature of the primal narcissism conjecture arises because it suggests an answer i
the primal question "what is human nature?" This question cannot be answered
definitively. As Jaspers (1975) observes, while we can ask primal questions we
cannot “stand near the beginning” 1o answer them: "Our questions and answers are
in part determined by the historical tradition in which we find ourselves. We
apprehend truth from our own source within the historical tradition” (p. 160).

The validity of the primal narcissism conjecture in representing an aspect of
human nature, like that of egoism and altruism, cannot be determined conclusively
based on existing cvidcncq. This is because al] action and motivation may be
viewed as manifestations of primal narcissism but need not be (e.g., altruism may
be regarded as separate from primal narcissism).

The value of my thesis lies in articulating an alternate view of human nature
resulting from the integration of ciohynﬁith narcissism. It is not intended to

I
provide a definitive answer to the question "what is human nature?”, but to generate

new ideas and to bridge the gulf between related ideas in philosophy and

psychology. It has the added virtue of helping us to understand ourselves, and the
view espoused here accommodates the appearance of individual differences (in
attitudes, temperament, etc.) while maintaining that we share a basic commonality,
namely that we are all ulumately concerned with ourselves.

Finally, a few suggestions for further study can be made. The work
presented here is conjectural. Some of the ideas may be elaborated upon or tested
by quantitative and qualitative research. For example, one might utilize a projective

test in which respondents relate a story in order to detenmine the degree to which
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people are ultimately concerned with themselves in their stories, ora

phenomenological description of people's experiences may be used to clarify the B
cdnjcct’ure. Lastly, the implications of the primal narcissism view suggested here
may be fleshed out. A full explication of these implications, along with a |

consideration of others, would prove valuable. |
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