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’ ABSTRACT
The human situation may be viewed a§ encﬁmpassing a

number ﬁfvtheﬁés which play‘strongly in the quality of- life
for man and society. From a psychological perspective,
thoép of socialization and deveiopment dominaté. The struc-
turing of man's pé;sonality, the quglity of his relatedness-
in-the-world, émanates from the interplay of these two
themés bound together by his most distinctive process: lan-
guége. The purpose of this study is to pregent an original
model of personality development and modes of human exis-
tence, based on the changing nature and role of language
across the life span.. 4

JIn Fhe‘present conceptualization, personality is seen
as geveléﬁing through a‘possible six levels, each di;E}n—
guished by a ﬁualitatively different role of language'inﬂthe
regulation of behaviour and‘qmergencé of self. Lgnguagé is

seen to shift from that of a means to differentiate aspects

~of the world, to becoming increasingly involved in the re-

gulation of behaviour and determination of life's motives.
At the highest levels of personality development, language

‘
is seen to embddy the person's existentialsmeanings, para-
doxically leading to the silence which rgsolyes the tension
between the individual and society. From this perspective
the sig levels are developmentally successive, and the focus

of the present study is to propose a language-action tax-

onomy of human development.

»
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The levels axze, however, not restricted to being suc- s
;essive; individuals may ”regres§” to lower levels. Depen-
ding on the sitﬁation, these regrésgions may be momentary
or fairly enduring, as in brief bursts of anger or chronic
depression. Furtheéaore, not all individuals develop a
high degree of self-regulation, spending the.majority of
‘their lives acting according to the external values and
expectéqions of society. Such acceptance of conventional
meanings is seen as distinguished from a style of related-
ness which, by beiﬁg proactive and creative, is more auto-
nomous and authentic. The critical difference is related
to the degree of linguistically based sélf-emergence and
self-regulatién. A second perspective_on‘persong&ity is
therefore preposed, whereby the six developmentai levels
are discussed in terms of cérresponding modes of existence.
That is, six modes of existence, each defiﬂed in terms of
the language-actidn relationship, are viewed as necegsary
to account fér the wide situaéional variability of human
behaviour. : . |

| The six levels of personality dévelopment, and six
" modes qf existenée, are theoretical conceptualizations based
on the view that language is important and central for un-
defstanding persons and their actigns. A final section\of
the present study discusses’poséible implications, both in
terms of research and clinical appllcatxgn for further
study into the/telatlonsﬁlp between language, the emergence

r

of self, and/théj%evelopmen and actualization of —

1/
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I. Introduction

g

The advance of knowledge is often the regult of
vigourous debate between proﬁonents of oépositional theo-
retical perspectives. In the field of psychology, major
advances have .sometimes been made as a result of very
clear theroetical juxtapositions, such as %g the case of
the nature-nurture controversy. At other times, debate
has occurred where theoretical‘positions are SO numerous
as to preclude the possibility of a compromise in terms
of an 1nteract10n effect between two uaJor factors
‘This i¢ partlcularly evident in the field of personality
psychology where theorles abound, many with radically
opposed presuppositions on the nature of man. The gene-
ral purpose of the present study is to addrees this
basic state'of:theoretical opposition within the ps&cho-
logical studf of huﬁan beings and their development of
personality. Specifically, the objective is to present
-an original theoretical perspective on ﬁuﬁan development
and existence which, rather than directly competing with
any'given theori,of ﬁersonality, synthesizes several
major perspectives by establlshlng a common unlfylng bond
between them | | . J

The follow1ng chapters will attempt to define a

51ng1e contlnuum upon which it ,will be possible to view

human personallty development as hierarchically sequenced

1.



while, at the same time, accounting for a broad range of
possibilifies for human action and existence. The‘cpnti-
nuumn, ér unifying bond, is represented by man's unique
ability to symbolize, to form and transform his world-’
iew based oﬁ the experiences of himself and othe:é.

Through .a compregensive consideration of the nature, pro-
" cess and functions of human language, a framework for the
emergence of'self'and the structuring of human modes of
existence is developed. T

At first glance, thé‘statements above may indicate
ko t?e reader that the present study will only add to
the confusion in personality psychology rather than con-
tributing to the positive advance of knowledge. 1In one
sense, such a concern is vaiid since the present study
is clearly intended to present a theoretical perpectivé
on the devel pmeﬂ!, and existence, of humah’beings. A
VRTY importa péint requires immediate attention, there-
foreg in order that the praesent conceptualization may be
viewed as a distinctly-fresh perspective. This initial
p01nt has to do with perhaps the most fundamental theo—
retlcal issue in psychology, whether)han is an actlve
agent in his own development and behaviour, or whether
he is essentially a passive reaétor‘to forces which de-
termine his”nature for him.

J

4 Allport (1955) refers to this. Fundamental 1ssue as
N
reflectlng a basic polarity between Lookean (p3351ve) and
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Leibnitzian kactive).créditichs of minc and the nature

of man., Of course, this basic polarity could be expanded
to include, .for example, modern day.empiricism and the
natural science perspective as juxtaposed to the process
views of modern physics.and Lastern transcendental psy-
chologiee} Regardless of how flnely one chooses to .
subordlnate schools of thought w1th1n the context of

this basic polarity, the isstie remains that psychology

is faced b& an apparentlyluniesolvable debate,

One reason why the debate seems ugreeolvable is
t;_L-the evidence for each perspective ‘is 1og1ca11y con-
sistent within the paradignm of that perspective, and
equal evidence can often be pﬁf forth to support radi-
caliy opposed theoretical views. Forfexamﬁle, the amount
of literature resulting from studies aimed at "settling"
the nature-nurture controversy, or the debate between
continuity and diecontinuity supporters should provide\
ample evidence that the validity of any $ingle position
is, at beEt, a function of thevperspective-taken by the
observer. This 1is remlnlscent of. the 31tugtlon w1th1n

which physics found itself at the turn of the century,

where there was major confusion ahnd disagreement regar-

ding the nat.ire of light. Zukav (1979) speaks of this

- example, and it is presented here to illusttaté the pos-

4
sible implications of a fresh perspective on an apparent

!

- fundamental incongruity. \ .
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In 1905, light had beén interpreted as either wave
phénomenon 9; a particle phenomenon but not both simul-
taneously s}'EE thE\two represented mutually exclusive,
or complement;ry, aspects. 1In that there was strong
evidence to support either wave theory or particle theory,
physics was fanfdiwith a significant inconsistency. In
proposing his light-as-a-particle thesis, Einstein admit-
tedly could not refute the wave theory so he mdrely ac-
cepted the apparent contradlctlon as somethlng which would
be understood at a later date. As the history of modern
physics has shown, the particle-wave duality of light was
eventually accepted and, as a result, quantum mechanics
emerged. The point is that rather than confusing the is-
sue, the aceeptanee of a fundamental paradox, or inconsis-
tency, resulted in a fresh perspective and further ad-
vances in the body of knowiedge o
J Man-as-free and man as-determined may be seen as mu-
tually exc1u31ve and mutually 1ncons1stent views of human
nature. Yet the sugge;tlon is being ma@e that we accept
the validity of each position andﬂ rather than attempt to
prove one or’ the other true (or false), we search for a
framework by which we can understand human nature from
either perspective. The current confusion of psychology
is not seew so much in terms of the variety of theoretical

perspectives, hut rather the lack of a unifying bond be-

tween them.” Rather than argﬁing, for example, whether.or



not man has freedom of choice, the following study accepts %/\

~both possibilities as valid aspects of human development

and existence. Furthermore, the present study attempts

to explicate a framework upon which to ascertain at what

‘level of development, or db&e of existence (free or de-

, :
termined in this example), a person is acting.

The present study suggests that a major limitation -
of existing psychologlcal theorles is that they view hu-

man nature uni dlmen51ona11y, as belng either free or

fdetermlned. They take, as it were, a monocular‘view of

any given action and interpret that acticn within the uni-
dlmen51ona1 framework of their theory. 1In one sense, such
an approach is essential in order to maintain the theory's
internal consistency, but we qust remind ourselves that 
internal consisténcy is relativé being a functlon of the
presuppositions of the theory 1tself It would be illogi-
cal and self-defeating for behéviourism to éitela spe-
cific example, to view a glven actlon blnocularly since

it is a uni-demensional theory, based on the assumption -

that all behav1our\1s determined by environmental contin-
gencies. The llmltétlons of any uni- dimen31onal theory of
man become apparent when external con31stency is tested,
such as wHen behav1ourlsm and psychoanalysis are compared
on their interpretation of a given behaviour. Again, the

point being made is that while the two interpretations

would be‘inconsiStent with -each other, each theory's



interéretation would be internally consistent with its
own preeuppositionshand basic paradigm. '

The struggle in which psychology ofteﬁ finds itself
engaged is the attempted resolution as to which theoreti-
cal position is '"true", or at least "more valid". The
present study is not‘intended to introduce a true, or more
valid, perspective on the actions of hupan beings. The
present study, by accepting a fundamental inconsistency,
attempts to provide a multi- dlmensional view on human ac-

" tion and beh iaviour. The fundamental inconsistency is that
human nature, and therefore beheviour, is both free and
determined, dependent upon the person's level of develop-
ment.and their existential situation.’Jin other words, |
the present i~dimensional perspective hypothesizéds
that persopé/may develop the capacity to make'free choices,
but thét.ghej“a5‘56t\§ly§yd/exercise this ability.

The framework upon’@hich the following study attempts
to establish this hypothesis is based on the unique phe-
nomenen of human‘ianguage for, as Murray (1972-1974)"
points:out,'”Like'air itself, it (lenguage) permeates
every nook and cranny of existence" (p. 473). The frame-
'work of language is further viewed to represent a conti-
nnum, from the infant's "preverbal silence . to the deve-
lopment of self-regulativellangﬁage by the individual, and

to the paradoxical "trans-verbal silence" language leads

to as we become lost for words in our more mystical or



transcendental experiences. The ceqtral thesis of. the
present stud§ is that, by forming a pérspective“on human
acﬁibn based on the phenomenon of language, we wili then
be able to recognize a minimum of six sﬁecific levels of °
_personality development and s%x corresponding modes of
human existence.

0 The important poinﬁ to be made is that some of these
-levels and’modes are seen to reflect a determined human

nature, while others reflect a human nature which is es-

sentially self—detéréined?’ That is, the nature of man is

t
v

seen to change from free to determined and vice-versa,
both from a‘developmental as well as an existential éer-
spective., The ftruth" value of any uni-dimensional theory
df.human nature will therefore depend on, and be limited
by, the level of development and ﬁode éf existence repre-
sented by a particular behaviour of an individual. Fur-
;hermore, the key to the énalysis of any given behaviour
is the.careful observatien of the nature and role of the

individual's language as it relates to the identified be-

hgviour;'

An Introductory Overv.ew

-

The chapters whieh follow attempt té bring forth
lspecifig‘arguments and éssumptions pertinent to the cen-
tral thesis presented aﬁgve. As 1anguaé;\i§?being sﬁg¥
gested as the unifying bond between the multiple dimen-

sions of human nature and behgviour, the first task is



to establish a conceptual framework from which to view

the importance of language in human existence. Chapter II
therefore presents a framework, not oniy in terms of the

' central importance of language in human existence, but
also in terms of man's multi-dimensional nature. The work

of Cassirer, who defines man as animal symbolicum (Cas-

sirer, 1944), is emphasized in stressing the iﬁportance of
language, while the process philosophy of VWhitehead is
cited to illustrate the possibility of a multi-dimensional
nature of man.
| Once a framework for the importance of language in
a censideration of human behaviour and existence has been
established, Chapter III then defines language more;spe7
cifically. The chapter first deals with the nature of
language, presenting three basic theoretical poérione:
lapguage as verbal behaviour; language as a generative
grammar; and language as a world-view. The attempt is -
‘made to demonstrate that language itself is a multi-di-
mensional phenbmenon, requiriﬁg a broad definition from
several perspectives. \

Within this section on the nature of language, an
" extended discussion of Skinner's (1957, 1974) theory of
language-as-verbal-behaviour is presented, not to totally
refute or accept-his view, but rather to suggest how his

uni- dimenSLOnal theory of language (and man) is compatible

~with a multi dimen31onal f?eory such as the one being-
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developed in the present study. The extended discussion
is necessary so that a clear understanding and apprecia-
tion of a fundamental paradox of language and human be-
havioir is possible. This paradox, which is discussed
earlier (in C;;pter II), is that language is not only a
powerful meané by which man‘c;eates hi§ own experiefices,
but that it is also a peowerful force which con;?ols and
directs the behaviour of mag. Skiﬁﬁer's general position

(of mechanistic determinism) reflects the latter instance

) ' 4 « - »
but, due to its uni-dimensionality, rejects the possibi-

‘lity of the first example where man is free to creaté’his

[

own expefiences. By intrbducigg the concept of "pseﬁdo—
symbols'" (words ﬁhich have the”power'tb control and .de-
termine human behaviour),’;he present théory is able to
account for this fundamental paradox of‘languag?.and human
behaviour. |

The process of language is next to be discﬁssed} with
an emphasis on the relationship between 1angu§ge as ﬁin4
terna} schemgtizing activity" (Werner and Kaplan, 1263),
and the process view of man ;re§éhted by Whitehead (1938){

Considerable attemntion is given to the  work of Werner and

-~

Kaplan since their theoretical framework is seen to be
relatively consistent with a multi-dimensional view of
human nature and development. Furthermore, their discus-

sion of Ehe process of symbol formation is summarized as

.it reinforces the concept of how language develbpment may

L2
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be related to inter-and intra-oersonsl interactions. Par-
ticular note is made of the earlngocial relationship be-
tween the young child and "motherirg-onf", and this "pri-
mordial" relationship is taken to form the social basis for
the emergence of self and the development of oersonality.
The final section of Chapter III deals with the func-
Eiggg of language - Human language functions in many ways ;
it provides 1nformation expresses-feelings and regulates
behaviour Taxonomles of language function are discussed,
but the main ‘point of the section is that the personal
functions of language (those involved in eXpression and 1;
regulation‘of behaviour) represent a superordinate, "exis-
tential" function of language. As Murray (1972-1974) sug-
gests., to understand & person we must listen carefully to
the metaphor of life he preseﬁ%s through his language. It

e

is through the existential functlon of language that we

\create a dlstlnctlon between ourselves Others and ob-

Jects by d01ng so we make the statement MI am; I ex1st"
as a un1que>person in a world of Others and other ‘things.
The focus of Chapter v, "Personallty" is to define

personallty from a perSpectlve of process and the emer-

Q“gence of self. That is, personality is defined as a qua-

‘litative process of human existence whlch distinguishes

N\
& person as a unique -being-in- the-WOrld-thh Others The
early, primordial relationship shared between child and

mothering«one_is discussed to illustrate tﬁe-process of



n

self emergence . (as opposed to self embeddedness). The
purpose is to demonstrate how the essentially symbiotic
relationship between child and Other may be transformed
into a reciprocal and coresponsive relationship as the
child, throdgh the differentiation and objectification of
reality, becomes a more active participant on the stage of
life. He is saying his first lines, as it were, estab-
lishing a role for himielf while, at the same tine, lear-
ning to share the stage with' Others.

The intent of Chapter IV is not to define personality
in a manner which would directly compete with other theo-
ret1ca1 definitions. Rather, an attempt is made to pro-
‘vide a persgective which would do justice to an hypoth
zed relationship between languaée and the emergence of

self. What results is a Process view of human persons,

from which many dimensions and levels of personality de-

11,

velopment may be derived. As the final chapters will dig-

cuss, it is the emergent and developmental relationship- be-
tween .language and personality which reveals the many es-
'sences of human belng and becoming across the llfe span.
Chapter V is essentlally a summary and synthesis of
the Preceeding chapters It represents the central state-
ment for a theory of the relatlonship between language
the emergence of self and. the development of personality,
The chapter is briefly summarized below so that the reader

may begin to have a sense of where the following chapters

»
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are ‘leading.

‘ Lanéuage is important for an understanding ofimén and
his activities from several perspectives. Cassirer (1944)
views language as the activity which molds all other ac-
tivities, while-Whitehead (1938) considers language té be

[ﬁgigguag; perme-

~
ates not only the cognitive and regulatiye aspects of hu-

human nature itself. Both recognize tha

(::Ban lives, but the social and emotional aspects as well.
Laﬁguage is the bond which unites people; yet, paradoxi-
éally, it is also a majorspart of the process which cre-
ates psychological, social and ﬁolitical distance between

" people. It giveg‘aan power tgydefine his own experiepces,
7 ana it has the power to define those‘experi;nce; for him.
The relationship between language and action ié de- -
velopmental. The preverballsilence of yoﬁng infants is a
signalfbased rea1ity; acti;n is in direct gespbnse to the
most §?1ientvstimuli. As the child becomes verbal, a dié-
tance is created between the child and'the‘thiﬂgs and
events of his world. He no longer -confronts reality di-
rectly, alfhough a bond remains: the word. This process
of distancing allows fof'the'gradual dévélopment of self-.
regulation yia the directive'function of language énd, by
beéomiﬁg self-fegulative, the child exists on a more au- ”
thentié level. He is no longer embedded into the existenc

of Others, but rather- is emerging as an authentic and

ﬁnique self. The pfocess of distanciation via the lin-

14
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sess" (p. 5) all three eyes, the present study suggests

lopment of language. The~quaiitative aspects of the rela-

13.

guistic objectification of réality is fundamental to the
emergénée of self. Yet there maybbe insténées in the per-
son's life where tbeﬁgistaﬁce betwegn self and gbjéctive
reality collapses, so to speak, as in transcendental or
mystical experiénces; Such experiences of "silent'ﬁon-
éciousnesé" represent onegextreme of the lénguage conti~
nuum (prevérbai s%}ence being.the other). |

©  There is a partial correSpondencé between ;he eon-
tinuum of lénguage being presented here and the “three
eyes" of knowing and‘experiénciﬁg (discussed by Wilﬁer;
1979): the eye of flesh (sensory experience); the eye of
reason (cognitive experience); and the éye of contempla-

~n

tion (transcendental experience). s';'Hcswmzer, where Wilber

e

is content to "simply assume that all men and women pos-

(2

that the eyes develop in direct relationship to the deve-
tio-ship betﬁeen the ways of experiencing and levels of
language development (preverbZl, verbal, transverbal) de-
fine personalit&, and;représent the style of-a pérson'§
béing-in—the-worlci:with-Others.Q -
_ The parallels between thé éyes discussed by Wilber
and the language-action continﬁum presented in tﬁé’bresent
udy is also only partial since the p%esent’sfudy hypo-

hesizes that the Hevalopment of the language-personality

~re1ationshiﬁvproceeds through six distinct levels. Chapter

>

-

. .

| _
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VI addresses the concequof "levels of development', as

Wl

‘well as outlining characteristics and processes of action

at each level. The central focus is on the nature and
funétions of 1anguage as these relate to the actions of
the pef?bg\ the chapter is, in one sense, a language-action
taxonomy of\huggz\development

" In Chapter VIi evelopmental levels are discussed in
terms of "modes offe istence'. That is, having suggested
thet humans’ can deﬁelop,thrqugh six hierarchically-se-
quenced levels; it now becomes “possible to cﬁaracterize

six corresponding modes of existence, each defined in terms

~of the language-action relationship. The six modes of ex-

istence are viewed as necessary to agcount for the wide
situational variability of human behaviour. Humans do
not alweys act in accord with their highest_level of de-
velopment, and it is b} posfting modes of existence that
we may account for changes,.which may occur in millise-
conds, in the quality. of (laqgugge?actiqn) behaviour. )
in summary, what the present study attempts to con-

struet is a perspective on human personality development

cwithgggg,frAEEWbrk\gf a continuum of language and correés- -
. » ' 3
- ponding behaviour. As Cassirer (1944) points out, we .

c

live in a symbolic universe- language permeates our belngf
in-the-world and affects our dally llves by its nature
and many functlons A theoretical perspectlve on how

languégelmay affect both our‘ﬁevelopment and our day to-

/ <



day existence is the central issue addressed in the fol-

!

lowing chapters. -

A Note on Style:

-~

In the following-chapters, the occasion sometimes
arises where a concept is introduced wh%gﬁ requires ela-
boration or clarification. Rather than disrupt the gene-
ral flow of the pfesentationﬂ footnotes are &sed, with the

raise arabic numeral corresponding to notes which are to

be found at the end of each chapter.

-~ . M.

15.



. . II. Conceptual Framework

nef ~

Uhat is the inmportance of language for a view of man
and his behaviour? Cften, language is citgg as that which
distinguishes man from the other aninmals. f:E the point
is protlematical since some (e.g. Skinner, 1974) suggesﬁ
that this distinction leads to;a faise dichotoﬁy, tﬁat the
only difference between man ancd other animals is one of
complexity rather than form. In this view, language is re-
duced to mere "verbal behaviour". Many writers (e.g. Brit-
\ton, 1970; Koestler, 1278) supporé the opposing view that
man and beast are essentially different and suggest a more
important role for language. They view languége as a new,
specifically human behavioﬁr; for it is through languagé,
they argue that man becomes the only animal able to regu-
late his »wn behaviour and become aware of his own exis;
teneeé-aware of the fact of his birth, the experiences of
his lifetime, the inevitability of his death. o

But what is language if it }é rot simply a complex
human response to environmental contihgencies (as per
Skinner).or a system of abstract rules of grémmar (as ﬁér°
Chomsky)? It is both and yétlmore,xas Bain (1974) points
out in his ¥eference to~ignguageAa§-a "syﬁbolic trust con-
taining implicit meanings of life experiences" (p. 57). ~

I'e

to the word as a
i

i
"

- gotsky's (1962) reference

1

Y
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human consciousness” (p. 153), which indicates that lang-
guage has content as;well as structure and function. In
consideration of the many facets of language, Cassirer
(1944) refers to it as the activity which-moids'all other
activities while, for Whitehead (1?38) it is human natore
itself. From the point of view of the emerging self and
the existential stance of the human person Herleau-Ponty
(1970) presents a coalescence of v1ews by suggesting that:

Perhaps all men, as well as the man of letterg, can

only be present to the world and others through\\iw

language; and perhaps»in everyone language is the
basic fﬁnction which constructs a life and its works
anc transforms even the problems of our ex1stence

into life's motives. (p 18)

These -definitions ail recognise the central impor-
tance of‘language in man’'s behaviourvand very existence.
They view language as a basic process or function intima-
tely related to the forms of all other act1v1t1es in the

construction of a llfe. They attest to the qualltatlve
1

"uniqueness of man, thererore rais1ng 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns

for any psychological theory of human behav1our and deve-

lopment which fails to accept. the behaviourists' reduction.

The burpose of this study is to furtherfexplicste these
1mp11catlogs ‘and apply them to the postulatlon of a theory
on the nature and role of language in the emergence of the

self and the development.of personal}ty--man s prodéss,of

i
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constructing & life and its work.

Aﬁimal Symbolicum

Accepting the initiqlgposition that language is im-
portant in man's existencé‘(and behaviour) is only a be-
ginning; it lacks a framework upquWhich to build a viable
theory of man. The second task; therefore, becomes one of
searching for a framework, a thread of Ariadne as it were,
to serve as a guide through the COmplex.labyrin;h of exis-
ting theory on man and his development. f

“Su;h a framework must prowide‘a unifying bond for the
‘many aspects of man's develépment-and activities. To sug-

. gest tﬁat language provides this bond, as.imafied in the
initial assumptlon further 1mp11es.that the “human 51tua—
‘tion be con81dered within a context of language or,
‘herleau-Ponty (1968 suggests, that we reqogn}z% not-bnly (.
that man hasilanguage,'but that language hasjman. JInlpthe:;
words; the situation of m;B*is largely seen to'be emﬁeddéd )
in the medium of langﬁage, which }s botH the<création of
fman and the creator of man's experiences The work of
Cassirer (1923/1955, 1942/1960, 1944 1946) is based on the

central notion that man llves in a'symbolic universe" and

kis the31s of man as animal symbolidum provideswa substan-

tial framework for the present view of man in the context

of language. J

Cassirer, who proceedsfby~the'méthod of categorical

analysis t& present a humanistic philosoph& of culture,



&

f

@, N

attempts to provide insiéht into the fun amental structure
of human activities”("cultuge”) so that we may "understand
them as an organic whole" (Cassirer, 1944, p. 68). The
categories conprosing this organic whole are language, myth,
religion‘ art, science, and history Cass1rer searches

for the common unifying borfd between them to discover the

\BEIHCIPIES accord1ng,to»which we structure our experiences

lest we "remain lost in a mass of disconnected and disinte-

grated.gata which seems to lack all conceptual unity"

(p; 22)

Vhile Cassirer considers the structure of human acti-

vities, -he also contends that "human action is known only

in its realization; only when realized are we aware of its
“living possibilities" (1942/1960, p. 37). The unifying
bond, therefore, is provided by man himself as hgi"rea—
lizes'" the possibilities of his actions; Cassirer's focus
on human actions reveals an affinity to existentialist
thinking, perhaps best illustrated by Sartre's,(1957) de-
finition of existentialism as a "doctrine'of action" (p.51)
and his vi‘ewv. that "man is nothing elis(ei‘but what he makes of
himself" (p. 15). For Casairer, tne forms of social 1ife
are détermined by man's qctions and man himself has an

active role and an active power in creating and changing

- these formsa

Man has an active power, a power he not only uses to

shape his social life (culture) but which also distinguishes

J
N
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kim from all other living organisms. Dased on the views
of von Uexkullw(1952); who proposed that différent orga-
‘nisms have their own unique reality since they have their
. own unique erperiences, Cassirer (1944) presents.his main
theme: | |
’ : A %
In the human world we find a new characteristic
whlch appears to be the distlnctlve mark. of human
life. . The functional circle of man is not only v
quentitatively enlarged; it has alsolundergone a
. qualitative change.;‘Man has, as it were, discovered
“‘a new method of adapting himéelf to his enVironmenf
Between the receptor system and the effector system
whlch are to be found. in all animal species, we

g find in man a thlrd link which we may. descrlbe as‘

the .symbolic system. This new acquisition trans-

4 forms the whole of human 1ife. Aé.compare
other animals man lives not merely in a°br
reality; he lives, so to speak, in -a new di

of reaiity. (p.'24; originai italics)"

physical universe, but a symbolic universe- and man 1nter-

acts with"and operates'onﬂ this universe through the pro-

A
cess of symbol formation and re- formation ‘It is man's

actlve nature as an1ma1 symbollcum Whlch prov1des him with
_yunderlylng unlty, harmony, and continulty

It is essential to note however that_man's nature as

20.



animal symbolicum also leads to disharmony, as suggested ,
- most notably in Cassirer's (1946) analyéis of myth and
mythical $ymbolism. Disfinguishiqg between the objectifi-
cation of sense perceptions (linguistic symbolisﬁ) and the
objectification of feelings (mythical symbolism), Cassirer
stresses_the need to look beyond;the subject-matter of |
myth and; rather,-coﬁsider its function in man's life.

Fis attitude is clearly‘obvious in his criticism of psyého-
analytic theory‘andfits repose upon the Procrustean bed
bfvthgbsexual instinct and resulting myfhs. Freud's
creative geniué, according to Cassirer, is not to be éought »
in his shifting the scene of the mythical.tales from the
drama of nature to t£e3eterna1 story of man's sexual life..
Rather, the importance of .Freud iiéslin his recognition of
tﬁé role'of myth andvm§thica1 symbolism in the construction
of a life, the ﬁtheﬁatgzation" of a life's experienéesr

It -is as though the transfbrqgtion'of the problems of our

' %xistence into lifé motives can be for good or evil, just
'or unjust p rposes, depending on our histbry’and our :;tu—
§¥één. The rblé'qf lahguage,in this transformation pro-
cess is outlined by Huxley (1940): . |

The consistency of human behaviour, such as it is,
isidue ehcirely to the‘fgct’fhat men have_formar

lized their desifes and shhsequently-ratibnaliz;d

them, in termg of words. ’fhg verﬁél formulation of

a desire will cause ‘a man to\go on pres&ing'forwards

!

/
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toward a goal even when the desire itself lies
- dormant. Similarly; the rationalization of the
desire in terms of:some theological of philoso-
phical system will convince him that be does well
’ ‘ to persevere in his own wa/ .for evil, then, as
Vwell as for good, words make us the human beings
.we actually are. _(p.4-5)
The point to be made at this juncture is that, from
.the perspective of writers such as Ca351r%§y Puxley and . P
Merleau- Ponty{ to name a few, language must be considered
7 as one of the primary sources of human motivation and ac—

tion. The pos51b111t1es of human actions with respect to

s ~
~

language are many and diverse, and the realization of these

. possibilities is -taken by Cassirer to’ suggest that'language
‘is the activiﬁgft:Zt'nolds all other human activities. ‘

vi" : Such a view of the role of lanéuage\in'the regulation

of human behaviour cl ly takes a distinction between the

theory of man put forth by Ca351rer and that by the psycho-

’analysts and behav1our1sts., The element of humanism?”in the

7 ) v1ew of man as animal symbolicum also militates against an
adherence to the mechanistic determinism of psychoanalys1s

¢ and behav1ourism. Vhereas Frued postulated an internal
\

force to account for human activities and personality, the

ehaviourists maintain that forces external to the\fndivi-

1 A

dud] primarily determine actions and personality. In other

words, the behaviour of human beings is seen to be the

N
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product of environmental influences relatéd to survival

and adaptation; the achievements of. man, reduced to com-
plex learned responses or "accidents"” in the tradition of
Darwit's notion of'evolutionéry mutationt Similarly, the
psychoanalytical interpretation of greatvart; for example,
is likely to be in terms of the release of *Sexual tension,
sﬁtﬁ as in the much questioned interpretation-of Goethe -
work .in the context of his impotence. As Shaﬁiro (1979)
reflects, one is left to wonder why Goethe's impotence pro-

4

duced such obvious.creative genius while the impotence of
others goes ;irtualfy unnbticed. 'The point to be empha-
sized regarding the interpretations of tﬁese mechanistic
philosophies is that they Both view human activities to be
the éroduét of cauéal forces not under the active control .
of the individual. tHuman behaviour, then, is only understood
in terms‘of these,forceé|rather than in terms of the indi-.
vidu#l's active process in cbnstructing their life.

‘.It is a common tritiqisﬁ_of psychoanalysis and behav-
iourism tHét each; in ité own limitatidﬁé, fails to recdg-
«bnize ﬁan's esseﬁtial humanityﬂ-his aﬁtbnomy and self-
goverﬁihg modes of action. bAs a result, a "third force" iﬁ,

psychology has gained recognition. "Humanism"} as the

movement has often been referred to, is committed to the
promotion of huan capacities:and potentialities, and ex-

‘ e ’ o
“hibits primary concern: for human subjective experiences and

ccording to Maslow (1968), one of the.more populari”"

[ S
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North American proponent{ of this thi¥d-school psycholpéy,
humans have an inner nature which, if not "overcome by’;y
habit, cultural pressure, and wrong attitudes toward iE:, }
(p. 4), allows humans to transcend their'baeic'survivalher -
needs and fulfill their "metaneeds" (e.g. truth, comple-
tion, justice, etc) as they approach the' final ideal state
of seif-actualizatidn

In many ways there is a similarity Eﬁtween the psy-
chology of Maslow and the philosophy of Cas31rer In his
earller references to action being known only in its rea-
lization, Cassirer (1942/1960) coﬁtinues by rejecting a de-

terministic view and making implicit reference to the con-

cept of self-actuhlization:
-Prior to its (action's) re }i it is not re-

“stricted to a flxed and cl ly delimited spﬁerevdf

pOSSlbllltleS indeed, its work is precisely that |

of seeking and creating ever new possibilities.

This seeking and creating ‘is the achievement of
‘the trUiy great, tgf'truly’pr tctive individuals.
®. 3> -
At the same time, there is cqﬁééant reference to the ac-
tions- of human beings in sggglrer s Qritlngs as opposed
to the emergence of r\‘Eﬁher nature through an "actiye
w111" in Maslow s schefie. Even though Cassirer speaks of

" the spirlt"’of man, is ldeallstlc phllosophy is perhaps

; not as vulnerable tb critic1sm as Maslow 8 native-

/,



further examlnatlon
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idealistic psychology. For,iin fact, Maslow's hrand of
humanism stgilfrelies heavily on a force, albeit a human ”
force, to expalin human actions and personality. There re-
mains a difference between the "humanisticf force psycho-
logies and the existential humanism2 perceived in the work

of Cassirer. 1In that consideration of human activities is

' s0 essentlal for the pre?ent study, thlS difference requlres

oo«

The Human Dialectic

The dlfference between Cassirer and the: 'humanistic"
psych010g1es according to Graumann (1975) is latgely due
to a conceptual confusion on the part of the. humanlstlc
.. psychologist. Human nature writes Graumann:

does not reside in the interior of an 1nd1v1&hal;&v*

tlcally conceived personality, ready to be "actua-

lized" or "evolved" in encounters  with humanists,

but ‘must be looked for in the dlalectlca1 interac-

tions -between men and thelr concrete social environ-
ments, (p. 15) "

Whereas Cassirer prOVldes the initial perspectlve on the
activities of man i the context of his nature as anlmal

symbolicum, Graumann provides a framework for these actl-

‘vities by deve10p1ng the theme of the human dlalecfic
This dlalectlc distinguishes between the person~envirenment

dlchotomles (ie., 1nternal-externa1 views of man) inherent

in the three "force" psychologies discussed above, and the
J ’ : ‘ .

~
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person-environment relationsblp (ie., man as a being-in-

*

‘the-world)

Cne important implication of this distinction is that

it modifies the framework provided by Cassirer's definition

of man as animal symbolicum, a position which,implies an

essence of man in prior consideration tovhis‘e\}stence
(Fromm and Xireau, 1968). 9Wr1ters such as Graumann ‘empha-
size the pri cy of exstence in their notion of the human
dialectic, with éssence follow1ng from action. In other
words, human .actions are seen to "brlng forth" the world
of human things and events Wthh in turn, "motivate new

modes of activity in which man accepts, modifies; rejects,

" or surpasses the structures brought forth" (Graumann, 1975

P. 17). The relationship between a man and his world which
ensues represents man's "situa;idn?, or "being situeéed";
Pursﬁing‘the main theme of the'presentﬂscudyregafding
the relationship'between language and the development of
personallty, it now becomes necessary to modify this notion
to that of the relation between language and the quallty
of man's belcg.51tuated the quality of man's. being-in-the-
world.' That 1s personallty is being seen not as an en
semble of personal characterlstlcs a repertoire of Iearned
responses, or a dynamlc _psychic structure to be developed
by exéernal or lnternal forces Rather personality is .
being seen 1n the present study as 'a process of relatlon-

ship between man and the things/and event in-his-world

which his activities bring forth. The key to this concep-

)

4

26.



tuaiization of personality (whicb“will be expandéd upon in
“a liter chapter) 'is the recognition that nfn is in con:tant
and active relatlonshlp in- -his-world; he is in process,
anv;t must therefore be dmme@s of the notion of

process to maintain his essential humanity.

Man as Process | ’ ‘)3
4 Freudianism, Behaviourism, énd-Humaﬁ&sm’are limited
in their view of man. Man does” brlng forth the world mytbo-
loglcally, habitually, and“humanistically; but he dées so
" through his own being situated, his being-in-the-world,:
Man is in process, he\is coﬁstantly activé. Théough his
actions he brings forth a world whiéﬁ when. analyze% apart
from the fundamental process of man, may result QQ.a charac-
terization which supports the presuppos1tlons of any one.
of. the three force psychologlesf Whitehead (1938/1968),
considefed th odern father of process ph*losophy, 1ntro—°
duces the cycllcal notion of "process...lssue ;ata"~ :
which parallels that of "actlon...world situatioﬁv dis-
'V.cussed by Graumanﬁ* e .;”' R Y
Man has tradltlonally been v1ewed as a structure of
étatlc matter belng pushed or pulled through llfe by some
essential force (e.g. sexual 1nst1nct, env1ronmental con—v
tingencies, "human.' instinctS). As such the act1v§;1es
of man are considered in the context of these forces
rather than’being c;nsidered on their own merit. The
-alternative propqéed by‘whitehead is that man be ?ié?éd

RY
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as organic activity (ie. ptocess), and his actions be
viewed in the centext of his situation resulting from his
proeess;in—the-notld. In other wofds,,man "issues" him-
self, or becomes.situated through his&kptions, into a
world of psychoanalytic, behavienristic, or humanistic

things and events. These worlds do«not presuppose man,

but afe rather presupposed by man. Freud, Skinner, and

! | . . )
Maslow give us a pars pro toto in their analyses based on
the results of man's actions ,in prior consideration of
the causes of these actions. What they fail to give us,

and what can only be gained by a ‘close con31deration of

man as a being-in-the-world in- process is the existential

meaning of man's actions.

Mar’ issues his world as rational or irratfbnal

//

. habitual or creative, humanistic o§7mechanist1c dependent

not only on the temporal and spatlal characteristics of
his“concretevpodily position but, more 1mpottant1y, on
his."tdtai‘awareness of‘(his) posture:in the intetsensory
world" (Merleau-Ponty, 1962, p. 100). The spatiality of

the body, therefore, is not a spatiality ef position but

P ) -

rather of'situatiqn.v\It is the dynamic organization ¢f

—

the human process as the individual's actions bring forth

the situated werld-for-that:individual.

Based on this consideration of the human dialectic

and men-as-process it should be clear that the framework
being deneloped herenhas a greater affinity for the exis-

“Ftentiai humanism'of‘Cassirer,»Graumann, and Merleau-Ponty
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than to the psychological humanism of Maslow. ‘Man's self-

N . '
’ actualization is the product of his own self-regulated ac-
tions rather than actions emerging from "human" 'instincts.

Like the behaviourists and the psychoanalysts, Maslow and

other nativistic humanists give us but a pars pro toto of
the possible range'andlbreadth of human reality and be-
haviour. Through a consideration of'man and his' language
we will be able.to come to grips with the variegated forms
of human behaviour and, by doing so, truly appreciate
Huxley's acknowledgement'of a fundamental paradox in the .
posSibilities of Bpman action. He states: | |

/ "Deprived of language we shonld be dogs or monkeys.
Possessing language, ,we are men and women able to
persevere in crime no less than in her01c virtue,

capable of intellectual achievements beyond ‘the

scope of any-animal but at the same time capable

R

dﬁ systematic 81111ness and stupidity such as no

N dumb beast could ever. dream of. (Huxley, 1940, p. Sx
& # |
' Before proceeding to-a con31deratf0n .0f how. langauge

Qplays an 1mpor a;t role in the emergence of- the self and

/- the development“of personalityr it is necessary to sum- .
marize the framework developed to this point. = Four pro-

p031tions stand out as most’ central to the  framework of

animal symbolicum In point form, these are:

1. Cassirer s 1nit1al view of man as animal szg : o
bollcum has been modified to emphas1ze the active |

nature of man_as animal szpbvlicum constantly

S o A ‘ S,




e
§
5

30.

V1nvolved in the hums dielectic as a being-in-the-
world

2. Throughrhis actions, man brings forth the world
of human things and events, and becomes situated in
 respect to these. His situation in turn motivates
further action. This process of "action...world...
situationﬁ or ”process...issue...data” is cyclical.
3. A break with traditional psychological models
is made by proposing that man be viewed as organic
process rather than as matter-in- motion as the reSult
of internal and external forces” 3 .

. As process, man presupposes the worlds he issues,

i
AN 4
o

be they consistent with the views of psychoanaly31s

. behav1ourlsm or humanlsm

Further Considerations For A Framework

}and ampliflcatlon‘ prov1des a suitahle framework for the

'}present postulation of a theory of language and personallty,'

‘While the work of Cassirer, with slight modlficatlon

b

it falls shprt in two critical aspects. -First when.
Y

Ca331rer refers to man as anim symbolicum 1t must be

recognizedfthat he is. referring to the mature adult of
the spec1es He of course recoghizes that the ability to
symbolize is not: ‘a birth right but rather ‘a Sklll which,
develops. He does not, mor is it necessarily hlS task as
a philosopher of culture discuss the process of human

development in a. systematic fashion Again, many of his
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tenets are based on principles one would find, for example,

in the developmental theory of.Werner '(1948). Yet these
‘principles remain embedded in a generalized_statement
about human activities and abilities. A task of the pre-
sent study, indeed a major theme, is to place Cassirer's
framework into a“developmental perspective, a perspective '
which would relate. to all ages and stages across the life |
span of the_individual, |

Simiiarly, as a philosopher of human culture, Cassirer

-

1s also sensitive to the soc1a aspects of man's 1life. .

Yet again, the empha31s needs to be lncreased since it re-
presents the second major theme of the human situation.

K }
That is, man is a social animal d, as such, is‘constantly
in relation to other people The emergence of the self is,
in a:sense, challenged at every step by the pressures of

» mass conventlonallty and social expectations. At the same

time, however the emergence of the self 1s ba31cally part

of the. soc1allzatlon process Thls seeming paradox and
frequent dllemma for the 1nd1v1dua1 is an essential aspect
'of the development of personallty and the constructlon of
a llfe /,, » ,

These.two basic themes of the human 31tuatlon-—the
process of deyelopment and soc1allzatlon--bound together
by man's qL/i dlstlnctive process--hls language--form the

‘m\framework for the present study.\ The purpose of the pre-

hJ

sent study is to present an original theory of personallty

31.

2l
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development based on the changing nature and role of
languagevacrpss_therlife_gpan,,and withir the context of

a society of other personalities.

32.
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Notes

1. The rerm "humanism" has become generic within psycho—
logy, referring to'a'general class or body of psycholo-
gical'literature and thought. Within this general class:
towever, specific differences exist in terms of presuppo-
sitions and assumptionsi(one issue related to these spe-
cific differénces is discussed later in the chapter under

\
the heading "The Human Dialectlc ). As used in the pre-

sent context, "humanism is intended to reflect the basic '
pos1t10n outlined by Maslow (1954) that: |

lMan has an essentlal nature of his own,'some ,skele-

W

ton of psychological structure that may be treated
f”"“* and discussed'analogously;ﬁith-his'physical struc- .
ture, that he has needs, capacities and tendencies
that are genetlcally based, some of which are charac-Q
'teristic of the whole human spec1es cutting across
all cultural lines and some of which arehunlque
‘to- the 1nd1v1dual These’ needs'are ..good or neu-
tral rather than ev11 full healthy and ngrmal and
des1rabls development cons1sts in actuallzlng this
-nature, in fulfllling these. potentialitles and in
:developlng into maturity along the lines that this - Y
hidden covert, dimly seen essential nature dlctates
grow1ng from withln rather than being shaped from '
o Without (p. 340). | |

P

[




2. The term "existential humanism".is intended to re-
fiect_theoretical,positions.which reject notions of
causality by'"forces“ in favor of the processes of moti-
vation‘and conscious.intent a primary tenet of egisten-
tial psychology as discussed by May 1961) and Hall and.
Lindzey (1977). A more co%plete dlSCUSS on of this’ basxc
difference between "force and "process psychologies
follows in the next section.

3. While thé notion of man-as-process does indeed re-

,present a break from the traditional force psychologies

the concept 1tse1f has a long history. While Whitehead

~and Graumann approach it from a Western philosophical

perspective the concept of organic process has been cen-

tral to Eastern philosophical and religlous thought for

centuries. For the 1nterested reader two recent contri-

hbutions by Capra (1975) and Zukav (1979) provide very

reasonable accounts of ‘the concept particularly in

biterms of the "new" physics which 1tse1f is haV1ng a
'significant effect on modern attitudes toward science and
‘,knowledge T A further relationship between modern physics

 and psychology is offered by Tart (1975) which may help

. complete the perspective 1ntended:in the present study.

34,
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III. Language ‘ «

o \
The central problem being addressed in thd udy
is the nature and role of language in the emergenée of the -
self and the development of personality. The preceding

chapter established a theoretical framework whereby man

is seen to become an animal symbolicum and, therefore;

establish human“experiences and reality. 1In a sense, the
'preceding chapter attempts tovpostulate‘: way of consi-
dering the question of the 'importance of :anguage for an
understanding of human activities, the style of man's ,
being-in-duyworld the development/of his personallty
"Yet,sto suggest a p0531b1e answer to the question of the
importance of language, one must first begin by attemnting
to come to grips with the question of what is language.

The following sections address this question from the per-’
‘spective of”establishing a framework for the nature of
‘language the process of language and the role (functlons)

of language in the ' construct;on of a life"

'Nature_of Language

Most definitions of language tend to fall 1nto three}
'main categories of theoretical thought learning theory,
_cognitive nativ1st1c theory, and . cognltive developmental
theory . In overly s1mplistic terms, one might say that
'-the learning theorists (e. g- Skinner) see language pri-

| marlly in terms of speech sounds while the cognltive-
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nativists (e.g. Chomsky) focus on language as primarily a

j | 36.

' descriptive grammar system, The third approach' cognitive-.

developmental, is essentially an integration of the other
two, as well as a- braoder perspective’ on language as a ©
world-v1ew" of the languaglng person. No attempt will be

made here to review all positions exhaustively; rather,

concentration will be on the theoretical basis for each in

an attempt to establish a viable framework for the nature,
process, and role of ianguage in the development of perso-

nality,

Language as speech sounds.. Sklnner (1957 1974)

has repeatedly argued that what is often referred to as
"language'" is more productlvely understoodAQF "verbal
~-behaviour", That is he gees no reason to suggest that

- language is anythlng whlch could be qualitatively diffe-
rentlated from other types of human and animal behav1our
Verbal behav1our to Skinner and the behaviour;sts is no.
more than highly complek human behaviour, capable of being
'_explained by assoc1atlonal 1aws of-;:1nforcement theory
Language should therefore be reducible to more prlmltlve
~forms (1e vntbal behav1our and speech sounds) having as l
its antecedents the.natural lans of behav1our characterls-
tic of all animal, Specles In other words no discontlnu-
ity 1s ‘seen between man and other anlmals, only a diffe-

rentiation in terms of re8ponse complex1ty. Accordlng to:

| this mechanistic and deterministic perspective, 'argues.

>

»




Skinner, there is no reason to put‘forth/". ol Ilistic"
arguments regarding the nature of language or the process;
of its development in.the individual. ]
.According to the behaviourists, laqguage was "born"
(l1ike a Darwinian mutatioo) when: 7
The humao species underwent a remarkable change:
_its verbal musculature came under operant control.
(Sklnner 1974, p. 98) F
Pfior to this epochal event, humans had warning cries and
other innate responses, but vocal operant behaviour made .
a significant difference.in’the condition of man because

it_”extended the scope of the social environment" (p. 98).

-

From this perspective, Skinner claims there is no need to

"invent" mentalistic'exp!!natione<for lenguage since a
much more productive view is that: |

‘ Verbal behavior is behavior. It has a epecial

ehafacter only beeaueéoituis-reihforced by its_

effects on people--et firet other people, but -
eventually the speaker hlmself As a result, iq
is free of the spatial temporal and- mechanical
relations which prevail between operant behavior
and'nohsocielIconsequences...;jThe eoﬁtioéencies
are different, and'they-éenerate many important
dif}erences in the behavior which have/long been
,obscured bZ mentalistic explanations -(p. 99)

The above quote by Sklnner is a good example of how
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/

the'béhaviourigt through a natural. science approach re-
duces complex behaviour to more prlmltive forms Whlle it
is not the intention;to review the attempts to reduce lan-
guage to "natural laws", it is important for the purpose
ofscontrast that the implication of the reduction is clear.
In its simplest,'and perhaps most. understandable form, the1
primary implication is to provide an‘analysis of any given
(humanj behaviour into its constftuent parts so thats the
conclusion may be reached that "the same basic processes
occur in both animals and.men, just as the same kind of

- nervous system is to‘be found in Both" (p. 250). Given - -
thislreduction, the cOnclusion‘is therefore reached that
the oniy difference betweer sthir animals and man is in

terms of man's greater complexity of response repertoires,

{

fwhére/complexity is measured along a Quéntitative dimen-
sion rather than in terms of qualltatlve dlfference.“ Fol-
1ow1ng this 11ne of reasoning would imply the p0531billty
of determlnlng, through empirlcal study, a direct relation;
ship of processes between animal- and man in terms of lan-,
guage acqu131t10n, development ‘and usage. The contingen-
~cies. may be:different as Skinner suggests but the pro-
cesses are assumed to be identlcal &

Indeed numerous attempts to teach prlmates a "lan-
;guage? which could be recognlzed as essentially equlvalent'
in form if not in complex1ty, to human Ianguage have been

made, While the results of some of the more recent studles'
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a vast’difference between theseioperations'and.the depth

39.

by Premack (1971, 1976) and Gardner and Gardner (1975)
have'lndlcated that animals can be taught to. perform seve-
ral "language-like" operations, there appedrs to remain

_ /
and richness of human language.“ The essential d‘fferences

were suggested by. Kllma and Bellugi (1973) to be in terms

of productivity (of novel forms) and grammar But, they

add, the\df%ferences must be qualjified, particularly in
view of some recent flndlngs clalged by_anlmal researchers‘:
as regards to the"creation of novel.forms. It is impor- :
tant to recognize the authors note: |
an essentlal dlfference between the sort of pro-
ductiv1ty that we would ascribe to 'the behav1or =~
:of (apes) and that/that appears to be 1ts counter-
pPart in human language.... The lingulstlc productl—
vity that we are referring to is not the metaphorl-
cal use of words or the invention of new words, nor‘
_1s it the fanc1ful dlstortlons of syntax (rt) is
,that that characterlzes our ablllty to produce in-
f1n1tely many sentences never heard before whose
R,Ameanings can be understood .by anyone else who
- shares the system.... It is the coupllng of pro-
ductivi z with 1nterpretib111ty provided prec1se1y

by a shared system of grammar that makes human lan-

" - A’ guage. such a versatlle system of communicatlon--so

‘versatile that not only can we expressvthings that

-
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" are’outside our immediate experlence we can eYen
-\ .express the inconceivable (p 106, orlglnii 1tallcs)
The basic counter-argument.to‘the behaviourists' po-
sition and attempted reduction in terms of respotise com-
plexity, which is suppofted by the quote‘above, is that
laeguage represents a difference in quality, orvkind, be-
~tw£en man and animalﬂ Supporters of this position suggest
that man represents a phylogenetic discontlnuxty, he re-
mains an animal, but an animal of uniquely different form.
For many who take this position, it is language which is
seen to be the essence of this’ discontlnulty, it is lan-
guage which provides man with his fundemental°énd quali-
tative_uniquegese. | | . ‘
Heidegger (19Y71) commeits on the nniquenes§ of man in
.such a way tnatawe may clearly uhderstand the bast;{argu—
ment put forth by von Uexkull; that the experiences of
an organism define-the reality of the organism. ih terms
of man'e experience,- language is seen to play a s1gn1f1cant
role in Heflnlng that braoder dimension of reality Cassirer
refers to, for in Heldegger s words: |
" Man is said to'haveflanguage by natuyre.' It is
held that man, in dlstinctlon from plant and ani-
‘manl is the living being capable of speech. It
means to say that only speech enables man to be
the living being he is as man. (p. 189)

Some may argue,‘nonetheless, that investigators /




have demonstrated that qfher Species are capable of'épeech"

The literature related to attempts to teach other species

language has become controversial in the past decade. /-

While animal 1anguage has not been conclusively shown ‘to
’ .
have all the characteristics’ of human language no conclu—

sive evicence exists that othér species cannot learn a
valid form of human conmunication. In his recent review
of the literature,,éhapiro (l979)hperhaps best sums up the.

current position when he states that "Although we still
stand\alone as language purveyors and users; We may not be
as far apart from our nearest hominid nelghbor as we used

to thlnk" (p 45).. A crucial point remains that, even if

.

the distance is narrowed to a minimum b& the demonstration.

that our."neighbors" have the capacity to learn language,

the narrow1ng will. have been an act of man-the-teacher -““

"rather than one of.ane-the—creator.» Even if such abllitles

‘in other animgls were developed Heldegger s statement

would-still hold.. - Man would not fall from his current

position, .but rather ape would have been elevated by man
A final p01nt at this time is that there is a need

to make a “careful distinction between language performance

-and language competence when discuss1ng the dlfference be-

vtween man and ape. One could suggest that man's experl—

- ments with apes have had the goal of language performance

in order ‘that such performance would then Justify a clalmgf

of language competence. In that language performance;has '

O

N
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"not been demonstrated tit would, in all senses, equal

that of man's does not prove that apes are 1ncompetent

B /

it merely casts serious doubts The competence of apes can

'never;be disproven; rather, the methodologies of man. s at-

o

tempts to demonstrate competence must be seen to have
failed 4 ’ B
Theoretical positions antagonistic to Skinner’s me-
chanism have stressed the symbolic process as the distin-
guishing, qualitative mark of human eXistence which tran- co 3
scengs_the behayiourists; reduction along a singular dimeggﬁ'
sion of complexity ‘ Underlying the proposed discontinuity
of man, is the distinction between the signal and the
zmbol. In a discuséion of semiotics Bain (1974) reviews 3
the distinction as follows: ‘
- Signals are signs toward which an animal adapts
in a more-or-less unmediated ‘automatic manner..
Symbols are signs toward whigh a human adapts in a
more-or-less mediated act of knowing. This diffe-.
rence is ‘seen as being crucial A SLgnal 1s part of
an animal's phy31ca1 world of being. A symbol is
. part of the.human~wor1d of bec0ming. h6§p,~. 57,Abri-
ginal italics) | J' ' 'g e | |
Linguistic Symbolism suggests Cassirer (1944), allows for
the p0331bility of a life of meanings to supplant a life of

mere 1mpu1ses a life of becoming to transform a life of

being.’ Skinner however, disagrees with this ' distinbtion
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and offers an example to make his point:

Verbal responses are often sald to be taken by the_
“listener as signs, - or symbols of the s1tuatlons,
-they describe, and a great deal has been made of

the symbolic'process ..... - Certain atmospheric gon-

ditions may be a "sign ofgraln",,and we respond
tolthem to avoid getting wet We nsually respdnd
in a sllghtly diﬁferent way in escaping from the
raln itself if we have had no sign of it in ad-
vance. We can say the same thing about the wea-
'therman s verbal responses whichhare no more'a
‘sign or symbol of rain than thé atmospheric change.
(1974, p. 103) | "

N2

,In ‘one sense, Sklnner 1s rlght  From the weather-

" man g perspective there may be little dlfference between
 the black clouds he actually obsérves and the words - ("It's

gOlng to rain today") he speaks 1nto a transmltting de-

vice which carrles the audltory signal to us 31tt1ng at
our kltchen.table.- If we have observed 'the same clouds,

our response to th$4Weatherman s words may be qu1te cynl-_

'cal ("no klddlng'") 'orua bit more respectful ("I thought

so")f In any event ‘we are sharing the same observational

«experlence as the weatherman so his words are yery llkely

'redundant and consequently, mean little to .us symboll-‘

cally

However, if the clouds were.not in our field of

S

-
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vl‘g%‘\, and if the sum were shining across our morning.
table, the weatherman s words become more mean1ngfu1 to
‘us. They do in fact become symbols since they Te- present

his experlence (observ1ng rain clouds) to those of -us

-

who have not had the same experience at the same point

in time. Without these symbols.for.an experience which
we do not directly share, we would‘have'no-base from
which to E___ our future actlons |

The notion of planned behaviour is -emphasized in the

above example because this is yet another important com-
“nonent to the argument. . As Skinner says, we typically
behave differently’in a situatioh-(e.g. rain) depending
von}the information availabie. A symbol allows us access
;to information which’wevdo not have'directly in our ex- .

perlence ‘& Once we have the 1nformatlon then we act ac-

=

cordlngly in terms of making plans. D L
The distinction between a 31gna1 and a symbol may
also therefore be_seen in terms of the nnmber of pos-
sible\responses ’That is, a s1gna1 stands in one- to-one
‘correspondence w1th an experlence or response;-there»are
no degrees of freedom so to speak On the other hand, a
sy‘.ol suggests ‘many p0551b1e re3ponses the varlety of
~which gives man greater flex1bllity and allows h1m to pauseI
for con81derat10n and plan the most appr0pr1ate reSponse |
before actlng A signal of danger such as a loud noise
may'onlyﬂstimulate an anlmal to flee; whereas the symbol
m3

e
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danger may‘mean many Uhings‘tozg,humen, of which flee‘ng
may be the least useful.

There is a danger, however, in assuming a mutual ex-
clusivehess, a strict dichotomy, between signal-animal ano"
symbol-human. As Bain (1974) pursues the dlstlnctlon a
signal is part “of a closed communlcatlon system bounded
by parameters of species-specific objects and neuro-physi-
cal structure of the aniﬁal'being considered. On the.other‘
hand, symbols ere part of an open system which,'being his-

' toricslAin origin, is bounded only by the development of
hthe.particular individual within their culture's conven-
tions. The animal system, therefore, is not open to sym-
 bols, whereas the human system'is,‘ But s&mbols,«within
‘the perspective of the previously developed framework do._ ~
pot‘"emerge ‘as a result of 1nner forces to replace impul-
lses; Rather, they develop from a signal base to supple-
ment,'and,domlnate in many s1tuations, a life of mere im-
pulses. ‘That is, the human system is opeﬂ’tovthe symbol,
but‘not closed~t0‘the signal. ‘We caniclarify‘this point
by aga%n'cousidering Skinner's example. B

‘Actually, the:example Skinner’uses is not a very éood
- one, particularly'as he puts our behavioursinto-an'"escapev
| from" category" It may be that we woulld escape from rain
by rushing under~cover if we were attendlng a ganden party

in our best set ‘0f clothes, but would we necessarlly es-

" cape if we were standlng on a rlverbank fishing? Perhaps,
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but ‘perhaps we would stay .in the rain in the belief (based
on»past experience, of course) that 1t 1mproves our chances
of'catching a.fish> Lhe example of rain, therefore, is
not- adequate to dlfferentlate between signals and symbols
In ract there are not many good examples" whenjlt comes
to human behaviour since man does not respond in a one-to-
one, strictly predictable fashion to things and events in
his world at all times. This is precisely the point where
me come to the confusion the behavioural model often pro-
motes. What we are suggestlng as a reai p0331b111ty is
that while man may have true symbols in terms of re-pre-
sentatloms of indirect exper;ence, many of these may at
times become what me will/refer to as "pseudosymbols" -
,That is, the may have the outward appearance of bonafide
symbols (defined in terms of man's ablllty to choose from
among many poss1ble plans of actlon) but in fact operate
as 31ggals for dlrect non-contemplatlye behadiour. .

Take. for example the inecident: reported by Condon
(1966) where a woman was taking sixteen people an a sub-
- way 1n Boston people who were uhfamiliar with the subway.
.and its st0ps It was rush hour and the car was very
chowded so that the party was Spllt up amongst the press
jof many commuters *he lady relatlng the story says that |
in the course .of a conversatlon she lost track of the stops ?

: /o
and, all of a. sudden as the car had come to a hart ‘rea-

'llzed that they all had to get off very qulckly " Not
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knowing how much time|she had to "pass the word" she de-
cided'on a simple solution; she jumped up from»her seat
and shouted "We get off here'" at the top of her voice.
The response was, perhaps, predictable. Not only did
her sixteen charges jump up and head out of the car, but
other'peenlevsitting with them responded similarly. One
man, yhe had been peacefuily reading a paper, also jumped
up, jammed on his hat and started for the door before he
V_realized that he did not ;ant te get off at that stop. He
stopped and returned to his seat, not amused to say the |
‘least but unknow1ngy prov1ded the means by which we can
make the dlstlnctlon between symbol and pseudosymbol As
Condon summarizes the point
Man creates a few signs for his 1mmed1ate reatlons
K. The alarm-¢lock buzzer ~the class bell and the stop
- sign are’ each designed by man to elicit one approprl-
hate and 1mmed1ate ‘Tesponse. JBut such signs are few.
Inapproprlate 51gna1 reactlons are, unfortunately,
moreﬂcommon Whether we Jump to conclu31ons refuse
 to listen to Lnformatlon because of a label we have
;given its source (Hon't believe anything‘she saYs");'
- or blushrat-certain words, we are also respondlng
: signally Such reactlons fall to use the resources
of language as they might best be used Learnlng

tOIuse language intelligently begins by learnlng not

. to be used by language. . (p. 10)
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. of the basic: Darwinian principles. Langauge is seen to
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Condon 8 final admonition reminds us of the point taken by

) Heidegger (1971). that while han acts as though he were the

master. of language, it isglanguage'which so often is the
master of man. ' The point to be made here is that'the mas;

tery of man by language is brought "about through pseudo—\

‘symbols, as defined in terms of man responding to words .

signally

What we are”left with, then,.is an account”by Skinner'
of a particular dimension of human behaviour and action
It représents a level of. response which is brought about

S
by factors ‘determined by - the person s s1tuation Part of

) thlS 31tuation is, of course, the person s ability (such

as the man in the subway) to transcend the 81gna1, or ',

. pseudosymbol nature of language As Condon says, unfor-
‘tunately this-is not always thercase in human action and
' Abehaviour either as individuals or. groups.' It is a point

: Whlch will bé’returned to as it represents a crucial stage

1n the development of personality and the emergence of
self in the creation of a mode of existence

Ah In terms of -a definition of 1anguage Condon shares -

Cassirer' s recognition of the importance of 'the 'symbolic-
'L'dimen81on" of ‘human c1v1lization and life In fact, sug-
'gests Condon, "The history of human civilization is a his-

‘tory of adaptation and surv1val much within the framework

i

aid’ surV1va1 in a variety of ways through its many functions

s
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as a "tool, a map, a weapon, a toy, a surrogate, a mask"
A(p.{60).v These- many functions allow man-to adopt neW‘
skills as the occasion demands and, therefore possess
the. ability to survive adverse conditions which literally
exting“ish other living organisms.

Condon actually represents an interesting middle
ground in the debate on language and the uniqueness hence
the nature, of man. For lrke the behav1ourists he is‘
commited to.the Darwinian model of survival and adapoation
and sees language as man' 5, supreme power in aid of his sur—
v1val ,Furthermore he states quite clearly that thls |
vpower of man is distinctive in degree yet permits a ‘be-
haviour that is "utterly different in kind" (p. 60). .

' Tﬁe_difference between man and animals is that'man through;
-language, can express his- experience in symbols and can,
_therefOre share his experiences with hlS fellow man. ThlS
~sharing results in the changes in behav1our and culture

not only from moment to-moment but from generation to-
-generation Consequently, the society of man takes on new

forms as he . adapts (1n Condon s v1ew) to new 51tuations

and demands Animals communicate to ‘be sure, but in

e

”llmited_yays within closed systems of signals rather than
open symbolic'systems. Consequently, ‘the degree of change
vpossible in the society of tigers for 1nstance is extre-.'
: mely limited -and they are in constant danger of becoming

‘7extinct The unfortunate paradox is that it is likely due



to changes-in human society which have put the tiger in
"the greatest danger. = | ”
o Thefsame could be said regarding the threat man .makes
upon his own survival through the development of his own
j means -to destroy himself as a civilization, The point
that Condon doestndt choose to‘elaborate, and that the bé_
. haviourists tend to avoid, is man's creation (based.on his
symbolic capabilities) of the means‘o% his own destruction.
One could argue that nuclear energy has been harnessed in
the aid of man as in the case of power plants but even
these have become omlnously contagious to man's survival,
in 1eague with the weapons which preceded them From this
\perspectlve it appears that man, in the very name of sur-
vival and self -defense, will ultimately defy his own power
to. adapt--to hlmself |

Finally, Sanders (1976) is another author who loohs
at language and communlcatlon w1th1n the context of adap-
tive functloning of human beings in a constantly changlng
environment Recognlzlng the high level of soc1allzat10n
Vinherent in man's. ex1stence Sanders emphasizes the need
for humans to be able to adapt to démands generated by so-.
clety, and suggests that it is communication with others
that makes societal adaptatlon.possible. The functlonlng :
’ of the language system therefogg, not only permlts man
to adapt to hls env1ronment but also to exert control over
it. vawe take thls argument one step further and suggest-'

. N )

P
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that by controlllng his env1ronment man also has the power -

fo change it (and, perhaps paradox1ca11y, bring about the
;need for new adaptation within himself), then-we begin to
see how iti'is that, through langauge, man continuaIly cre-
ates and re-creates his world., To do this, however re-
quires a broader view of ganguage than mere ' verbal be-
haviour" and learned speech sounds. Perhaps the most ve-
~ hement attacks on the behaviourists' pos1tion was lauched
by Chomsky (1959) and his cognitlve-natiVLStic approach
forms the basis by whlch language is seen Primarily as a
.-system of grammatlcal structure and transformatlon |

Language a8 a descrlptive grammar. Chomsky's origi-

nal stand on the n&ture of language held that the role of
learnlng, so emphasized by Sklnner and the behav1ourlsts
was of very mlnor concern 1n understandlng a ch11d s lan-
guage Rather he argued the child is born with pre-‘ -~
existlng lnnate struceures (i.e. a Language Acquisition

Device") which becomes actlvated through the exposure of

the child to speaklng 1nd1v1dua1s Unlversal characterls-;’vr

ticsiof all languages, such  as de31gnatlons for tlme and
‘4;tspace causation"'etc., were v1ewed to imply a unlversal |
grammar which is an unobservable construct referred to . .
as "deep structure/' Other a8pects of various languages

_fwhlch do dlffer from’ one language system to the,next, are

. ! -
N referre to as surface structure s1nce they are,. indeed,

1observable. In a later artlcle Chomsky summarizes his
. . . ) : L s

i



position by suggesting that:
By studyiné‘language We‘may discover abstract prin-
" ciples that govern its'structure and use, pr1 ciples
bthat are unlversal by biological necessity and not
mere hlstorlcal accident, that derive from ‘mental
characterlstlcs of the species. A human language
is a system of remarkable complexity...a mirror ”
of mind‘in a deep and_significant sense, It is a
'Tproduct'of human gntelligence, created anew'in
each individual by operations that lie far beyond
vthe reach of will or consc1ousness (1975, p. 4)
The weakness of Chomsky's p051tlon when con51dered
‘on its own merit, is primarily two- -fold. Flrst it’ relies
, on:innéte,'hypothetical and therefore unobservable_Con-
;structs To accept’ such a p051t;on is, in the woros of
Stone and Church (1973) to act‘"on faith" which ultl—
mately confounds the second major. critls;sm That is, o
to accept Chomsky s hypothetlcal construct of deep strue-
ture and the maturatlon of innate competence 'is to acceptv
the 6bservab1e 1nconsistency between the competence ;%
'"1dea1" speakers and the performance of actual speakers.
Stone and Church point to this inconsistency between the-
ory anﬂ'observed behav1our as a serious problem as does
; Ortony (1975) “who pursues his own. critlclsm of Chomsky by
“'suggestxng that o

- If competence models.are supposed t6 be models of
- | . . ' . . R h .



. )
the,uhderlying mechanisms, then they must have the
power to ptedict and~expalin~1anguage behavior....
Unless there is a clear link between what is seid
of ideal speakers and what happens with real ones,

talk of the ideeﬂﬁlbgirrelevant unless one is as-

"I, g O Y

suming that 1:: L)Ft~for peOple (p. 489)

In the pasE:

:paramete;s set forth bY“ghe 50~ -called "Chomskian Revolu-
tiomn". A great -deal has been learned as a result but, as
McNeill (1970) p01nts out, there had been a-cost as well.

That is, the Chomskian position is rhdically'oppoSed to

53.

;“a great’ deal of® energy has

. of ps&°h°11nguistics within th

that of the learning theorist and, as we have seen the po-

sition of Skinner is radlcally opposed to that of the’ psy-

A cholinguists.' As McNeill ‘and others (e. 8- Ortney, 1&25

Stone and Church -1973) suggest neither radical p051tlon

gives the whole picture of language there is more to lan-

- 4
' guage than learning, but there can be no question that

. ~1earn1ng plays a significant role. in»language development.

Perhaps the most central and controversial tenet of
Chomsky s theoret1ca1 position 1g the assumptlon that
- human beings are born with an innate predisposition to
.achieve the mastery of language, that in Lenneberg s 4
(1973) terms language is "species specific". To fully

apprec1ate the impllcations of Chomsky s pos1tion it

" is essential to recognize theml%cus on the 1nnatecompetence



!

of‘language,,as distinguished from the innate roots of

\ That is, ChPmsky/is suggesting that it is "natu- .

spedch.

ral" Bor children to become linguistic as they grow up in
a li guistic'society. The emphasis on "natural" reflects
a second major assumption of c0gnitive-nat1v1st1c theory,
the d‘velopment of language is primarily a process.in ma-~
turation rather than conditioning, reinforcement or imi-
tation. Furthermo;e embedded in this process of s ecies m
'specific maturation development of linguistic competence
is viewed to occur -as a result of transformations of hypo--“
thetical, underlying '"deep" structures. The existence of
deep>stfudtnres‘and basic language competenée is‘deduced
from a strict analysis of "surfece' strUctures reflected
in the person s actual 1anguage performance

The psycholinguistic position put forth by Chomsky
represents an enigma of sorts in- the psychology of lan-
~guage and development - The enigmatic-nature of'transfor-c
mational grsmmarptheory is partly duelto,the fact that per-.
haps.its'strongest point is represented by the weakest
pointhof enothei theoretical perspective. That is,'in
,meny é;ys the "Chomskien Revolution"hwas not only aﬁrevof
lution against the theoretical p051tion of behav10urism _
as championed by Skihner but also the most concrete al-
’ ternative to the mechenistic determinism of the natural
science viewp01nt As Holz agd Azrin (1966) suggest in

their review of Chomsky 8 cniticism of Skinner fthe
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verbal behavior of humans is the last stronghold from

o

which one can defendothe necgsifty of mentallstlc concep-l>

tlons (p. 794). ’ ‘ Sy _a
"Bolinger's (1938) perspective oh'language, while

. showing definite affinity to the nativistic perspective,

‘moves us a bit closer to a middie pesition"between the ta?

dicallsm of Sklnner and Chomsky Belinger's attempt at a
3 .

31ng1e sentence - deflnltion of language is as follcws

Human language is a system‘of vpca1~dud1tory commu-

Tem

nication usiﬁg conventioﬁal signs composed of arbi-

E%ary patterned sound units and assembled according

Rang

to set rules lnteractlng with the ex%erlences of e
its users. (p. .12)
HlS suggestlon is that con81deratlon must be glven to three

ingredients in the consummation of language: 1nst1nct,,a“

/

preexisting leuéuage.system, and a’' competence coming from’

the application of the instinct to the system. While imi- )
D
tation and learnlng are seen to play a part in the develop-
. P :
‘ment of language, they_are onlyra patt ofpthe"lerger ques-

tion of how the child’learns to manipulate the physical
elements of .the system (i.e,.Sounds %nd,syntactic.rules)“

while, at the same time, permeating‘these elemeht3~with

meanlng Again -the t%;ue of meanlng arlses to lead us

‘to a richer perspectlve on ‘the depth of the human language
‘ experlenpe. Con31deration of. meanlng leads dlrectly into |

the thtrﬂ p031tion on the nature of language to be- presen-

- . B o
- . . . o -

L~
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ted i the present study.

Language as a world-view. Hayakawa (1964) defines.

-

—

a language as being the most highly'developed’ the most

B | -7subtle, the.moSt complicated form of symboliam._ As he
says, human beings can, by agreement, make anything stand
for anything (i.e..can symbolize); The spstem of noises
that we all produce and. mutually agree stand for the same’

P
.'happenlngs in our nervois:: Systems he calls language.

“ ,/17 / -
The happenings he refers to are perceéfiens.we each have .

and share with others through our language system of agree-

ments.

|4 . ,ﬂ
% o - While the above may seem to be a narrow approach to
.“L.“;' .‘- N . . 3 o s - ‘
kB the phenomenon of language Hayakawa recognizes that, =~ °

through 1ts ‘many functions (e.g. persuasion and: control

-

S 1nfotmationwtransmission' the languagehof-"social cohesion"
P , '

; a.ggage of poetry and 1mag1natlon ‘_language

uimportant role in human ife. In his

'5importance is from- a umbeﬁ-o perapec-
N ‘ .& © -

N o

- %fii?others to stonlng_the‘mdrchers.u.. With '

[

e > s 7 q r '; . . .
; highest ideals“and;aqpirations. To understand how

u"flanguage works /what pitfalls it conceals‘ what 1ts

3

possibilig%es'are, is to understand 5hat is central - | “:fg'
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bodied in his language through the funct!ons Hayakawa

. -~
to the complicated business. pf living the life of
‘a human being. - (p. vii) — e -

P~Words, according to,Hayakawa, play a central role, in )
the'shaping of man's beliefs, preJudices ~idéals, and “
: ; . B ,

aspirations. They constitute man s semantic environment,

v

o )
a phrase Hayakawa uses to denot the '"moral.and intellectual

'atmosphere in which (mam) llves " (p. viii). In short,

language is "seen ag the "tndispenSLble" mechanism of human,

.
119e§ llves that are basically social, and which are . . il
moulded guided enriched and made p0351ble by the accuf
pmulation of the past enperiences of embers of our own:
' specres (p. 14) In -one sense, 'and ’n'much the same ,:'
ivein as Cassirer, Hayakaha 5 view relates to the relation:
ship between language and culture Man's perspective on ®

his culture hlS world-vxgw so to sPeak comes to be em-'” . ,éﬁ4“

e
4 ’

p01n§g “to. S ﬂj?

Another proponent .of language as-world -view-is Britton

I

(l@?ﬁ) who discussea thlS notion at some length, w1t§,par-

faﬁqﬁcagar reference to the WOrk of Susan Langer (19425

ébf&qupher of symbolic fbrms very much in the tnaditlon

*of Cassxrer,' In Britton s v1ew .each indlvidual constructs .

e -2

MWorld representation with the ald of laqguage as the br-

ganlzing ptinciple and this- construction is continually

. modified in light of additional experiences to us symbol

0

cally."The‘dynamic structuring and re- structurlng of T Cr

ol’,:

Yl
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personal worldrviews is not only discussed by others, but
placed into the social-dévelopmental context so central
"to the presentdstudy Schmidt (1973), .for example re-

"Q/cognizes the fuﬂﬂamental dlscontinuity between .human lan-

,* guage and animal cq@munjhﬁtibn as,central@‘o the social-

e Ad ~ ] 0
developmentaf contexf of human ex1stence
P

Unlike tuig;ls accordlng to Schmidt the human child

v ‘.

must do‘gbre!than merely adapt to life in a glven env1ron-

- r

ment and in 4af"‘gz.ven social group WJ.th its powerful struc-
tures for.shaplng development. vﬁihe fact that 4 child -
."discoéersl a preexistent language and becomes an active
participant in a culture which is, itself, greatly influ-
enced by the'cultnre complicates ‘the process of the
,child s socialization. -Again, the complications Schmidf
is alluding to arise fr m a broader dimension of human
_ex1stence outllned earlier 1n;relation to the theory of
Cassirer and von Uexkull: The maJor 1mpact of Schmldt s
thinklng on this p01nt is when he sfates his central

/.

thesis that thé degeloPment:of the chfld
Will have to'he seen always in the concrete centext
,of the child S'ﬁﬁteraction with other human belngs
'-w1th things and with th€llanguage an& cu}ture
within. which he creates his own world of meaning--

and with that hlS own personallty Among,the in- -

@
N éteractions ‘with bther human belngs there is one
g -
l LA . ° ‘ \ .
[ that des%rves special attentlon namely that
£y
%"‘ ‘\ ! . b D)-,- X N

. v e
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I
-~

»between the adult who_edncates and_the child who iS”

C o
“:bx:

being educated. {p. 11)

A
(A

“au

%

I R

*%though'Schmidt draws “he ~eader's attention to a
possible relationship between language and,personality‘in oﬂﬁ%ﬂk?
the above quote, he does mot specificallplpﬁrsue the issue. - '
What he'does’do however is return to the child's crea-'
tion of a world of meanings and lf we‘look carefully,x'
we see evidence for the relatlonship between~1anguage’énd_
personality within thefframework. In discﬁssing the Sym-

bolic world of the child, Schmidt goes on to not, only am-

L4
pllfy on the child' éaprocess of development through the -
creation and re-creation of personal meanlngs for his ex- v
‘perlences but also puts this process in its proper context

‘.of soc1allzatlon and educatlon He'states- ‘
It is in this process of dlscovery anque creatlng

that the developing ch11d gives meaning to hls own‘ﬁ
X w< J n
expérlences and gives, to them an inlelduahhas well®

-

as shared human 81gn1ficance thus,  the .individual,

-ﬂpersonal element is 1nextr1cab1v 1nterwoven Wlth v
.the cultural Only w1th1n the symbollc systems that
-11m1t the Chlld s freedom by 1mp051ng pattern and
'already developed meanings on hlm ~arrd by forc1ng
B him. to 1nterpret his experlence in terms of the
: p0581bilrt1es<1nherent.1n the.symbollc sxstems,

can he becvmevcreative.} The symbolic system pé;
:fexceégenCe:lsﬂlahguage;‘ (p. 65,voriginal italics)

.oy .&
'.‘ /k .
R 4

‘.
C




such an 1mportant role in the formulatlon of a mqﬁe of exs

-ty in manlpulatlng our world” (p. 12).

60.

Schmidt. ¥einforces. these points- when he later refers to a
language system as the "very fabric and texture”»of the
child's personal, vet shared existence. His statement
echoes.the’point made by Brown and Bellugi (1964)'that as
a mother expands her child's sneech she is teaching'more

than a grammar; she is teachlng a'world-view for the ch11d

to consider and re ‘consider before generatlng his, own -
‘ SR ““'k.' '

meanings and, therefore his- own world-view. We-shall,ff
later see that it is thlS world-view which comes to play
istence.of the child or adult as a personallty 1n—the-'
world Here then 11es the cruc1al foundatlon for an under-
standing of the relatignship between language th‘kemer—
gence of self and the development of personallty 1[5

' The view of language as- a-world-vxew is perhaps the

 most sensitive of the three p081t10ns rev1ewed to the is-

sUe of humanhdevelopment. "The behav1our1sts and psycho-
llngulsts speak of development and change but thelr the-
ories .are weak in the accountlng for the nature of deve-
lopmental changes observed throughout the human llfe'span

Speaklng from a developmental point of view, Shap;ro (1979)

'offers the definltlon of language as agcdmp&ex system

created by human beings that emerges trom the preserued

"'o

operatlon of many functlons enaBllng us maximum flex1b111-

3

More spec1fical}y, Shapiro emphasizes four_points_to~

e

Yo
Voo
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'1ntegration of cog i;

61.

e~

illustrate the nature’of\ianguaget;'ﬁirstlAhe~yiew lan-

guage as a complex organization involving motor control,
cognitive structuring, and_social determinants and-ignflu-

ences. By doing so he integrates the views of the struc-

“turalists as well as the behaviourlsts He sees 1anguage

as both a competence and a performance This is rein-
‘b\m—? )
forced by the second point he om asizes: that language

depends on a complex structure of organizational principles"
which provide the pOSSlbillty for productivity and genera-
tiyity, two important criteria which seem to be lacking in
most animal communication systems. Further to these cri-

teria which reinforce a man- animal distinction Shapiro

.
- i

states a third factor: that language is ' evolutionarily
specific" and relates to a specific form at a 3pec1f1c'
level of phylogenetic development and evolv1ng to a par- . ,W-
ticular structural and functional organization which 1s |
'somewhat discontinuous from other lower-level communicating

organ;ztlons (p 12 -13). Pis final p01nt is that languageb

' evolvps over time and can be studied as 1ts structure .

s

.changé§ Consequently, from a developmental perspective

it canﬁhiarﬁlated tolchanges 1n age and the "hierarchic

.;‘and ego structures (p. 12). In '

v 1:.. .""

,language ﬁk{‘be Vieﬁéﬁ within the framework

~

.of Werner s‘orthogenetic‘princf$le when considering its -

' ‘!'
nature and roie;in ‘thHe life of the individual

pam BT

' Based on this ‘multi- faceted definitioh of 1anguage

-

é L5
b
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 consider the developmental framework by which we

Shapiro sees: language as an 1mportant dimension for the

‘studyvof what is chagacteristically human, and, since it

fits thé‘requirements of a developmental phénomenon, the

-~

process of development itself. This view of Shapiro is
]

1mportant since it expresses the perspective being put

I

forth in the present study. That is by carefully stu-
dying the development of the person-as a-language-being,
“we are in a position.to understand not only the general

process of human development, but the specific development

of the person as a personality- in-the-world Before we

can do this the task remains to go beyond the nature of S

1anguage to a consideration of the process of language and

: how it relates to the process of se%éé;egulation and emer-'l

gence It is necessary,‘therefore go beyond

”

‘as speech" sounds, or a grammar or a world -view.

derstand. the*relationship between speech sounds grammar,
world-views and the - actions of human beings It is not
enough to say that they are related We reqUire'an exami-
natlon of the means of this relationship 1f we are to un-
‘derstand: how "man has language and language has man" |

The Process of Language

‘ Throughout %he fore@oing discussion of a variety of

definitions of what languﬁge is (or is not), some - commona-

-

|

lities may be recognized An 1mportant one for'the pre-_'v

sent study to focus on is that, on the one hand, many of R

- hd )
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the definitions at least in part refer to language as a

63.

»

product either in terms of a system of symbols having P

ag"eed-upon‘meanings or a group of’grammatical structures

held together by rules of transformation and generatlon
At .the .same. time there are several indications in the de-
finitions that language is also seen to répresent a means,

partlcularly when viewed from a perSpectlve of the func-

‘tions language plays in human life and existence. Indeed, -

'likegthe‘wave and particle theories of‘iight in physics;'

language ma?“be seen as either a means»or an®end, depen
'} . ' - .

'ding on thefobserver s pergg tive

! IR .
Both perspectives on language are ifiportant aor a

theory of the relationsbip ‘between language and persona-‘

'11t¥.,_Aga1n, many‘of the authors cited above have referred
. to ianguage'as a system whichfenbraces, as:it were, the
ymany beliefs attitudes fears, prejudices of the person.

,Less has been ‘said, howé‘% ,.offthe.roie language plays

in the actualization of these “characteristics" into a
'pensonfs actions or mode oi ex1stence - It is at this .point
.jfthat we need to look ‘more carefully at the languagﬁ‘activ1—#

‘ty,or process itself if we are to uncover any meanlngful

connectlon between lanﬂuage and the process whereby the

-

4se1f emerges. Andon again ‘we need to search For a

frameworL for the languaging actiVity' avframework which

» w111 permit us to cross the bridge between 1anguage ‘per-f

'isonality and behav10ur.;
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As we have seeni, most of the definitions of larnguage
presented aboﬁe, with the notable exception of learning

theory, view language as.a type of symbolization. Many,

as J! have seen, consider it to be the supreme.type of

symbollzatlon guldlrg other forms of symbolic beheviour.

PO

a

" of exlstence

Bl
-

J

What‘has“been mlSSlng, however,,is some conceptualization

‘of the symbolizing process aside from references to in-

.

;nate structures, imitation, and other underlying:theore-

tical assumptions; In other words, we tend to hold-that

. o . / '
man does symbollze but we have not come to grips with

the symb01121ng process itself. This is importantufor'us

-to do since for the present theory to have consistency,

3

lt must be demonstrated or at least hypothe81zed that

there is a close afflnlty if not a direct correspo%gence

between thls ba31c symbollzlng act1v1ty and the ptdﬁﬁsses
{

wherehy we could. understand the emergence of self, the

develhpment of personallty, and the structurlng of a mode .

Prlor to acdulrlng the symbol the act1v1ty of the

human 1nfant is charecterlzed by reflex and.sign dlkadaptaf'

'tlons; the lnfant Leads‘a life of 1mpulses Durlng much

of'this early period the srtuatlon of the 1nrant is one

of° "absorptlon 1nto the inmediate 1mpress10n and. the ur-

.gency oﬁ the moment (Cassirer, 1942/1960 ‘P. 60) °er-A

ceptlon is of the oven@&l express1ve qualltles of the ob-

jects and events in the world their."phy51ognom1es_ <

e
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'*(Werner;‘1948)'instead’of‘their detailed qualities;.

meanings precede objects in perception. The reality of

'physiognomic, perception is a reality of sensations and

the infant is mobilized” to respond organisnlcally in a

direct, immediate, and‘biologically determined manner.

- Man is in face-to-face confrontation with reglity; nothing

- separates, subject and object. There is a unity in_the

person-world relationship; and "the commerce between body

“and the WOrld is one of affect and action" (Sardello, 1274,

‘w

3

p. 413).. Perception and action are, therefore, a unitary

-process based on the motor-affective react1V1tv of the

&

310n (Merleau-Ponty,_l962)

/in_ant, the .spatiality‘-of the body in a world of expres-"

‘The physiognomic mode of perception and existence.isﬁA

recognized by both Ca551rer (1944) and Werner (1948)  as

characterist;a of the way in which non-human SpeCies-react

P
£

in their,élo?ﬁﬁ signal system of}bein%. 'While[these.spe-
! N . . - . $

‘ cies are in direct'confrontation with their reality just‘

v

as is. the human infant man as a developed organism no

'longer confronts reality directly Pather, man-canvcreate

a barrier--a "symbol" curtain--between himself and the con-

crete objects and events in the world Perhaps out of a'

.. the question to himgelf‘ofﬁwhat.these "thingsf~-feelings,

'phsyiognomic perception of Platonic wonder perhaps out of

a need tp be more. tban a Vlctlm of mere appearance, or

.4

“,perhaps out 3 dissatisfaction w1th Just d01ng, man . raises

<

B

CEt,
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-

j‘object:s,-»'event -hrmS"f—;géagg'”The‘answerS} be‘they'inzfp
congruous; absurd, orbth 3troke of geniusQare, in a very | |
‘real sense irrelevant. Wh matters are the questions,

vthe perceptlon and the contemplat' n of meaning.

Through a process of dlf‘erentlatlon ln the world of
objects and events, contemplatlve perceptlon alters the
51tuatlon of man and the Spatlallty of his body No longer
" does he reepond immedlauay in the motor affectlve mode of
existence. A dlstance has-been created betWeen subject
and obwect and man's " actlon is- dela&ed by the complex pro-.
cess.of thought " Now wben he acts he does so ‘1n the words

of Ca331rer as animal symbollcum "It is this, active  pro- - -

""J

cess of distanciation which allows man to create and re-' R
_ create new symbols and hence hls reallty. As Bain des--
Ucrlbes the process in terms of the resulting nature of

language o - _ | | L S

‘Language is not seen as just a syStem of abstract

rules of grammar nor JLS' a 51mp1e speech response
- It is ‘seen as both-~1nextr1cably interwoven w1th
attltudes myths " values, images, rituals and all
‘the Fortunate and unfortuBate happenlngs of‘a
Apeople...a symbollc trust containing lmplic1t
meanlngs of life experlences.... In a sense, each

ch11d dis | ers and creates anew the cumulative

understandlngs of hiigpeople.vr

,;Tbls process of re- dlscovery and re-crea lon of

T
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,dlstanciation is also.seen as the universal process under-

v,tlon (although e does .not. refer to it as such) in consl

s A ety o - ey et T A AR e P 1 e

meaning inherent.in-arparticular'understandlng'of“
» life experience is theﬂoccasion for each child
to give his own meaning to that experience. (1975,

) .
) Q@

< 57).

The- implicatlon is that- dlstanc1atlon i the universal
process Whlch leads to. 1ndiv1dua11y unique world-v1ews

and a comtemplatlve mode of ex1stence. In this sense,

: lylngﬂkhe emergence of the self,

Whitehead (1927) addresses thls prncess of diStan 3

rable detail in his lectures on symbollsm A particularly.

crucial point made by Whitehead has obvious impilcatlons

v,for a theorz of the emergence of unique selves wnthln a

"society of communlcatlng perSOns.u.Hls 901nt “and it is a".

famlllar one - to students of’perceptlon 1s tha; fhe pro-_

"cess of contemplative perception and symbolizatlon are .

_"‘allible"' partlcularly in terms of 1nd1v1dual dlfferences
as &. result of varlance in the spatlallty of the body 0;4
-each person's situatlon as a bean-ln the-world

More speciflcally, twojgersons may perceive the same
obJect or event in diFferent ways. A circle to one ‘person

may appear‘zs—an*elllpse to another dependlng on a number

- of factors one of which being the pos1tion/of the per-

,meervinglggdigs in. relation to the object-——On a more ab-

stract level what one person pexcaivgs as love another

T

N . . L Y. e 2 B
. = . - .t
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t1v1ty
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may perceive as ‘respect and, still another, overlndu;"ence
The point is that in relation to each other (and sometimes

1n relation to tﬁemselves), persons diFfer in thelr per—

ception- symbollzatlon process, as a functlon of tbelr dlf—

~ ferent situations and spatialities. In many instances the

differences .are small and perhaps lnS1gn1f1cant while in

others these dlfference become’ particularly 1mportanr On

a positive note, such differemces in the perception-sym-
‘bolization process is the "discipline which - romotes ima-

ginative freedom" (Whitehead:'1927 P. 19). ~Imaginative‘

freedom is, in turn, the process by which we each re-dis-

,cover and re-create our unlque world—v1ews and give our -

‘own meanings to exper1ence> it is the "stuff" of creae

R

It is paradoxlcal perhaps that errors of lmaglnatlve

freedom also result in problems as well as creatlve pro-~

gress in the llfe of an 1ndiv1dua1 -or soc1ety -Differences

»

- of oplnlon orlglnatlng 1n the variance 1nherent in the

.perceptlon- ynbollc process éccount not only for mlld ar—v

A

/
gument but to war and mass destructlon on a spcietal

.slevel *he process of dlstanc1atlon and subsequent symbo-

llatlon 1s also, thenfore _the ' stuf‘" of destructlon

68.

| Nan s expfegsfon of his personality and self ref flect this .

eessentlal paradox and the problems of existencefwhich re-

-

| sult are many.{ Perhaps Rousseau waE ri ght when he said

p"L homme qui médlte est’ gp animal deprave

~

a
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'Contempietiie perceptiontvtheiperceotion of meanings’
is based on the process-of distanciation or, as Werner
(1948) defines it, the lncreasing dlfFerentiatlon of the :
components of a symbol situation. Werner and Raplan (1963)
present a’ detailed account of this process of pronres51ve
distanc1ation in“their organismlc"(l e.,brocess) ana1y31s

“a

of symbol formatlon A brief review of their ana1y51s is
r‘f

li\;/therpresent
of lanouage (sym-

1mportant as it represents the framewor’
study, partlcularlv in terms of the Yo
fbolization) in the emergenoe of the self via the creatlon
.gy ére-creation oF an 1nd1v1dually unique world-v1ew
: ‘i According to Werner and Kaplan progre351ve distanc1a~
tion begins in the context of the "primord1a1 sharing si-.
tuatidn" where there is little dlfferentiation (i.ef dise
v-tance)vln experience between thehchild,lthe Other .and
the‘object,wQAt this point in the orocess there is shared E
contemolation of the‘obgect by ‘the child and Other. - By “ga'f :
mthat we nmean thgt the child is flrst gulded to view the -
'obJect by the Other, Hls attention is dlrected and encou-d
vraged The first actlons of the chlld to express his. own
fworld-v1ew to. construct fue own world meanings and to o

emerge as a unlque self, are those of poxntlng toethe ob-

e ,‘;iscti._ By doing so, he is performing a referenclné func-
—;. L, tlon in terms of the object s external or ob]ective form.
:é;{-t,f This act of p01nt1ng is the chlld s 1qv1tatlon to the %ther .
o to share or contemplate the world from the chlld's point ‘Q;
Pl oo o . ‘ . ‘ - A Co

4 .
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In terms of»Werner and Laplan s theoretlcal framework

the chidd’ s organlsmlc ‘interhal schematlzlng activity then

becomes more differentlated in terms of a dlfferentiatlon

~between a world of objects and, a world of self *;he exter-

{d

;nal form of the obgect”ig progressrvely transfdrmed into

2N

"finternal cognitlve schema (organismic 7rocess “wi th "fotm").
'"he sensory featUres of/the object are consequentlv "llfted
out" of the concrete (sensory) 51tuat10n and placed 1ntof

a different medlum4 sueh a§9the aud;tory, whlch may be con-n

«sldered as, another level of organlsmic process, and the‘

object is re- presented -as -a vocable.' It .is in this sense

argue Uerner ‘and Kaplan * that” the symbol serves a represen-

q

tatlonal{functlon ‘a function which is denled 1n'the closed“'

e . - 1

reality‘of signals,
The ontogene31s of symbollzlng act1v1ty is marked by
the progressive distanciation between four components of

the Symbol 81tuatlon | the addressor (the person who is’

speaklng) ;he addressee (the person spoken to); the re

ferent,(the object/event of reference), anthhe symbollc

vehlcle used in referential representatlon (sucb as the.

®syucol itself - Purthermore they analyze the process of

-l“provressive di anc1atlon between the four components 1n
A ety _

”foilowing mbinations _ person-object person-vehicle,

vehicfe-object and_person-person (addressor-addressee)

| It is necessary to briefly summarize this analysis since



4

B /‘ormatipn of the external form of the obgect 1nto 1nter-

taken as a whole these four combinations represent a fun-

damental underlylng process in the dynamic‘relationship
J between Ianguage and personality '

[

Ly Person obJect distanc1atlon represents an 1ncrea81ng

./.o _.l e

. differentiation and hierarchic 1ntegration of a- le [ -
A R e
world of obJects and a stable world of self from a matrix -

4n which these two poles of experience exist in relative

' Fushion (p 44) . Early ob;ectsuare defined first as
things of action" cons1stent.w1th the preceding analysis
of phyiognomic perception and organlsmic mobiliaatlor 5

As differentiation progresses, tﬁese ego bound' things
Kl "JJ

vgf actlon are transformed into "ego dié%ant" things of;
(

& contemplatL@n .Whereas initigl apprehEPsion of é‘the ObJ'

-ig by means of externalized sensbry-motor pattérns sub-"

& .
sequent re- cognition is. acc'

hed V1s~a-vr§ the trans-'

na}ized cognitfye schema whié% ren@ers the obJect amenable 4
.'to‘representation in anOther‘medlum, (p. 44). » .
It is important to note that'what'Uerner‘and{;aplan_
refer to as 1nternallzed schemat121ng act1v1ty" is ,con-
strued,as an organic process rather than: a mentalistlc
operation of the "mind" " It is the dynamic or/anizatlon'
and orientation of the totality of bodilv process which
constitutes the schematizing activity»in a- given situation

and . the product of this activity is the representational

form of the ebject in an. alternatéamedium of the body s}f .

~ -

sp

\
,..'..
t
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": ' _ & Qrganismic ;ﬁunctionin'g.@? Lange'r (1970), i-‘ri’ his review of a
X ° . . Tkernerj. ogganismi@theory, discussesa the schematlzino pro-
. % TN - Soe .
e e '-ce;s\botb 11} Te '} ﬁ “$es Fungtlon and its Structure '
v, g,

&S g oth unctional and structural aspects
. }“0,“" 8 o .

e 'F‘lmctionally, schenes are sel"-constructlve‘} t’hese

o ' © oy v . : N -
e '.self’ uctrve owers serve toa or anize one s, :
R P ! |
experlence 1nto percepts aad concepts . Thusyschemes ., @

. w0 .
gfactlon oﬁilnteres ts¢ E attltudes

U .»
et turally, schemes are products or represen
‘ forms of knowledge“ attltudes 4 needs., wh%gh are

\ < -

B R "‘?_ : -construeted by thelr 'own actlve*'séhematl,nn'? sox?erg-
g . oo tlons - They are the "stuff"“sof“cogff’ltlon. (p 742)

, o Thé a?:'lnal product of the schema 4 vg act1v1ty re lgp;szv -
o » ; . o ‘ ‘ S
e not a- m:eror 1mage of the*ob"ect s dexs¥n.
Lo T -2% e a !’? - AR
Cw : ther a synthe51s of both the .external ("obJective") and L -

e . the ﬁtemal ("subJectlve") forms. . In accordance wk)h the
“ i ‘ ’synthesn.s of cc}htin‘ulty-discontlnulty vis a- v1s the pre-
) servatlon but subsidization of pnmltive func.tlonlno in -
:'more mature funct:.oning . he express:.ve phys:.ognomlc,
‘ '.and subJective qualitles of the obJect remaln a constltu-A
vvtive element i the symbolizz.ng, process.» "'herefore ‘even ,‘
when the object 1s "objectif‘re 3" to the Other via the -

. . o _ D R .
f‘_symbolic vehlcle the re-preser»tatio% reflects b __;__', ,;,né‘ﬁjec- e

Ll T _.tive and subjective meanings from the addressor s point of

view.‘- In this ma.nner langme g,ecomes a primary medium -;«
Sy . =

R A ) ) - i . " . BN 'y ’ 3
B N co Sk . N : Lo “ - R -
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S o for the expression bf a’person's self since it reflects
‘o . th%contlnual ob"ectlge subJectlve process of his being-

Y

ln-the world. This woufd also be t:he @se, for other syit- % «

’Q',

B

: bollz:Lng medlums such as -gesturing and wrlting, although -

perhaps to a dlfferent degbree‘

»

¥ e The second comT;‘ination of co dﬁznts in the symboll-

person’s immedéﬁ’te affec’tlvefmomr p‘.,maglnal commerce Wl }“, 4

. “ ) ‘> : o
o the "world\ﬁand*are central ter:a person s &ﬁrecﬁ, actlon ;

. ® 0"' '4 -

o 'upon thinns. In ox;he;?words a chlld s early ie'preSenta- ,
ceo o tions Mg:eference,b a@ accomplrsed ‘by d:.rect bodlly ac—:.. :

tlons J.lpon thlngs of differentlatlon - As,_ 1nner COgE?Ltlve : @
& .

% )

structures evolve (as a‘result of or. "'&110 schematlzmgv

actlv:Lty), the : }dlum fqa; t:he vehlcle Shl.l.ts f:;om pragma- "

S ) _ - .'hlngs,.to repre@nta{;onal reference via, . "
. " - . - ’ N . s J‘ .
' 'for".,example, the’ vocal utterance. "‘hls shift ‘in meilum '
' ' .permit's“a*greater degree of. "'unctional spec1f1c1ty and
RS S )

o _autonomlzatlon oF the symbol c.ompared to po:Lntlng,.ges-
hd ‘turln .and bod11y actlon. , "'he phonet:.c forms now "v1s1b-1§"

-'_are e'vidence of an increas:.ngly differentlated world ~view

LT

'_'1ntegrated at a higher level thaﬁ primitlve forms of. bo~
:da.ly orlentation and moblllzatlorq Furthermore -the. pho- s
"-net:Lc gorms are ev:.dence of a closer approxz.mation (of -

v
' v- ’the child's ftmctloning) to the adult med:.um of inter-- - \

I R O R IR ~ o e o g

B . o la
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e 2 personal commerce., As Rarris (1975) pu's it, it is at

Tk o o] 3 .
tHis p01nt that the child’'s, "co,de' ; _v'coming tr-ansamedgu '

e g 1nto the code of‘the Motherlng One n"such 1earn1ng
| .mast be recOgnléed as plaving a signlflcanf role in onto-“
7/ a gene91s in t;rms of external lnter-personal shaplng of
| ;M' prlmitlve‘phhnetlc ‘orms 1nto speech symbols which are
A ‘ﬁ deflned by Nerner and Kaplan as "more or less obJectlve,

person 1ndependent entltles 'wnlch dan be 'handed over ‘ -

: _ "from one'person to another.1n'socia1¢intercourse",(pp; 45- fﬁ
Q ” ? 46) .“ ‘l . -:j% ; » "' . v - ( . I X -
T oy g
Simllariy, the 1nteranl form of. the vehicle (i.e. the_if 7
l connotatlons or meanlngs expressgd by the vehfhle)runderjf”
LY
» goes a, distaﬁbln ‘Process.\ In that early forms are ego- Lo

) e Centrlaﬁ';n re13§1on to the child s own organismlc ﬁrocess

EY
3

e
Q
IS

Q

they teﬁd,eo be less communlcatlve to thegbther. gAgaln,

. . . »
f;,vk A through a process o%,sharing ana shapln connotations

.’

- f becdhe freed of'idiosyncratlc mean1n~s to a degree Whlch

) s

al ows for relatlve.interpersonal agreement and communl-

S f-":, cation whlle maintainlng ‘some deq‘ie of 1ntrapersonal
B .’\‘ pressmgh Thls re%atlve blend of ‘the lnter persgnﬁij;:d
. - o - :
1ntrapersona1 connotatlons 1s ev1dent in the ublqultous

phenomenon of differential lnterpretatlon ("error") of td

L meanlng between addressor and addressee even when the
\i,,ﬁ medium is . con31dered the most obJective such as sc1ent1f1c
T llterature (Whitehead 1927) Agreement is more a prdcess

< “‘»”’ of consensus,ihan a process of 1somorphic sche:zplzlng ac-;;”"

reement 18
AL e

L. '-'> -

tivity on the p t of both personii Al Such
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often fragile, with many implicatlons for both inter-

’

'; and intra- personal relat:.onshn.ps and the expression of

~

Self e N

kA

- The third comblnatlon discussed by Werner and - I\aplan

pv

is the progressive distanc:.at.a.on between the symbollc X

vehiele a the referentlal object (vehlcle obJect) _The

1mportance of this distanciatld-x is that it breaks the prl-
1"2’31

gmorda.al bond between a thing ‘and its name, consequently

14

. vra ed concepts,dmay be d‘:bd toﬁ&eéﬂppoSe .one. another., . ,: ) ﬁ;&‘

",

" ternal form of both. dbjects. Theovehlcles "dog and_ "cat" .

permittino the abstra&tlon of object propertle-s ‘into gene-

ral.;zed concepts In one senseﬂthe different:.ation of

-
$ obj ect and the formaflgnsof hierarchlcally 1nte-
~Yod We

n

s For example to- a;tain the: concept’ oﬁ "anymal" the ch.’cld .

must transcend the concrete bonds of "dog"/dog:;-ob_,ect and

cat"/cat ob"ect to abstract properties comm‘bnmto the ex-

must beco transparent and lose their thlng-like quallty

W

befo@*th hierarchica’l \Substltutlon of "animal" is po}_sn-’ﬁi"

sible. .. [ .o

-
-

Another example of ymbol realism" Ki e.. iack of

veh:.cle object dlfferentiation resultlng ‘in the vehlcle

tak:.ng on° prOperties of the actual object) is oFten ob-_

iewe‘dqa{'umfances*‘o exsmeqlﬂtuwhere the vehicle it-

self 1s acted upon in a manner smilar to act:Lons upon the ’

object.‘ Por some phobic 1ndividuals the efFect of saylng

the word "snake" :Ls nearly equivalent to beirg in, direct ,
. - _ PR SR

R AL R oL . (\ K .u

75.



‘ vparent and autonomous or - as was discussed earlrer in re:

3[; a- symbol rather than being a pseudosymbol

-"f:when\ both are "hand;l‘e
"crete bond between them«broken. Tﬂ!r'ymboh beCOmes trans-.

| ‘;7& | ) ‘ ‘A B v' B ."_"l‘ .

contact"with~the objedt they not only avoid saylng the

word 1n the first place .but react 1nt°nse1y to its-ut~

‘ ‘

76.

"snake" is not transparent but rather extremely concrete

'and beconmes phalognomized as 1f it were ,the actu%} obJQct

Flnally, to av01d th1s dilemma euphemlsms -are oftén cre-

differently (e.g. "fadinn" for: dx&n@, passed away" for"

w

tionrmade by" Werner and Kaplan is in terms of the lnternal

and external forms of b th the vehicle ang object Only

&-’r"' A v

their inner Formsﬁ;s the con-"

PUY

3

-ated which are transparent and therfore physiognomized )

no%%onger%nith us".for dbad) ; Agaln the dlstlné- ~

~t§rance by another persé}} In this 1nst8nce, ‘the vehlcleliju_

ot

=3
N
4

.
RS

% - .
Nvie
.

latlon to the v1emaof Sklnner the symbol actually becomes

13

The final and perhaps most comprehensive dlfferen-

3,t1at1ng comblnatlon is that of addressor-addressee com-~

e )

t prehens1ve in the sense that it necessarlly 1mplies the:'

f}'other three proeesses of dlfferentlatlon dlscussed above‘

] \Aa

ferentiation between seIf and othensureflects an lncrease;ﬂf7“'

iw,tn psycgologteal interpersonai diasanc. a prlmary consi- )

: ﬁfderation for the expression of authentie existence. \The

’7i813nificant ffect of a progressive distanciation and

- . e
*t is of the utmost f&portance in that the 1ncrea81ng d1f~.~



o Whese polarizations, in toto, bear.all 1mportant1y

~and kaplan as follows

w

?}’ )
on'the autonomlzation of symbols that, is, on

- v ! \,u

the development.toward a system of vehlcles which

'Q_\tq

: R
, enables a person to comm%n1Cates,gquateby with. an_

LY

: asalence psychologlcéﬂly quite dlstant frgh the -

.,v

addrgssor In Othef“Words, th@ greafer the’ Lntef-

,persﬁnal dlstance between the {ndiVLduals in a: : “,l

. .r*'.o v "‘“ ) .

%communication s1tua;ionh the more adtonomous must be,»

A o e .
m"i%ymbollc vehlcies inuorder to¢be understooﬁ o

“d;tbg“more !ommngal aﬁﬁ less egocentrle 1d1-s~[wr, |

osyncratrc and éontextualiaed,must the véhioke be-
_come..q(p Zg onigina; i:alrcs) ; BRI

.’QThe important lmpliCatlon 1s~that language as”a ré-'

sult of progressive distanc1atlon betveen thet_ ur compo-

- _ P e }.&"’
- I ﬂwzww . -._ K-"‘.'.
. 4nents inwa symbollzing situatlon becomesaan "objective" :'* e

' phenomenon as well as a -subJectlve event. The questlon -

.

‘ k-2
.remalns Lor perhaps arises -as to "how to what degree ‘and

P

' Q ln what way can the ob1ective 1mpersona1 unlversal usage

"of llngulstlc fdrms be reconc11ed with the 1nd1v1duality

2

v’_and subgectiv1ty ol the meanlngs 1nfused lnto these forhs

fvwhén enlivened by the commun1cants°" (p. 50)

';,; Indeed within a framework or language-cum-personallty

*Lfthis‘ﬁuestion may be construed as the fundamental problem

¥

.of.ex13tence As welb as being viewed as a system of

verbal signs and.ges;ures language is here v1ewed as an




R
"investment" of oroaﬂ’tmic process into the medium of pre—

‘qﬁ*\;“;// o supposed human social. relatedness' the meddum of human
e ‘_,44
| being and becoming. ”sach child enteringigfis medium ddes

-

a K
.

s0 from a particularly unique, although cultural histori-

cally 1nfluenced perspective qis experiences become}

e

- -
[

< | _;&i- transformed once again into a second level of sharing-
‘“ﬂvwith the Other v1s a-vis'tgzvshared meanings of contemp-
lative perception. Where once this sharing represented the
‘base from which he would eventually emerge as an indivi-

o o dual self second level sharing 1mp11es the danger of hls~4

RO ) ~ once &gaih becominé en f?ﬁﬁgor e@bedded;into the communal;h

o ' e LY

 That- is, if his mea- .

'nings are expressed through ﬁsgudosymbols there will be -

‘no authenﬁic emgrgence of the' self

'-\,1
' It is in this. sense that language is paradox1cal On
the one hand lt represenfs the medium for the expresslon

Pl

",‘..:“'- l T ‘
{3;¥ . of a person s self ad an authentic z§1ng-1n -the-world
O . {' while -on the other 1t represents the medium of enaulf~

¥ 3 J}s‘,‘
: ment of the peréon 1nto the background"d% soc1a1 conven-

*vis while man'has the power of language'

""ﬂ-;- XD

tionallty

to create and re—create his symbolic universe ‘he is at

A

the same time pardox1ca11y subgect to the power oﬁ the

-,

B creatlons of himself and Others expressed through language;
g”":'gfirf' Language; heing both immanent and tfanscend!nt has a’ s1g-

experi-‘
R

;{r_if‘-‘ nlfylng power of 1ts own it "not only!refers to
. ence,.. but actually defines eiperience for us by its. e

DRI T N . : L]



e

formal completeness and because of‘Our unconscious pro-
Jectlon of its 1mpch1t expectatlons 1nto the field of
’experlence (Sapir 1931, p,_578).' One is reminded henew
:of the thoughts of Lacan (1956[19 8). who, from a psychol<
analytic perspective vie the anconscious as functlonlno
ellnouistlcally rather than*symbollcally oxr 1nstinctually

I
In a 81mllar fashion Huxley (1940) summarizes the neto

“Yesult of languaae paradox by suggestlng that:

¥

'tThe cons1stency of human behav1our such as 1t'1s
is due entirely to the fact that men have forma-
llzed thelr de51res and subsequently ratlonallzeu

i"l them in terms of words The verbal for%hlation of

‘4. a de51re will cause a man to go on presggng for-

79.

ave
Lot

E

i

S ang

P
,

k./ Wards toward a goal even ‘when the desire 1tse1f lles

,dormant. Slmllarly, the ratlonallzatlon of the de- -

l s1re>1n terms of some theologlcal or phllosophlcal
system lel conv1nce h1m thpt'he does well to per-.
severe 1n hls way..ror evll then,was well as for

‘fgood words. make us the human belngs ve actuallv
.are.... Deprlved of language we should be dogs or
monkeys Posse331ng 1anguage we are ‘men and . .
women able ‘to’ persevere ln crlme no less than in o

ﬁvherolc,v1rtue capable of intellectual achievements

>°*_beyond the scope of any animal but at the same -
&

tima capable of svstemattc silllness and stup1dt3&

v e

g:' such as no dumb beast could ever dreaqlof (p.475)j

s

'{"' SRR



: “}}fﬁh The fundamental point underlylng the paradox of

language partlcularly in terms of the earllgr discuss1onir_‘A“

4§f real versus pseudosymbols is thls ‘ while man pre-.
supposes the world which he creates’ and re- -creates, he

~also presupposed by the world whlch 1s creaeed and re-

T eated throu h the language of hlmself and the Othérs
& 8 guage

-80.

7is,

in

.M’soc1ety 5 How he -acts in reSponse to this dilemma created.

.;f i q-bv language paradox is his expression of hls personallty,

the level at which hlS self emerges as either authentlc

" or* conventional . ". - i ‘.zf
L

oo R Cons1deratlon of thedgaenomenon i Ianguage parado
:" %}angu-

leads us. beyondsthe proce : nd into a con-

w 81deratlon of how 1anguage\

s effect and moId human actlvities At this point in our:

v

,‘.’

X

e . d, ."';
‘Q’tes in human lives to -7

¥

study we come to a con81deration of the various lunetlons

!

‘of language the way 1n which our symbollzing act1v1t1e

g . relate.to the emergence of. self and the development of

v -'Q fv %

i 'f ?unctlons of Language

Jany taxonomies of language functlons are avallabl

a LA . : .

,»1_}ﬁf f;;_:» for consideraffbn. %5he problem, however 1s thatthey a

personallty lg.fff~‘ :f,g;_'*f @ ~"-f‘.

s’

e

re?

basi.cally different maps to the same terri“r}’ That 1s,

the fuhctions of language can be approaéhed very simply

'1hfrﬁ,f‘:'””

",or in an extremely analyticdi fashion.. Our purpose here
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';gﬁ? --the nature and tole of language--is kept in proper per-
e , * o - .

Fow . Spective.

S l“w Essentailly, language can be said to accomplish two
tasks, although very’few taxonomies would be coﬁfEnt with

such a broad distinctlon First languane prov1des infor-

S i

o ' mation be it about the actual or possible reality of man, _ 4,

"
-~ n

- . - . or. about how man feels about these realities.‘ In other - 'A .

- e

Cor -,

.*'J.l~ ‘ "words, when someone tells us. sdmething we ‘can @earn two’
things somethlng about that which he is.b%ﬁlinn us (e g:

' - hlS new: car) and somethlng about how he ia'lyhling about
Lo ' fonw”

we learn something about him as. a person. ; fg ¢~?
e i'; ”hu second task language accomplishes is the.regula-

e f
N = tionof" our 1 Ves both by ourselves and by Gthersa n-

"a

'ﬂg Y _" guage helps us get things done and meet our ma:srlal cb”j N

-‘needs as well as: provide aAmeans of directing our act1v1-‘

'tles to accomplish certi!n_goals j It also prov1des an

7 -

-

. ) .,' L\ q'J . L.
A important medlum for codperaticn between ‘or more- per-‘-

D 3
S .l"SOns in.a coﬁmon goal This second task of language e

‘ .whicb ig’ actlon oriented cdmplements the first 1nforma-_
.4:’ \ - T . . . k R ‘ ... ) ",. o .‘ : - _.
L tion oriented; task ‘-‘*Tiﬂj ‘ o '.,13“'_.:_ﬁ;g~ . Y

inf\*faﬁt‘f;3.~g s mentioned such a ba81c taxonomy is" not particu-
Gl d;[;» larly useful since 1t is too comprehensive. A first step

Vyf‘_;fﬂ' bin clarification might be to‘con81der a tripartate dis-"
L. " A . . ‘ ‘ "
FROE tinctian made by COp'.g1953 'fwho outlines three functions

sl
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"[zs;véﬁ models 6f language in describing’the lanouage of ‘L?W'

LS
"

[

‘gsugoested as. ¢or example by Hallidav (1967) who suggests‘

=%

»’

oo
"l

.4

of'language: _the informative, the expressive and the di-

?

rectlve. *he 1nformative 1s fairly straightforward it

communlcates information and descriptions or proposi-

tions about the world Asrtopl Suggests it is tvpitally

' the language of science so it aims at the obJective as-- -

A

pects of human experience. In juxtapositlon to the. 1nfor-
mation functlon COpl postulates the more poetic expressive
function., *his function evinees the speaker s emotions. = | °

,",»

and evokes feelings on the part of the listener.,.The o

third ¢unction he discusses is the directive function
whereby lancuage causes . (or . prevenéoa oysxt actxon th*dugh .
commands gnd requests - That is, language is - seen to moti-
vate or effect action rather than to convey 1nf%rmation °\-’tf

feelings, or attitudes. It is important to note’ that the A

' same . utterances may, in fact fulfill"all thr%e functlons ’f'

3.

by dlrecting actions, by evoking appropriate attitudes and . ¢
communicating releyant infomation to the listener. |
I S & ~ o
Further refinement of these three lunctions may be NS5

Aﬂchfldren" Driefly, Harliday sees language as ‘a means to ',ﬁﬁ

get something done (instrumental function) as well as a«

,ﬁ.

;” means of\regulating the behavidur of self and Others (re-‘ o

gulatory) Related to the regulatory iunction is by '\:‘ 7

' necessmty,‘an fﬂ!%ractional function which mediates sociall,;c

- ". 9

relationships and maintains them linguistically ?

~ I

e
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From an informative pérspec§ive, Halliday breaks

1anguage into a number of funétions as weIl For instance, -

he postulates a heuristic function to account fqr lan- '

B guage as. a means of exploring reality by questioning, as

[

& . ' -well as a representational function-as a méans to communi~ .
T . Y3 \
. cate about reality '“hirdli' he specifies an imaginative

<

f‘:.‘ function fqﬁvwhen language fs ‘used to create an "1dea1"

Q%ﬂ

35~reglety through stories or. "let s p&etend" games (bf both o

w o

LA : adﬁﬁts and children) N g" |
A ﬁ%& A Y ﬂ ZK R T A o
gh» The Iast function of Halliday s theory 1s'af partlcu- e
'70 ””. " lar interest to.the present study since as he dé?ines r&,'.
S | “ 5 2

persogal function of language which is an ex-ﬂ

-1t 1s'

identity and self In other words ‘he sees

r !

form ‘of the peﬁbbn s own 1nd1v1dua11tv

~s0 i pressidifh
-0 S%':' language al M
. S ¥

playing an essential role in the process wbereby the’ cbild -

Q ‘_,'

“becomes aware ‘of himself and in particular in the ,..,de-;

d . lﬂ
'elopmentlof his person lity" (1967 P. 31) The personal
r44{intion is more acéording to qalliday, than merely.an LA

@
' txpre831ve" function conveying Feelings and attltudes.

)
v

- - It is the personal element in- t* 1nteractional function

3‘7@f5~'i whereby the chlld (or adult) communicates to- the Other and

. +the world at large “"This is who and what, I am" or "I
@‘., ‘.. R H.‘ ’ .

i ' . ‘ EXJ.St"‘ | ‘,C;‘.:t}v-‘ "'~; B ." - - S . .
© : L . . . - . 3

S v ~ . A “ . - -
| R T

s f_~= More recent taxonomies for example -ough (1977),
: . \ -

reduce the number of fﬁnctions once again, but perhapsf

2p“1’“11hﬁigpl lose some of the sharpness of the distinctions made by,:

Lo - L s . : S
. . .. . - s - P . . o
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Falliday. It should be recognized, how(yer, that Toug§'s
"sharpness" is’in her breaking of four functions (direc-
tive, interprétive, projective: relational) into an ela-
borate sub-structuring in an intgresting analysis of the
actual language of preschool children. However, for our
present purpbses, HallidaY’s‘EEPméwork is sufficient and,
we might add, particularly ;;lev;nt in terms of‘its iden-
tification of functions which‘would so clearly link lan-
guage with the émerge7ce of seif and the development of
/

personality. R

. ¥t .
"of particular interest to the present study are the

three functions: regulatory, interactional, and personal.

Together they embrace the general concept of self-and Jer

sonality to be presented in this study. The other func-

tions are, of course, not to be excluded since personality

permeates the total process of the individual. Yet the

three mentioned represent the real base for consid&ration’
of the relationship between man's language ‘and his actions.

"A superordinate functior for such a relationship, which en-

conpasses the three furictions mentioned, is provided by a
consideration of the .work of Vygotsky, Luria and their

associates on the directive function of speech. While in

one sense their work is related to a single function of
g

language, i%® must be‘recognized in the context of their
underlying philosophy and psychology of human development

and socialization. By such an in depth consideration of

-

J

S
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their work, we will see how it incorporates elements of
all three llalliday furctions. :

Thé décisivé role which language plays in molding
the activities of man is cﬁéfacterized by Vygotsky (1930,

1931/1966) as the '"mastery of one's own"proEess of beha-

viour" (p. 33). The structure of the symbol and the me-

thod of its use are, for Vygotsky, central to the deter-
mination of behaviour, and the resulting development of
"higher mental functions" is seen to follow his socio-
genic law that:
Any cevelopment in the child's cultural develop-
_ment aﬁbears‘on the stage twice, oﬁ two planes;
first on the s&cial plane and then on the psycho-
logical, first among people as an intermental ca-
tegory and then within the child as an intfamental
category. (p. 44)
Luria (1959/1960) and Luria and Yudovich (1956/1971)\

extend Vygotsky's law to suggest that what the child first

‘does with the help and instruction of the Other, he later

does by himself, supporting his own efforts by hii speech.
It is this directiﬁe-funcﬁion of speech, intertwined with
the interactional function, which chounts eventually for
the child's mastery of his own, pre&iously shered, actions.
If we add to this Vygotsky's definition of the wofd as a

micréfosm of human consciousness, we have then brought

the personal function of language to bear on the child's
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'masfery of his own "process of behaviour" which as dis-

cussed in the following chapter, will be defined as "per-
sonality'
cpality \
In his own research, recently supported by 5ain (1976),

Luria (1959/1960) provides data to tentatively support s:
least three stages in the development from primitive
(first signal systen) toiﬁigher levels (second signal sys-
tem) of mental processes. Again, the point is not toApre-

sent a detailed account of this)research, but to review -

3

it bfiefly to indicate a framework whereby we might appre-

~‘ate the ontogenesis of the relationship between lan-

‘SUcce and action.

In the first stage postulated by Luria, which covers

an ageArange of 10 - 24 months in normal childrern, speech
. —
has an initiating function, impelling the child to act.
f the child is set to act in one particular way (in

terms of his organismic organization and orientation), ver-
bal instrfiction to the cgﬁtgary is ineffective in altering
the direction of behaviéur, although it does tend to im-~
pei the acti&a’bf the existing set. it is not.untié;gp—
proximately 30 - Séimonths of age when some inhibition of
motoric set by speech is observable, and this second stage
is’feferred to as,deméhstxating the inhibitoryzfunction
of Speech. !
As a brief aside, iﬁ‘is interesting to give careful

consideration to these"findings}upafticularly in terms 3f



o

the social dynamicé between child and Cther in the first
two years or three yéﬁrs GS-the child's- life. Yany of
the frustrations of parents who claim that their child
"doesn't listen' can perhaps be underétood to be the re-
sult not of the child's inability (or unwillingness) to
listen, but rather of the inability of\tﬁe language. of the
parent to re-direct the child's set-to-act, particularly
if the child is algfady in action. 1In ﬁhis instance we -
must be careful in assuming a relationship between language
and personality since we mqg"be.tempted to guggest that,
since the child does not listen and acts oppositionally
to his parents' commands duite-often, he has an "opposi-
tional" personality. The mask we place on the child may,
at first, be one of mistaken identity. Unfo;tuﬁately, the
coﬁmon phengfgnon of self-fulfillihg prophecies and living
up to.expectations eventually proves us correct in our in- '
itial categorization. S

'The>actua1 regulétory function of speech appear§w
‘(at 55 - 73 months according to Luria's data) as the
child gains increasing mastery of his own actions, througﬁ
the sﬁppor; of his own speéch, in si;uations of complex |
external instructioﬁs.' Initially, regulation is external,
first being the speech of the child to himself. kAs'develop-
ment progrésses, regulatory speech becomes internalized
as thought, and action is then characterizéd'as "voluntary
and conscious” (Vygotsky, 1934/1962). 1f this internali-

zation is viewed within a framéwork of organismic aqtibity
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as éuggested by Whitehead as well as Werner and Kaplan,'
’ /
"mentalistic' explangtions are not required. Indeed, the

process which Luria es may be viewed as an in-

'stance of progressive distanciation between the child
and the symbolic thicle, consistent withfwerner and
Kaplan's ahalysis.

Conclusion 4

The»point of this chapter has been to present a view

of man and his language which ultimatley may be seen to
underlie :he'proéess of his emerging as a unique self and
. an autheﬁiic pefsonality-in-the-world. .Language is seen
in all its functiﬁﬁs as a means by which man emerges out
of primordial éngulfment and embedded sharing with the
Other, and allows him to create and re-éreate the expe-
riences of his people with his own subjective meanings,
At the'samé time, hLowever, he immediately confronts an-
.6ther éarrier to his authentic existepce, represented

by the communal, conventional meanings and implicit ex-

~T—~pectations of Others transmitted through pseudosymbols.

,// .
As soon as he has language, as soon as he captures the

symbol, he himself is capturedfpy the power of language,
a power derived from the historicity of his culture. To
avoid begoming engulfed in' the nothingness of inauthentic
existence;“;an must act a deiicate balance of the objec-

tive and subjective in his linguistic commerce with him-

‘:\ N



self and Others. He himself must construct a life to

solve the problems of his existence.

89.
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Notes
1. In the context of the present chapter, "inauthentic
existence" méy Be understood to réflect the partial con-
~verse of-Vygotsky's Law. That is, "autheﬂtic" existence
‘would refiect the child doing for himself what he first
learned to do ﬁith the ﬁelp of the Other, whereas "inau-
thentic" existence would imply that the child continues
to, "do with the help of the Other'. The point here is
that dependéncy on the existence of Others takes many
forms, several of which appear extremely subtle in
"mature" adults, such és the unreflective #cceﬁtance Of S
values determined by external authorities. Unless an
individﬁal can’be aware of himself as both dependent on,
va%d_independent of Others, he risks fhe danhger of disfup-

ting the social harmony of human existence from which the

- - -
-

self emerges as authentically visible.
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IV. Personality

As in the case of the preceding chapter on danguage,
the task now iies before ug~to come to grips with a defi- .
nition of "self" and '"personality”. And, as in the case
with language, an attempt at a single- sentence, all‘en-
compassing definition would perhaps be ‘utile‘sincekit
would be too global to mean much in regard to the- theory
being presented here. 1In other words a defintion such
as thgt originally proposed by Allport (1937):

Personality is the dynamic organization within the

individual of those psychophysical systems thet de-

termine his unique adjustment to his en#ironment.
(.48, . ~
as a result of his comprehensive survey of personal\ty
© theories and theorrsts, can only serve as a springboard )
for a more specific notion of personality whico would be f
particularly—relevant to the frameworks irftroduced in the
preceding: two chapters,

Another difficulty irn considering an existing defi-
nition of personality is that, like ;enguage, definitions
all tend to reflect the presuppositions-of'their authors,
their theoretical blases and dogma. It has been euggested
by Koestler, for example that: ‘ 1

All cosmological systems, from the Pythagareaos to

Copernicus, Descaggles, and Lddington, reflect the .
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.unoonocious prejudices, the philosephical or even
political bias of cheif authors; and from ohysics
to ohysiology; no branch of science, ancient of‘o
modern, can boast freedom from metaphysioal bias
of one kind or another. (1959, p. 11)

Within the area of personality psychology, tho'mezaphysi-

callprejudices reflected by‘theorg;lcians relates to a

specific issue--toe_nature'of m;n. In fact, Alloort'

(1955) would have it.that "among disciplines dealing with

the nature of man psyckology, for good or ill, is the

fashion" (p.. 2). VWhile Allport's statement is based upon
¢

oezmiptlve statistics (docto}al degreés granted in 1951-

1952) and must be treated only as such his comment "for

good or ill" raises an impo?tant issue. ?o expand on this

sentlment, reference is drawn to the completion . of Koe%t-

ler's'earlier thought:

The progreSS of Scienfe is generally regarded as a
kind of clean,.rati al advance alonz’a straight
ascending line; fact it has followed g zigzag
course. ... The oistory of cosmic theories...may
without.exaggeration be oalled a.history of collec-
tive obsessions and ;oﬁtrolled sohizophrenias; and - -
"the nanner in which some oftﬁhe most important and
individuai,discoveries were arrived at reminds one
more of a sleepwalker‘{.péiformance than an electro-
nic biaiq's. (p. 11) n

v
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It is not difficult to draw the analogy between the

K,"W -
L
bE

~science Koestler speaPs of and the science of personality

psychology (dor any other branch of psychology for that
matter) . Personality psychology has had its share of
sleepwarkers--the obsessions and controlled schlzophre-
nias are many. '

The purpose here, however, is to merely comment on,

the condition of man within personallty psychology, and

2

our comment is that it is virtually impossible to search
personality theory literature for a deflnltlon of persona- .
lity which would do justice to an hypothesized relationship
between_language and the Qevelopment of personality. . It
may very well be that the better strategy would be to

evolve yet another Egrspectlve on the nature of man ‘through

a cons1derat10n of language cum-personallty for. ,as Murphy
(1947) suggests,. "There i¢ no ~danger that anyone will suc-
ceed in this century ‘in ggtting the perspectlve (on man)

completelv rlght or indeed, in defining clea*ly what per-

sonality 1s" (p ll)

o Yet suc&/a strategy does not eliminate all the o f-

ficulties faced by theories of man, not the least of which

is the issue of distinction between man's being and be-

" coming--his essence and his process Cbviously, man can

be characterlzed by a variety of‘“;ssences" which provide
him with his uniqueness when compared to other living

creatures. TFurthermore, if the history of human culture

~ N



is to be cons1dered it becomes no less obviaus that a T

\f L
theory of man could develop a variety of process "thebes"l

fore one of identlfication of parts r?ther

nition of Phllosophlcal bias, and .m man’ s§pursult‘ efbmes o

one of integrating the identified p\rts 1nto a unified
whole. The purpose of the present study is to outline a

model of how such an integgation might proceed from the

broad perspective of developmental psychology. The es-
sence to be dealt with is language; the process, perdona-
litys It is important, then, that we attempt to,develop'

) . .
a perspective on personality within this framework of

‘
\

process.

: g
~What is Personality? : g - S

Like "mind", personality is but a word, represented
by a particular phonetic blend or spatlal dlsplay Yet,

like mlnd ‘personality is .a word which has been reified

to the 'status of '"thingness" even tHough and perhaps be-

cause, its referents are transparent and invisible in most
conceptuaiizatlons This relflcatlon, whlch,ls an ex;
anple of the conventional wisdom ef psychdlogy, 0 perso-
-nality as some thing-has led to its description as a:pos-
‘session, something which all persons have. It has become
a constitutive part of the person--the dynamic organiza-.

tion or psychophysical systems within the ind1v1dua1—-

rather than a constitutlve part of the indiv1dual s

AN 2
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experience. ‘To be\élear it is only a~part‘of the indi-
vidual's experlence in so much as that experience con-'
firms or disconfirms what that person's persapality”is
believed t¢ be. - It has become a template for experience
for the purpose of prediction and)analysis. It is indeed
a mask, an illusion ahich precedes the person himseif.

A more producfive, experiential view of personality

is that it is not so much a pOSBeSSlon of the individual

as it is the quallty of the person as a being-in-the-world,
a' being in an active relationship with the objects and

events constituting the life-space. .Persbnélity is being

presented here as the quality of a person's experlegcesq
T

as a beingrin-the-world which renddr him visible and ‘re-
cognizable by etching out the lines of differéﬁtiation
between figure and ground, between person and Others.

Man is visible, persenality is not; it is the  invisible

 mask which)constitutes man's objective/;ubstance.1 In-

visible‘’as it may be, it doeéAexist'for, to deny the
existencé f persoﬁafitv would be to deny the eg@stence -
of the individual by renderlng hlm invisible,an amorphous
cbnstituent of a diffuse backgrou&gL_. 5

Personallty occurs' in the midst of our experlences

and allows us to bECome visible, to stand out against the

£

'background of our world to.,exist. In that ve are re-

*

cognized on relatlvely 1ndependent occa51ons lndlcateq,

that persona11;y is more-or-less stable.\ However, in

’
¢
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that our re-cognizability varies as a function of our

situation indicates that perfonality changes. We are

visible and therefore exist in many of our situations but

our existence as a: being-in-the-world variesvirom that

" of ghostly appagition to focal point of perspective.

That is, we arg at times visible only as a dim out-
line, embedded as it were upon a flat backdrop behin the

stage of life. At tines our outline disappears as we be-

come completely embedde@rg%thinlerfenguifed by, the fading

-Perspective of a distant hoiiZQn .On such occasions of-

o

complete erbeddedness end" engulfment we cease to eXist

-~

we cease to stand out as a personality in~the- world On

other occasions, however we. appear as the focal _Ppoint

for all lines of perspective forming the background of

our be1ngrln tbe-worl& We are the centre of attention
so to speak "and. literally and ffguratively stand apart
from but’ in perspective relation to our background

Cur personality-in tte-world which is a quality ‘of our

96.
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actions rather than a possession lying within' us, dominates

thj/si;uatign of our being-in- the-world It is our
e“istentiality" “our active mode of eXistence :

xisteﬁqiality andthodes of Existence

To define personality as existentiality, or mode of

existence 1s in one sense to beg the original question

' Vhile the definition nay serve to put personality more

into the realm of the experiential process, it only -
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superficially describes what personality is. To answer

ye

this queetion we must once agaln care‘ully scrutinize

- o

.-the experiential proceSS and attempt to make visible
those cqnstitutive processes of personality which presup-
poseiouriown visibility. 1In’ turning to the dom&;n of hu-
man experience however, we are. in constant danger of-
lboklng in the wrong place.

To observe an occurrence of human experience is to
observi a ]l human body in relatlonshlp to a world of other
bodihs,ijects and events. While the guality of the
relationshlp may,.as often does, vary, the fact of the

relatlonshfp is a given in the existential reallty of

!‘«

) human experlence To focus our._attention on either the

body. or the wor}d is to create al false dlchotomy between

,v‘ -

1nternal" and "external" aspects of exper’ence By
'dlchotomlzlng we negate the p0551b111tybof relatlonshlp
: be;ween being a;d world, and it is only in relatlonshlp
5that elther and hence experience, becomes visible.

an/egx%ts as a gelng in-the-world; to deny this fagtual

relat;onsh%p ls to deny hls visitle existence; ko render

7 ~
h1m 1nv1sible ';urthe;more by renderlng man invisible,

. ¢ 8o do we render his”ﬁorid invisible. Man and world pre-

suppose each other in their existence and their visibi-
53 : 8
‘ llty. ' L .
o ) ’ ) . 4

- To speak of personallty as a posse381on either of.

the 1ndiv1dua1 or of the indivi ual s soclety, results
N v

A : .
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in this false dichotomization of person-world which
‘ultimately renders both person. and' society invisible and
non-existent. To make personality the possession of man
the individual is to alienéte‘him frsm that which he so
much.depends en for his visibility: his relatedness te
the world of his being-in-the-world. Withoug the back-
drop of his world man becomes lost and’ alone, fadlng 1n;
to nothingness. Conversely, to make personality thé pos-
" session of the society is to engulf the individual to the
point where his relatedness becomes embedded in the re-
1atedness of all Others of the society. The person s
v1sibility becomes so depnedent upon the visibility”of
bthers that they, as ;ndividuals, once again fade into
~nothingness.

To understand personality-is to understand man's
quality of relatedness as a being-in-the-World at some
- point between these two extremes of nothingness. Per-
sonality is‘not’a thing, nor is it a possession of man or ~
society. Rather% it is a2 gualitative process,cthuman‘
relatedness-in-the¥worid which differentiates one man's
actions‘frdm,those of another. In dther words, personality
"is the multiIeVeled process which renders actions as mean-
ingful.and unique, beth to the'indiVidual and the society
and forms the basis for dlstlnctively human activ1t1es —
..and exlstence

Existentiality, defined in terms of eur visibility
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as a being—in-the-world extends, therefore, into both the
physical domain of the body as well as the social domain

of the world or 1ife-space. It is at the same time both

,immanent and transcendent, being experienced from within

as well ‘as from without as the effect of our actions as
a personality-in-the- world have on creating and re-creating
ever new situations for our visible experlence Bodily,
existentiality reflects our innate predispositions, our
physiological and’neurological'méturation, and our his-
torical accumulation of experiences which constitute our
body schgma in our existential‘situation. Socially it
reflects the range of possibilities for action as deter-
mined by our various situations-in-the-world. The visi-
bility of a person,'therefore -is the synthesis of 'bodily
and social characteristics in- constant relatlonshlp, it
can never be in isolation, but rather a relative blend of
the two in situ. Vhlle the body man, for example, exist
sen51b1yqin'terms of its physical appearance, the vigi-
bility of the person's self is a function\o‘ the degree
of social relatedness in terms of the quallty of relative
embeddedness or engulfment This Pparadox oqéthe sensible-
v151b1e_holds for all human beings, and is particularly
evident in the experiences of the newborn 1nfant Consi-
deration of infant sens1b111ty v131b111ty w111 not only
illustrate the réhtlonshlp_between body and world, but

will also permit the contextualization of existentiality

G
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into its proper~éoﬁ31h; the process of human development.

" Infant Existentiality

To observe a newborn infant is to observe, primarily,
a sensible body; very little of the infant's self is
visible to us. Because of this, our tendency is' to make
' projections of poésibility for the child, just as we of-
ten do with each other in adult life; we create masks of
/visibility and gé-cognizabilityxfor the Other. |

’ In the case of the in;ant we make our projectlons

‘based on the child's phy51ognomy ana action, although
theée are, for the most part, reactions to_an alien world
of comfort and discomfort. The comment that the child
"1ooks like hlS father" quickly is transformed by our pro-
" jections 1nto."He s just like his father and, ultlmately,
"He has his father's personality". Not only have we failed
to see this infant in his existentiality, bﬁt we have al-
ready placed a mask of visibility on him which, as dis-
cussed in the previous chapter, will be a mask hard to
take off by the chiid-as he grows,hp in the world of
Others who will reinforce his wearing of the illusr%P by
which they can re-cognize him most easily.

hy placing this mask of re-cognizability on the child
we have engulfec him and embedded his existence within the |
world of his father. His existence and exiétentiélity is
lnauthentic in that it depends on that of his fa/ﬁef: he -

himself remalns invisible. His actions_have meaning_and

N ~
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effect a difference in his situation only within the framel
- work of theicatego,es which have been created for him.

The meanings we dttribute to his actions are merely dis-
placed from those “of his father-as-he-would-act, while his
meanings, emﬁedded-as'such, aée invisible; -

To pursue this line of reasoning may lead to the con-
clusion“ﬁhat we, as' re-cognizing adults, determine the per-
sonality of children by ebmedding their early actions with-
in existential categories which mnay be visible .in their
pareﬁts' being-in-the-world. In other words, we may e tab-
lish expectation of existentiality at such an eerly age ﬁhat
the child will find them ®ifficult if not impossible to
transcend as he develops.and matures. That we do so is
not so much in terms of an intention to engulf the child,
but rather in terms of our”intentioﬁ to render the child
visible within a socially relevant spéhe_(his parents and
.family in‘this example). Furthermpre, it is not the sgéﬁe
which we intend, but the child's visibility; a visibility
rendered asva‘quality of relafedness.in situ. The socially
relé&ant scene is given to us since i? is,ﬁefiﬁed by the
child's experienceé., ‘

Before ﬁroceediné with a\considératiqn of infant
eXisteﬁtiality,’it should be nqted that the procéss of our
_ creating a mask of viéibility for the infant is the same

process we ezgégg:ﬁn with other adults. Thefe are many.

situations where we seek to define persons by looking more
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at the situation they are in than at what they are doing
in that situation. _We»choose to see their eetions as
related to meanings external to themselyes (e.g. sociel
convention and_expectation), rather than from their own
perceptions (which may be social convention and expecta--
tion). In other words, just as with the infant, we often_

look to external refererits to render persons visible, ra-

.. ther than attempting to '"see" the persons themselves.

To perceive the child as visible we are limited to
the situation of ehild-with-Other just as the early ex¥
periences of the childiare experiences which are ba31cally
shared with the Other (or "mothering one'"). Numerous re-

ferencps have been made to this basic symbiosis betWeen

. child and motherlng one in early childhood development It
has been variously referred to as the "primordial sharlng

"relationship" (Werner snd Kaplan, 1963), "co-responsive

participation" (Schmidt, 1973), "oneness" (Kaplan, 1977),.

or the early phase of "basic trust" (Erikson, 1963). All

of these conceptualizations help set tne scene, as‘it were,
for the initial manif stations'of authentie'personality on
the part of the‘young hild. . c |

Given this sense o%'oneness, it is little.wondet that

the existentiality of the child .is at best-dimly visible

©in respect to its dominating background(of the Other).

It is fascxnatlng to note the frequency Wlth which refe-

rences to the child's being are made in the.first person
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plural, as opposed to the second or third person forms
more characteristic of adult address. Comments such as
"We are hungry" and "What ahheppy boy we are today" re-
flect the non-separation,'in a psycho-social sense, of
child-Other.  Perhaps rather than being classified as
"journalistic" or)"royal"; such nsage should be referred
to as the '"symbiotic we' of person-Other relatedness.

That is, while the child himself is sensible, he is pri-

'mariiy visible only within the context of his symbiotic

being—in-the-world-with—Other There'is little, 1f any,
transcendence of his basic social dependence for exlstence
However, this transcendence quickly becomes the challenge
of the child's lifetime: the developmenf of his authen-
tic existence, kis visibie existentiality,

-As mentioned earlier, existential v1sib111ty is the
result of some degree of differentiation between' the in-
d1v1dua1 and his world; it is a standing apart but in
meaningful relatlonshlp to, the world in situ.~,While the
very young child is sensibly visible, the world of his
being is largely the construction of the adults around
him who control and define the obiects and events which
he is 1nyre1at10nsh1p to. This apparent existentiality
is but a mask, given and shared by those closest to him.

The quality of the child's/visibility underéoes a

radical transformation as the child becomes more active

- in first creating, for himself, the_reality he has so
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intimately shared with the Other, and then ée-creatiﬁg

that reality with meanings particular to his own emerging
wérld-viéw. Ilaving first shared a world-view as ﬁresented
by the Other, the éhild now assumes the more active role
of re-presenting the objects and events which constitute
his world-view in relationship to the Other. He "invites",
to use Schmidt's (1973) term, the Other to sﬁare now a |
broader reality of relatedness than that which they have

‘previousfy shared together. The degree to which his acts

(L/i? of re-presénting effect a difference in his situation of
‘ . " '
being-in-the-world-with-Others is precisely the degree to

which he becomes existentially visible. By re-presenting .
his situation to himself and the Other, he expresses his
existentiality. '"To come into existence, for me", writes

q

Sartre:

N
v

is to unfold my distances from things and.thereby

cause things "to be there”". But cdnsequently'thinés

are precisely 'things-which-exist-at-a-distance-

from;me". Thus the world refers to me that univocal

relation which_iguny being and by which I cause it

to be revealed. (.956, p. 20)

fﬁe point to bexﬁade at this time is tﬂat the young
child's proéess~of expres%%ng his existentiality, his own
/meanings4(re-preséntatiohéx§ is governed by the fundamen-

| tal law of deVeloément insightfully formﬁlated bf\vygotsky,

referred to in the preceding chapter as the socio-genic

-
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‘law of human development:. what the child first ,does
with_therhelpJef others, he later does by -himself, 1In
terms of his existentiality, this law may be géne?alized
to sugéest that the ochild first becomes visible through
the Other and, consequently, Hhis visibility is inauthen-
tic, being a mask of appearance. Theh as he develops
the means, he '"causes”" his own exlstential visibility to
be revealed in his relationship with the Other, and hlS
existentiality becomes authentic through his own actions

and re- presentatlons

* From Oneness to oeparateness

In the process of seperating himself existeﬁtially,
the first things which a child distan iates (causes to Be
revealed in hlS relatlonship in- the-world) are those which
are.common to his shared relationship with the mothering-
one. They are the things which have become familiar
througb the process of co- respons1t1vity between himself

. \and the Othe;. The child's process of coming into exis-
tence“first on the social plare is summarized by Schmidt:-.

' The human child does not begin life as an isolated

organism but in.a.close, almoet_symbiotic relation-

ship with his mother. He is not alone in his inter-

actions with the world. He not merely ‘perceives

and cognlzes but does so in ‘cooperation and 1nterac-

tion with his‘mother; ﬂhat is cognized will depend

~on...the altering of the infant by the mother and on

o -
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what one right call the co-responsive participation

,of,mbther and child in a common world. In this co-
resﬁonsive rarticipation...the infant's cognitions
ar® constantiy supported, reinforced and-brought
into relationship‘with those of the participating
adult. (1973, p. 116, original italics)

The précess of distanciation, however rudimentary
or tentative, is fundamental to the qhild“s«initial ex-
pression of existentiality, <his revealing himself as com-
ing\into authentic existence. T'urthermore, it is anp ac-

tive pracess whereby he now'zlerts" and invites the Cther

to experience their relatecdness from his particular world-
‘ Ry .

view,’to make their.situation his situgtion as well. MNow
hé is not only in a situation of rélatedneSs, but also
simultaneousiy in a situation of éeparatedness. He now
has the possibility of exﬁeriencing what Laing (1965) re-
fers‘to aé ; sense of "primary'ontologicél security“,ﬁa»
sense which comes, following physicﬁl birth and biologi-
cal aiiveneéé, with the child "becoming existentiallf
born as real and’alibe" (p. 41)., At this point, Laing
suggests,.the/child feels alive and real, as'wgli as

Having a~gense of being an entity, with continuity in - -

timé and location in space. Kaplan (1977), in her dis-

cussion of the development of the infant becoming an indi-
vidual refers to this point as the "psychologicél birth"

of the'child,”prior tdf which he only existed in a situation

a L, .

N
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of oneness with the mother.

. An implied aspect of this shift in\scené from the
social to the psycho ogical is brought into clearer fo-
cus by Langer (1970) in his discussion of Werner's deve~
lopmental theory. In terms of organiem~amwelt (surrounding
world) relationshlps

There is a shift in dominance from the biologlcal

press of the scene to-the contructive activity of

the subject...the organism becomes increasingly
sovereign in'ititiatingwan determining the charac-
ter of its own actionsy’and it increasingly molds’

or comstructs the content of the scenes to suit

its own needs or goals. (p. 743)
~«From this perspectlve the actlons of the infant no longer
reflect only reflex reactions to,stlmull or goal-directed f5
sensorimotor actlons upon 81gna1ed things . (i.e. habits or ; 4
_ learned patterns of response); now the infant's actlons,re-

flect his. contemplatlve knowledge about objects and events
No 1onger does the child confront reality face to-
face .playing the fole of pa831ve re-actor in s1tuatlons
of biophysical press. Through his first tentat1ﬁe acts ~
of distanciation he reveals the world as it egists for
him. He himself-becomes visible as~the bacgéround to his
being-in—the-world eppears to recede as eféesultCQr his
distanciations. He has come.intoJexiSFQnee througﬁ his

own actions and is, therefore, respOnSlble not. only for
4 . _ I
!

\
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himself, but for the others he is in relation with.” He
is free within thevboundarieg of his social situation to
ect existentially, to cause his being to bedrevealed,/but
he remains responsible for those actions. The quality of
nis actions, in terms of his freedom and responsibility,

constitute his existentiality, his personality of experi-

- ence,

Oneness and Separatedness: The Bond That Ties

- At this point we cothie to the central theme for a
theory of human becoming, a theory of the emergence of the
self and the develépment of personaiity as a mode of exis-
tence. Through the p%pcess of distanciation, the child
has revealed himself as visibly distinct from~the'enor-.
”moni'complex of "things out there'". As he performs these
f;rst-tentatlve acts, the child emerges into the fore-
ground becomlng a focal poznt for the other objects and
events which constitute the background of his ex1stent1a1
situation. Yet he malntains a close relatlonshlp to his
world he does not, as it were, lose contact Wlth reality
‘"out there" . No matter'the,distance he creates,de bond
femains--the word., | X

As Vygotsky has sald the wqfd is a microcosm of

human consciousness, and Miller (1973) adds that 1anguage
is the "thread upon wh1ch we hang our- experlences" (p. 11).

:As prOposed here, the word represents the ex1stent1a1

lifeAIlne of an individual's, being-in-the-world, a line
-/
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which he; himself, throws -out to capture a world-view
upon‘which to direct his actions. The existentiaL‘essence'
of a man is to be sought in his language-as-a-world-view,
the mbdeﬂbf existence defined by his actioﬁs directed
upon this world v}ew. The degree to which his language énd
actions are unique to him, Qithin the boundaries his -
oneness and separatednésa¢~jé the degree to whi¢h he re-v
-
ﬁvealizﬁfﬁself visibgths an authenitc personall -in~the-
world.” The relationship between language and personality
Ais not causal in a deterministic senSe.' In that ﬁﬁe twa
presuppose 6ne another, their reiétionspip is emergent and
developmental, not only :Qxéaling a mgn's be;oming, b;t

4

.defining its very essence over the course of his life.

4
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Notes

l. There is a,correspondeqee between the visible-invi-
sible metaphor as used hé“e and the basic theme pre--

vsented in Merleau- Ponty s (1965/1968) book, The ‘Visible

and the Invxsmble In the flrst paragraph of his manu-
& _ -
sc¥ipt, Merleau-Ponty sets the central question to be

addressed: ‘ o

We see the things themselves, the world is what we Y

see: formulae of this kind express a faith common
v 4 [

to the natural man and the phllosopher--the ‘moment
he opens his eyes; they refer to a deep-eeated.set
of mute "opiniohsﬁ implicated in oug, lives. But
what is strange about this faith is that if we

seek to articulate it into theses or statements,
if we ask eureeleee what i% this we, what seeing
is, and what thing or ggzlgfis, we’ enter into a
1abyrinth df‘difficulties ene'contradictions.

(p. ,‘ortginél italics). ; o

1
© . . N

One of the'eul—de—sacscthe author warns of is the po-

sition of empiricism which, he suggests, underestimates I

%

the coherence of the‘things In othe;»words Merleau-

Ponty argues that’ the sensible thing is not merely "a g

QWandbrlng troop of sensations” (p 123) ‘Rather, there.

e

is an pimmanent unity" of the thlngs themselves an in-

e
-

o

‘ternal rinciple orsfssence which transcends the sense

‘ .2
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data and manifests the thmng ‘as visible and recognlzable

»fIn the midst of the sensuous experience- there is an in-
tuition of an essence, a sense, a4significatlon. The
Sensible thing is the place where the invisible is cap-.

tured in the y_Ls\ible" (p. x1i).

T

\'5
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V. JLanguage and Personality: An Integration

The task.of the preceding three chapters,has been
to establish.a framework for the postulation of an origi-
nal model of personality development, based on the re-
lationship-between language and the emergence of self.
The attempt has been made to. consider three components to
this framemorkzg 1) the importance of language for a view
of man and his actions; 2) the nature process and func-
tions of language; and 3) the development of a perspec-
tive on personality consistent with notions of man-as-
‘process and man-asQbeing—in-the-world. The purpose of
the present chapter is to synthesize these three compo-

nents into a meanlngful whole, a framework upon which to

112,

build processes and levels of development, as well as modes

of existence.

The work of Cassiyer Graumann and Whltehead pro-

vides a view of man immersed in a symbollc ~activ i-

- verse. Man as an1ma1~symbolicum has created.and re-crea- . .

ted a'culture unique to himself,'and,possible only via his

K N . s / . . .
transcendence of more primitive modes offfunctioning He
comes to live a life of meanings rather than a mere life
of lmpulses 'Through his creations and re- creatlons of

hls own realrty, man is seen tO-brlng forth the world in

which'he is situated. It is-this cyclical notion of action-

.

N world-situation which characterizes the existence of man.

-,

-~ \,'
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Whitehead; using different terms, characterizes
man's ex1stence%ﬁs process--lssue--data The metaphy51cs
of Whltehead is one of organic activity and energy, what
he refers toaS’Qrocess. He stresses that this view is an-
‘tithetieal to the notions of Newtonian physics wherein.
reality is seen to consist o? material'bodies-in-motion
~dde to the action and reaction of natural forces. From a
psychological{perspective man-as-process is juxtaposed
to theories whlch emphasize forces to explain the actions
and attltudes of man. Rather than being the resultant
vector of various forces, man-as-process precedes the
world of psyehoanalysis; behaviourism or humanism; his
‘existence precedes his essence. His essence is to be un-
derstood in terms of his language for, accordlng to
Whlbehead language is human nature 1tself

" The human infant eXists biologically before he speaks;
he is nct born in possession cof the word although for
.icertain he is born with the capability to capture the
word. Whether he captures the word prlmarlly through a
process of. learnlng or of nat1v18t1c maturatlon has impli-
‘cations for whether language is viewed as c0mp1ex verbal
behaviour or a complex and un1versa1 form of structure
‘governed by strict rules of grammar and transformatlon
A synthesis view of these and other theories of language
would seen to,lndlcate that language'is not only speech

.sounds amd a grammar, but more. It appears as a unique
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capacity of man, biologically determined to an exten ,
an dependentiuppn_the learning process.  Adding to this
its semantic component, a perspective of language as a
world-view, developed tnrough an essential social rela-
tionship with Others, is possible. |

'Langnage may be viewed as an act of verbal behaviour,
governed by the laws of reinforcement and sociai-contin-
gencies, It.may elso be viewed as an act of grammetical
~transformation. 'Thirdly,‘it may be viewed as an act of
re-presentation of a percelved reallty, based on the in-
ternal schematizing act1v1ty of the percelving person.
When viewed as such, language retains'the-characteristic
of procese, aimed at symbol formation and‘feéformetion.
It is predicated upon the classification of human reality‘
as an open system of symbols rether than a closed syetem

of sxgnals as is characterlstlc of other anlmals. This

., does not imply, however, that humans ~only act symb011~.

'celly.vRather; dependlng on their level of development

and mode of‘ex1stence humans-act 81gnai1y, even to the
point of responding to symbol& in a signal fashlon there-
by creatlng‘pseudosymbols.\ Human actlon,'therefore, may
be viewed as oceurring‘along ajbasic Symbolizing‘ceninuum,
‘ranging from»signal to'pseudosymbol to symbol.

- As well as hgylng a nature. and belng a process, f-
language has a n{mber of functlons it accomplishes many-
things and plays many roles. Detailed“taxenomies of . A

¢
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language are available, although most functions can be
'summarized into three broad categories\ informational,.
expressive, and directlve Language is both objective
and subjective, it is denotative and connotative. It tells
us something about the perceptiomns of tﬁe‘speaker while,
at. the same time, telling us - something about the speaker
himself. It is also a powerful means by which actions of
‘_ourselves and Others are directed toward certain ends. or
goals,'and how an_action is maintained once it is begun.
‘Language is not only the contents'of a world-view, it 1is
an objective and subjective means of creating and expres-
sing that world-view to self and Others. The tﬁ“ﬁe ba31c
functions of language, taken as a whole, form a superor-

dinate role of 1anguage in the construction of a life

Langauge, as seen in terms of a world-v1ew and a ba51c hu-

' mian process, serves an existential function Wot only
does 1anguage construct a life, but it also presents a
life. It literally and figuratively tells a 11fe story
‘whlch is unique to each and every ind1v1dual person who
~acts along its continuum. | -
The quality of a person's actions which differen-
tiate that person from the Other is ‘the nanifestation og
’fpersonality, or exlstentiality Personality is also an
active process, it is part of a person s experience

rather than a posseSSion of the person's being One does

not observe-personality, for it itself is 1nvisible. It
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. is -the invisible mask of symbolic action whtich allows man

to become visible as a being-in-the-world. Personality is

the statement a person makes when, through his actions as

animal symbolicum, he says "T exist". In such a way he has

distinguished himself from the Other -and stood apart as a
personality-in-the-world-of-self-and-Others. |

Like language, personality is not present at birth as
much as‘it is'possible.' Like language, personality deve—
lops within the context of the individual's relationshlp
Vith Others-in- the-world Like language, personality fol-

lows the fundamental law of sociogenesis- what the child

" does for himself he first does w1th the help of another.

The v1s1bi11ty of the child is, at first, a mask created
for him, by the Other. He becomes an authentic personality-
in-the-world only as he. transcends the illusions of social
conventionality.v The childbcomes to exist only by first
_existing-with-the-Other In essence personality and lan-
guage are both developmental phenomena and, consequently,
their relationship is developmental in nature. The fol-
low1ng section of this study attempts to outline not only |
'lthe levels of language and personality development .but

. modes of existence which theoretlcally correspond in a
A-one to-one fashion, to these levels "If the 1n1tia1 re-

»_action to aggpne-to- -one correspondence between levels and

- modes is. -one of seeming contradition, the suggestion is

&
wy

' offered to consider them'as phy51cs has come to consider ,
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light as both wave and pértiqle,_depending on the per-

mspective of the observer. The first perspective, to be
‘cbnside¥ed in the next chaéter, 1s that of levels of per-
sonality development. Immediately following, Chapter VII

will discuss . .the second perspective, - that of‘modés of exis-

" tence.

¢
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VI. Levels of Development

As mentioned at the end of the preceding chapter,

the existential visibility of human persons may be viewed

from two perspectives. First, as levels of personality

development, existential visibility is' seen to progres-

sively develop through six steps, defined along a continu- -
um of symbol formation and trgnsformation. Second, exis-
tential visibility is viewed to manifest in one of six

modes of existence, defined in terms of the quality of a

person s . relatedness -in- the-world thkrough his actions as

\

man-in-process.
'Perhaps the,main reason why two perspectives‘are.ne—

cessary is that a person's actlons do not necessarlly re-~

- flect consistency across life 31tuat10ns. That 1s, a per-

son who has developed the competence, SO’tO speak to act

at developmental Level IV may in fact act more accordlng

‘to Leve} 111 development in a gpven situation. It is. al-
o
most as 1f Level IV is h1s developmental competence whlle

Level III is his present performance or mode of existence.'

- This principle of action incon51stency is central to the

'ltheory being presented here. To>fu11y appreciate‘its im-

pllcatlons and Operatlon 1t is necessary to con31der
each perspectlve on ex1stent1al v131b111ty, startlng first
' /

Before_deflnlng the six»levels,per ge, it is first .
. . / . " - . )

s
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important to clearly-understand what is meant by the phrase

'levels of development’) One key to this understanding is

’ '

the notion of existential visibility developed in the chap-
‘ter on personality. In.turn, the key to this notion is to
understand "existential" in the context of Sartre's (1957)
first principle of ekistentialism. That is, man is what
he makes himself to be. Man, according to Sartre, is
"condemned to freedom" in that he must constantly choose
his own being according to no' a priori standards and, by
.sovdoing, accepts the respbnsihility for his choicgg;ot
only for himself.but'for all men as Welli

'Putting this line of reasoning into the context of

human development we must’ ask whether a person always
makes free choices and consequently, becomes. respon51b1e
for those choices.. In other words, we ask whether the“ac—-
_tions of persons are always made on the basis of active
contemplation and deliberatlon among alternatlves By
asking this, we necessarily)ask to what degree the pex-
':soﬂs v131b11ity is authentic from an ex1stent1a1 perspec—

' tive ‘to what degree is the person respon31ble for hlS own
visibility? ’ ‘ |

| ghe answer to these questions put forth in the pre-

sent theory is that persons are not always respon31b1e for‘

>.their c 01ces and actions since developmentally, they

N

=

are not cypable of decisions based on contemplative per-

ception}, At times ‘the distinction between ch01ces which

f*\j' R L
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are responsible and those which are not is quj obvious.
) . \ .

For example, there is a clear distinction between the in-

fant's cry at the face of a stranger and the more develop-

mentally mature person who acts in the presence of a

.stranger by approaching and introducing himself. At other

times, the distinction is quite subtle, as when a person
attends a social gathering beeause°it has aﬁthentig/
meaning for him, or Because it is the "proper"vthing to
do. Levels of personality development are based on these

distlnctlons and others like’ them between actions which

. are determined and aqgions'which are authentically ohosenf

by the individual.
In the present theory, the distinctions. between the
levels of development are based on a continuum of symbolp

formation and transformatibn " That is, at each level the

,person acts or re= acts on the ba51s of 31gnals symbols,

or pseudosymbols 'While the present_study postulates six
levels of personality development, there is a relationship

to the tripartate taxonomy offered by Verner andJKaplan"

;(1963) ot organism—UmWelt relationships : Reconstructlon

o

of their taxonomy is presented here s1nce it prov1des a

valuable framework for the ensuing discuss10n (see Table I).

The six 1eve1s of,personality development to be discussed

" in the present'study are: 1) Primary Fusion,AZ)lﬂabitual

'Re-Aotion}f3) Conventf%nal Re-ActiOn,té) Proactive Trans-

CONL

, ';formation,.5)'Exi§tential Commitment, and 6) Secondary

s



TABLE I '
TAXONOMY OF DEVELOPMENTAL TRANSFORMATIONS %

(from Werner and Kaplan, 1963)

s

: ' : &7
Organism-Umwelt Relationships YMeans-ends Relationships
I. Tropistic-reflex reactions Biophysical Jand biochemi-

- ' cal transmi%ssion culmina- .
to Stimuli ting in stereotyped reac-
, tion patterns gﬁ,pﬁ:ts '
- . of;, or whole, organism,
1I. Goal-directed sensory - ‘Specied-specific beha-
' : viors and individually
motor action upon . - learned patterns of res-
. : -~ ponse ("habit"); forma-
Signaled things ' tion of signals (mammals);
h ' ' 'natural’ tool usage

- (apes); all predominantly
in the service of biolo-
gical ends.

III. Contemplative knowledge '~ Construction of tools and
‘ S formation of symwbols in
about Objects the service of knowing

about and manipulating
the environment.
e
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Fusion.

Level’I: Primary Fusion

Primary Fusion rep)esents a life of impulses of the
most primitive form. Action is not conscious in the sense
that no 1atency of response occurs between §be presenta-

tion of the stimulus and the follow1ng reaction. There
)

is, as-mentioned earlier, an immediate-and direct confron-
tation with reality, an orgeniémié’fusion of subject ang
object. ~There is no differentiation between the perssi
and the world of things(andyOthers;‘existence is essen-
tially embedded, being visible .only in‘£2rms of som hing
but itself. Since there is-no-oifferentiation; there is
a relationship ofa;oneneSSﬂ with nature and symbiosis’
withvotheré, as in the case ofkthevyoung infant with the

e \ N -

The role of language, which is totally the language

Mothering-one.

of the Other at this level, is tnet of adding to the com-
plex of environmental stimuli. The spoken word daes not
<

have meanlng from a semantic: point of view, nor does it
have_meanlng-ln terms of el;c;tlng a part1cu1ar~response. .
Recent reSearch'shows (Condon, 1974)j interestingly enough,
that language is a powerful orienting stimulus for human
infants, much more powerful than other-sounds in .the en-
vironﬁent.v So even at this most primitive level of hunan "
déveiopmént, languege appears to haﬁe a certain saliency

and prepotency in terms of its expressive function, but

’
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not yet an organized effect on actions.

Level II: Habitual Re-Action

. - Level II of human personality development still es-
sentially rep;esents a life of impulses and re- actions to
f
stimuli, but at a higher level than in Primary Fusion.

The difference between the two levels is the more haghly

structured and 1nstrumental nature of habits and means-

ends relatlonshlps appearing at L6vel II. ‘At this stage
action is bas1call;\}nitia£gd\§5d maintained by the social
environment and its contingencies, including the spoken
word. Developmentally, the perspective put forth by the
behaviourists such as that bv Bijou and Baer (1965) is
representative of Level IT action on the part of the 1n-_

d1v1dual

At this level elements of language such as indivi-

‘dual words or common phrases fall lnto the category of

&

31gnals Not signals as defined broadly by Skinner

(1974) but signals as deflned more narrowly by Bain

(1975) and Werner and Kaplan (1963) . ,Examples of such

signals ‘would be "Fire!", "Stop!"; "We get off here!"

where the reaction of a person is immediate and.total;}

there is no delay for contemplation to occur In many | i
ways, the examples given above are. no dlfferent than

saylng "Down, boy" to a dog. e

"The role of language has changed, then. from that of

' orlenting, or expre331ve stimuli to instrumental stlmuli

. .
*
. - .
- . 7

N



AT mile there is expression}centained in these signals, they
.Mm¥ are not sygbols due to the @ack.of eemaneic content .and. re-
presentational capabilities. Conseqnently, tne ;%actipn
to then remains as direct as the rp&ctions in Level I.
This relationship between the two levels, which is a rele-
tionship of both change and permanence, is vitally impor-
‘ tant, far it exemplifies the underlying principies of de-
| veiopment which hold for all six 1eye%§L The principles
most critical to the present exaMfle are not new in, that
‘they were articulated by Werner and his associates on nu-
merous occa31ons (Werner 1948; WVerner and kaplan 1963;

1,Langer, 1970). Even Cassirer (1944)'discusseslthen,~but é

not in the same terminology as will be used in the present
: _ ) | / . e

-stud&
| The,two basic princ1ples being dlscussed are those

of orthggenes1s and spiralit mhe orthogenetic prlnc1ple

as deflned by Werner and Kaplan 1s the "tendency to md%e

from a state af re}atlve globallty and undlfferentrated-

ness towards states of 1ncrea31ng d1fferent1atlon and hi-
-rerarchic ineegratlon" (p. 7). Atceach level of_develop—

ment, &herefore,vchénges occur which not'oniy résult in

more complex structures, but 1n the emergence of new forms

There is both contlnulty and dlscontlnulty, w1th the new
forms replac1ng the old, but the old not belng completely
§\3  : lost. ‘The "fate of the more primitlve forms is explalned

* in terms of the secpnd-prlnciple, that .of spirality.u

124

>
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'.chology would 1ong ago have become a reality

”fmeanings of Others. .Such symbo

125.

the authors explain 1ower levels of functionlng
are subordinated to more advanced levels of
'fu;ctioning; ;bey may come to the fore again
under special internal or externaIJconditions, \\\*
-~ for example in dream states, in pathological
states, undeﬁ intox1cation by certain‘ﬁrugs or
under various experimental conditions They a}-
so, and characteristlcaily, mayocome,to the fore
when the»qrganism is confronted with'especiaily
,difficult and novel tasks; in such ‘cases, one

often finds a return to more primitive modes - J

of functioning before progressing towards full-,_
fledged higher op%rations '(p 8)

(S8

As will be discussed in ‘the next section the descrlption

babove may be considered a narrow interpretgiion For
now, let it be said that human 1ife 1s characterlzed by _

"~ a constant fluctuating between levels If it were not

the elusive “predition and control" of~mechanistic psy-

L]

JLevel III Convent10na1 Re-Actlon R

The trans1tionrfrom Level II to Level III'isimarked

e

'by the appearance ‘of what. have been prev1ously referred -

to as'bseudosymbols" That 1s, action at this "level of

o development is regulated by symbols rather than 81gnals

- but the meanings given these symbols are essentially the

,orkpsendosymbols, are
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of social conventionality, particularly in t of the

_expectations for re-action they carry with they. In a.
sense, these pseudosymbols‘create the illusion free
choice that the behaviouristsAoften speak of. They are
the subtle manipualtors of humsn action and behavi ur,
behaviour which when carefully considered is seen a
ECtive,'determined,vand therefore not responsible.
‘result, existence as such is inauthentic; the person
mains embedded in the meanlngs of the Other and is saild
to be engulfed ‘ ;
Cne of the main_strengths of the behaviourists' theo-
’retical position in psychology lies -in the fact that a
great deal of human life is regulated at both the habltu 1
Level II as well as the pseudosymbol conventlonality of
: Level III The 51lliness"«that Huxley (1940) spoke of
h_the varléuSPﬁogmas' creeds .and causes that effect the con-
structgbn of so many human 11ves on a daily. basis are of-
f ten nothlng more than very complex signals, dlsgulsed as
pseudosymbols subject to operant controlvas Skinner (1974)
ouggests rhe\Q;mpant consumerism so obv1ous in modern
.soc1ety s’market-place mentallty of advert131ng and dlS-
posable 1ncome is a ublqultous example The trans1tlon
from s1gnal to‘pseudosymbol represents a levei of its
own, although it is: not ldentified in Werner and Kaplan s

taxonomy The” thlrd level or organlsm-Umwelt relatlonshlp

Whlch they differentlate represents the fourth 1eve1 of

b4
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khe present conceptualiza:eon.

. Level IV: Proactive Transformation

Proacdtive Transformation refers to that level of de-
velbpment where symbol -formation and transformation take

\ - o CJ . » \ K3
on an individually unique, or "post conventional” . dimen-
i . '

sion. \ It is at this level where the person, by creating

and re-creating his own meanings, transcends the conven-

ahings embodied in the ethics.of the group. It

1

tional
is at this point where.the self begins to emerge as a vi-

able and p0331b1e authentlc personallty in- the-world That

< I

is, the v191b111ty of the person sharpens as. he takes ac-
tlons which‘serve to reduce the. degree of his engulfment
thereby transcending his existential bondage to the Other.
As the individuval acts in this_hanner:.he commits himself
to a search for meanings~and motives to construct a life.
At~thiS'1eve1 the search beging, bLt is far from over as
the 1ndLV}dua1 must consider many alternatlves presented
and re- presented to him by Others and hlmself
' At this. level, the elay in response is no{Ionger

1ndicat1ve of whether or 'of the individﬁal will choose
to accept soclegyys_conventiqgalimeanihgs,. That decision
has~a1readyhbeen made in the negative, and the act of
that decision represents the‘act'which places the indivi-’

dual at Level;IV rather than,atuLevel ITI. Now the delay

is indicative of the choice, 1n S1tu, of any number of

transformed alternatives, Man at this p01nt in hls deve-

= . - : wa
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lopment, ‘is making a‘choice to act .in one of many ways,
which he vaIues, to bring forth his visibility as a unique
individual. At the same time, he remains responsible to
the Others he is in constant relatlon with. As Whitehead
(1927) suggests man's actions are now free of "environ-
mental obligations"; he is exercising his freedom and, by
doing so;'is condemned to-aceept‘responeibiiity for his
actions. | | | J

" As mentioned earlier,'the distinction between.Level
ITII and Level IV is often quite subtle,‘therefote making
it diffucult to diffefentiate‘between aﬁthentic and ifau-\
thentic exiStenoe. 'Another perspective of the difference

T : ) ‘

between the two may be gainedfby‘putting them iﬁto'the‘
context'of language paradox. That is, at Level III the
vpower of language is most clearly ev1dent con51stent wlth'
MerleaufPonty s statement that "language has man",‘and
Heidegger's/doiment that language ia the "mastet of man".
:;Not until maﬁ has;tand is'the mastet of 71aﬁgﬁage not _g‘
_'untll he can transcend the power of. 1anguage to dlrect his’
own actlons is man developed to Level IV., Ca351rer s
‘statement that "man has an actlve power only holds true
'dln a developmental sense; it is ‘not an a priori essepce

)

of man. K.' .
’ . ) \ . ) ..l . -y .
Level V: Existential Commitment'

Level V. of personality development is that stage where

the symbol formatlons and partlcularly, the symbol trans-

ot
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formations of Level IV become embodied into the life mea-.
4“7nrngs.of the individna}w ‘Actions are.no longer based on
moment-to-moment contemplation of meaning, as in Level IV.
Rather, actions are based onbvalues,established as a re-
sult of'these earlier contemplative acts and search for
meaning. In one s;nse actions at this point may be con-
sidered "habitual', but they are habits based on ldlopathlc
} world -views Whlch have their .xoots in nomothetic ethics;
‘they are not bound by the qpnyentions_of the-group.

’%t is important tofnot'that the "habits" being re-
‘erreditO‘at this point are not the. same as thoee:identi—.
fied by Werner and Yaplan (1963) ln thelr taxonomy of de-
;velopmental transformatlons (see page 121). The habits
!presently being dlscussed may be regarded as second-order

habits, essentrally being derlved from a value clarlflca-

'“‘tioniprocess of the 1nd1v1dua1’person - They represent a

- ’

. characteristlc style or pquality of behaviour which re-
:1f1ects responsible dec1sions and ch01ces of the 1nd1v1dua1
as a belng-ln—the-world‘witththers Whlle these habits
‘have thelr roots in the ethics and teachlngs of the group,
;Jthey do not necessarlly reflect the conventlonal expecta-
tlons of the group.

- The relatlonshlp between Levels I1I, IV and v may be
yiewed from the perspectlvekpr&V1ded by Sartre (1957) in
’his diseuesibn of’choice and responsibility' At Leve‘

~_III the 1nd1vidua1 appears to choose for himself but

- .
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: / ' . -

what he actually does is choose meanlngs provided by the
Others, Consequently, ‘his choice is determlned ‘his exis- T
tence 1nauthent1c -and his responsibility 11m1ted to the |
fact of his membership in the group, At Level IV, the
person»actively'creates‘andire—creates all possible mea-
nings before making hdis choice. Leyel iV.represents man?s;
search for meaning,chis struggie_to make sense_out‘of his
life in the face of the often oppressing values of conven;
t10na1 society. _ | _

The actions of a oersonfat LeveI;IV may, to<the care-
ful observer appear inconsistent even radicaily s0.
Such 1nconsistency is to be erected as the. person "tests"
various life meanings v1a hlS actions Although he has
made - free.cholces and is, _therefore, respon31b1e for his.';
actions; he has yet to make a commitment to any one meaning
in the s1tuation under observatlon Questionlng is a con- -~
stant process of forming and transforming hls world v1ew o N
" He is at, the p01nt ‘as. suggested bv Vygotsky sgsoc1ogen1c
law where he has had the help of Others and now reaches
' toward his own future with his own help. o
: Level v marks the p01nt where the person finally
f‘makes an ex1stent1al commitment to a. world-v1ew which he
constructed through Level IV By "commltment is meant

that the person crearly stands (exlsts) for a stated llfe-

A.meaning He has become predlctable ("habltual") 1n the

e o : . ™

sense of acting in a consistent manner across 31tuations
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whlch embody his adopted life-meanings In accordance
,HW1th the princlple of Splrallty, however, he as a total
1nd1v1dua1 w111 not be predlctable across all 31tuations
81nce his level of development will vary from 51tuatlon
to situation. Thls point will be ret :rned +to'in the fol-

low1ng chapter where '"modes of ex1stence are dis-ussed.

-,

Level VI Secondary Fu31on ' s

| Level VI, the final level of personallty development
ls a dlfficult dne to describe. Perh@ps the dlfficulty
11es in the presence of another paragfp, for Level VI re-
presents that p01nt in our -experience where language 1eads
to the 51lence of being one-witthature standing 1n awe
of our own perception and creation of unity and harmony
‘among dlverse 1nf1uences surrounding us, Such silence
would not be poss1b1e w1thout language and Wlthout the
:formations of the more. primitlve levels.,. Secondary;Fusion
;1s also a paradox s1nce 'even though it-depends'on lan?‘
fguage for its emergence language used- 1n the attempt to
'describe the experlence only serves to destrov 1ts unlty
and,harmony, Whlle'we can articulate and descrlbe each’
.part of the experlence the whole-whlch is- larger than-
-the sum—of the- parts forever escapes our attempts at cap—
turing via the word N |
When we listen to ichaikovsky s "Narche Slave", for
plnstance we not only hear the sound of the various 1nstru-
. ments, we hear them blen&ed into a-harmonic‘pattern Which
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" our words to express some ”thlng whlch we know to have

oy ¥

) M (] - N
we ‘can recognize and, to some degree, anticipate. Fur-

‘thermore 'we‘can'transcendlthe physical stimulus of the

" music and re- present numerous 1mages to ourselves images

related to the plece s thematlc history, the passrons of

}the composer or the great hall in London on a warm sprlng

evening when we flrst heard it perférmed. As we now lis-
ten to the music all these images, perceptions and sen-

Satlons occur 31mu1taneously, making an 1mpre331on upon

_our life which we cannot artlculate in a ¢ 1g1e word or

L™

phrase. We can isolate each, as we have done in writing

' about them here but as we do we lose their meanlng as-
a-whole. This 1nab111ty of ours to express in words our
. experience, which has been founded on'our ability to sym-‘

L : oo ; S ' :
bolize and contemplate,,is‘captured:by William James

132.

(1902/1961) 1n h1s reference to "the more when discussing

' 7y

varletles of rellglous experlences ”he follow1ng, taken

-

‘from James manuscrlpt is an example of the fallure of_

F 31gn1f1cant effect on the meanlng of our llfe

Our normal Waklng consc1ousness ratlonal con~-

'sclousness as we\call it, is but one speclal type

.of'consciouSness Whilst all about it, parted from_'

-

- it by the fllmlest of screens there 11e potentlalb
_ forms of consc1ousness entlrely dlfferent.... Ho. -
! ! ‘ H

account of the unlverse 1n its totallty can be

flnal ‘which leaves these other forms of consclous-




‘ and modes as they occur in the llfe of an individual.
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ness quite disregarded.“fﬁnw to regatd them is the

queStioanforitHey'ere"eé discontinuous with ordi-

nary conecidnsnese, Yeb'the§ may determine atti-

tudes though they cannot’furnisn fotmulde and

open a region thbugh they fall to g1ve a map.

(p. 305) "

vBefore 1eav1ng ‘the perspectlve of persbnallty develop-
ment by levels 1n favor of a cons1deration of modes of
eXLstence the follow1ng table is presented as a summary

of the six levels Many of the pblnts made in the table,

as well as in the precedlng narratlve are sultable from

s !

_either perspectlve "-The next chapter Wlll bowever focus -

 on operatlonal prlnc1p1es and dymanlcs as aﬁﬁattempt to

! /—-/\ . Ve
better understand the relatlonsblp between ‘the levels
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TABLE II

EEN

~ LEVELS OF PERSONALITY DEVELOPMENT

o
organisimically (immediately,
biologically), to "participate"

. - " in terms of their physiognomic
/ . _ : perceptions. Life is one of im-
. » pulses; the commerce between
body and world is, one of motor-
: : - affect. No distance exists be-
o ‘ : . - tween subject and object either
* in terms of self-Other or self-
self. : :

I. - Primary Fusion . Persons are mobilized to respond

4

~ . II. Habitual Re-Action Persons react to signals which
: S - have meaning only in the sense
L ' that they stimulate and main-
_ e , ‘tail®species-specific behaviours
/ ' - A N K and:individually learned patterns
' : A of response ("habits"), predo-
_ : S ‘minantly in the service/of bio-
R . I . logical ends (survival). -

Py

- III.  Conventional Re-Action Persons react to. pseudosymbols
' ' T (words, phrases, slogans, doc-
.;#+ trines, creeds) in a signal-like
fashion. - Pseudosymbols have

e S _ L ' meaning only in'terms of the
e & R : - - group they are a product of, not

R : ~.in existential terms -of the in-
- S . _ : . dividual who is reacting. Exis-

R T : } R . tence-is inauthentic in that it

is based on the visibility of

. the group, within which the in-
‘dividual is embedded, or en-
gulfed. o ‘ ‘

e g et et et e s o+ e e oo+
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. TABLE.II (CONT..

IV. Proactive Transformation Actions of the person are
‘ : o based on.their comtemplative
meanings in their relationship-
in-the-world, .and their resul-
. tant symbol transformations.
| . Symbols have meaning in terms
r of the individual who transforms
o them. Existence is authentic
in that it is based on the vi-
-gjbility of ‘the individual with-
in the context of the group he
- defines by his existence. There
is not only distanciation of ) -
self from Others, but of sub-
ject and object in one's self.
The self is emerging from the
cacophony of humanity which
-once held it captive. Man's
search for meaning has begun,
although it is far from over.
1e individual remains incon-
sistent and unpredictable, de-
} , pendent on his situation.
- , ) ,

[+

. N /
V. Existential Commitment Actions of. the person are based
<l . ‘ on the adopted symbols of Level -
B S IV, which now etbody man's ex-
istential meanings. Persons
act according to these meanings.
without need for moment-to-mo-
mnent cortemplation and planning. o
There is a natural harmony be- - |
tween the life meanings embodied 1
-in. the person's langlage and
his actions as an individual , ' o
-within a society of Others. Lan- }
guage pardoxically leads to E
the silenc¢e which resolves the
: . -tension between individual and
= . society, : o

v
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VI.

Secondary Fusion

Yoo
The silent perception of unity
and wholeness which, via lgn-
guage, may be reduced intgﬁcon-
stituent parts but, as a fesult,
is no longer experienced as. a

‘whole. The '"more'" of life's ex-

periences which has its founda-

tion in language, -as well as its

undoing. Mysticgl and transcen-
dental experiences predominate.
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VII. .Modes of Existence

Y
In many ways, the precedinéﬁchapter with ite table;
« of deveiopmental levels is sufficient to distinguish -and
define the levels. As well, ‘much of what has been said
illustrates the second perspectlve that of modes of
‘ex13tence, particularly if terms of indications of 1life-

style ‘characteristics. Yet a number of p01nts need to be
* -

'made to clearly outline the parameters of the present

theory of man. The- purpose of. this chapter is to make
these additional points from the perspective of the
six modes of exlstence whlch  correspond to the levels of

“

development .

The flrst p01nt was mentloved brlefly in the prece-
clng chapter Ln relatlon to the pr1nc1p1e of spirality. Wx
At that point it was suogested that Werner and Kaplan s’
presentatlon of the prlnc1p1e was too narrow 1n terms of
considering the totallty of human llfe In the present
. model, exmphas1s is on .the’ poznt that ”spec1a1 internal
)and external condltlons"/and the presence of "dlfflcult
and novel tasks" (which Werner and Kaplan see bringing
lower forms of ‘unctlonlng to the fore) descrlbe the -
maJorlty of life experiénces for many people' rather than
the exception. 4 )

. A phenomenon of humav behav1our whlch has caused con-

siderable difflculty for mhny psychologlcal theorles of ’

o

137.
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man 1is that human beings‘fre perhaps one of the most un-

‘predlctable inconsistent organiSms on the facge of the

earth. It is true that very high degrees of prediction

and ‘control are obtained in carefully designed env1ronments

a

and situations. Yet we know that. 1ifef goes . on outsmde
the psychologists’ laboratories, and, only w1th "genera—
lized" relatlonshlp to the life ~as~led-By- humanwsubjects

-This phenomenon of human exlstence referred to here

"as the principle of action inconsmstency, lies at the heart

of the”prinoiple of splrallty The principle of sp;rallty

>

i1s an attempt to form a meaningful perspectlve onn human de-
= 'V .

velopment, which Lt does quite satlsfeptorlly However,

in terms of human ex1stence it remelns narrowg partlcular-.

1y s1nce there 1is the indlcation by Werner and Kaplan that

there is a Eartla return ‘to more primitive modes before

progressing to "fullfledged hlgher operatlons In con-
trast the present mndel suggests the possblllty of total
return to lower or- other modes of existence (developmen-
tal 1evels) Furthermore movement between modes in the
present conceptuallzatlon 1s more characterlstlc of quan—
tum 1eaps than of smooth basically contlnuous movements

up or ‘downi a . splral curve. This is prec1sely why we re-

quire the'dual~perspeCtive; S o

S
Deve10pmenta11y, the six 1evels appear on the scene

sequentlally,veach bemng built upon the foundatlon of ‘the ‘

one preceding. ?xistentlally, the six modes appear- on the

°

s o -

oA
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‘nality"

‘Mode 1: - Prrmary Fusxon -

. : N .
v .
" * -

/
scene almost in a rardom fashion, depending on the situa- '

~tion of the indjvidual. Shifts-frommonetleVel of.develop—
' ment to ‘the next, ln terms of the acqu181t10n of compe-

‘tence, may take years. Shifts from one made oF existence

to another may take milliseconds. Furthermore shifts in
developmental level ‘are restrlced to three levels:. the
level of. present competence the 1eve1 immedlately below.
(the spiral effect), and the level 1mmediat1ey above as

transition beg£rsinto the next bigherwstage.' Shifts 1n ;%;5

_mode of. ex;étjrce are restrlcted only in terms ‘of the num—

ber of levels /at which the person has acqulred competence

J

- That is, exis@entially speaklng a person can Shlft from

Mt
&

Mode V;toJMéde II Whereas developmentally,.the shift" from

Level II would not- be poss1b1e Consequently,

is possible exlstentially but not possible &e-

'velopmentally- -even though the definltlon of the levels

‘ and modes is. the sams, we requlre the two perspectlves

Agaln as in phy31cs ‘light is llght but l;ght is wave or

partlcle never both at the .same- time. . - '

- THe follow1ng summary of each mode ‘of existence is

C

presented to further differentlate between them. The pre-

sentatlon pays partlcular attention to ‘the relatlonshlp

" which underlles the present conceptualization of "perso-,

.

ggage is represented as verbal stimull,prlmarfiy :
. S

. : o R L

: o e . & N : [ s
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‘tranSLtlon to Hode II begins when the person 1abels rea-

Hode II‘/ Hab1tua1 Re-ActlonA ‘<

’ . . | . . 140.

;

serv1ng an expressive function, with aspects of the d1rec-
tive functlon present in terms of the orienting prepotency
of’ the human voice. The inﬁxmational function appears
only at’léter stages of Level I development where the

6ther points out (objectifies) reality by labelling. The

11ty 1n corespon51ve part1c1patlon with the Other. ° y

<

Action. is gulded‘by its oyn diffuse dlrectlonality, /

.-—"and becomes regularized as selected stimuli become more

salient: including verbal stimuli. Action is immediate
and impulsive, it is "participative" in terms“8f phyiogno-
mie mobilization'of the whole person who is ‘englufed by

the world-v1ew of Others /

lﬁ

guage is present at a 91gna1 level only Automiza—
-

'tlon of the symbol is’ not complete so 1t is not yet fully

representatlonal, The expressive function is more‘dlffe-
- /

rentiated in terms of the discriminability of emotions and

states of affect. The directive. function is also at a

: Gignal level: wordsvoper&fﬁ*&sostimuli,.but'for more com-

| plex chalns of responses (hablts) The informational

functlon is represented by 1ncrea51ngly complex hierarchies

- ‘ofnstlmuli for-more complex responses.

- which isl"freelof environmental’obligation" such as in. R o

1
(SN

Actlon is very much under the influence of 31gnals

' implnglng upon the 1nd;vidua1. There is still action

«

o
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exploration or what has been referred to as "autistic" or
'blrcular,_actlons . However, there is increasing pressure -
from Others to form "acceptable' patterns of ‘behaviour.

-As these acceptable forms come under the lnfluence_of lan-

-~

guage, the transition to Wode I11 beglns - The existence

of the person at Mode II {s"still engulfed, being charac-

terlzed in terms of ‘the wo ld of the Other. 'The person
is prlmarlly v1sible as a belng in- the-world for-Others.

1

ode III: Conventlonal Re- Actlon

‘ -,

o Language is present at a pseudosymbol level The
autonomlzatlon of the symbol is complete but the internal
schematlzlng act1v1ty of the 1nd1v1dua1 is belng _shaped
by powerful cont1ngenc1es of the social enwironment. The
directive functlon of language is essentially identical to
Mode II; bﬂt there 1s now the illusion of free choice by
the person " and this 111u31on gives the appearance of self{
regulatlon of- behav10ur - The information functlon is |
Operatlve in terms of the person "discovering anew" the
meanlngs and 11fe experlences of, his people R |

‘Action is characterlzed by 1ncrea31ngly complex
hablts and. learned‘patterns of response. Values are
.leaglgd mnot Formulated in terms of the cons1derat10n of
- possible alternatlves Actrons are gulded by slogans
;creeds pas31ons of the group mentallty, and expectatlons

of convent10na1 soclety Exlstence is inauthentic; the

'person is visible only as a member of the group that

/ | | | - . 141,

e
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engulfs him.

Mode 1IV: Proactive'Transformation
]

e ’
Language is represented by inlelduallzed pro-A'

'‘cesses of symbol formation and transformatlon The

person, having "dlscovered" the reality of his people,

now creates and re-creates hlS own world -view. Diff-

erentation of the expre381ve function 1nc1udes Halllday s

personal function at a higher level. The person has

distanced himself frgm the conventional meanlngs of

society and, as a result, is emerging as the master of

fhis own‘processes of behaviour Self-regulatlon is

- emerging. as. an actual process rather than as an 111us-

ion.. The person is able to hold two or more semantlc

perspectlves 31multaneously ‘
Action:is-self-regulative.' Often,'in similar

'hsituationSj action is radically ineonsistent.as the

-person "tests" reallty in his search for 11fe—mean1ngs

R

The person may act with the group (as 1n Mode - III) but_

will dontinually be questlonlng hlS own: actlons +There is

.dlstanc1at10n of subject and obgect 1n one's self ;\
1mply1ng a constant observation of one s self-ln-
action. Exlstence-ls hecomlng more‘authentic as the
person/diSembeds hiﬁsei‘ from'the group’etHIC'v He is
'vbecomlng an authentlc belng 1n-the world-w1th others

. Mode V Exlstentlal Commltment

Language is. simllar to Mode IV B The prlmary

}dlfference rs in terms of ‘the firm establlshment and
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operation of the superordinate existential function.
There is a'total in situ commitmentfof the person to
valugs and‘attitudes'embodied in the.synbol trans-
”fofmaf165576c¢ufiﬁg at Mode IV. The life struct-
‘uring.proeess takes visible form in terms of the
person's existential actions. ‘

| Action may appear habitual in that there is
little response latency, as well as a higher degree
: of-cpnsistency'andhpredictability across similar life
situations. However it is s~different level of habit
_than in Iode I1 s1nce the person now mainbalns self—
-awareness via subJect obJeqs\dLstanc1atlon 7 Actlons are
;d1NBYS open to question, but most likely in response"to
mﬂode VI types of experlence ("peak" or "mystlcal")
'Existence ls»authentlc,land the personpls v1srh1e ‘as a
'being-in-the-world;fOr-self-and-with;others.

Mode VI Secondary Fusion

Language per se, is not present It has png:

'v1ded the foundatlon ‘and led to the silence, of unity
»and harmony with nature.v.Thereyls a>th1rd:level of

' erce thn a erce tion of'"whbieness" as opposed to
,P p P P s 88 OpPpos

contemplatlve or phy51ognom1c perceptlon..'Articulation\

'eof ‘the Mode VI experlence 1mmed1ate1y results in. the»
1person ex1st1ng at Mode IV, (search for meanlng) for-the
vprocess of obJectlflcatlon would ‘Tecreate the dlstance'

_ betWeen the person ang the things and events of the

[

‘world.
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i Actlon is dlrect partlcipation and immer31on 1nto

the flow of exper1entia1 energy It is a blendlng of the

cess of nature as embodled in that 81tuatlon. Persons

_existlng at Mode VI often appear to be in a medltatlve

or hypnotic state, transcendlng the effects -of impinging.
stimuli. e | '
Before leav1ng the toplc of modes of ex1stence and

levels of development’ it may be helpful to review them"'

144,

~ organismic process of the person w1th the surroundlng pro-'

once again from a sllghtly dlfferent perspectlve "So far,

they have been presented in falrly abstract and general

.terms Although the ‘main objectlve of the . present study
is to construct a theoretlcal perSpectlve on language and
‘personallty, some concrete examples of the six modes and

' lev%gs ma;Ononetheless .be 111ustrat1ve

4

Developmentally, Prlmary Fu31on represents the first

R

nine : to twelve months’ of life tbe preverbal perlod of the

'lnfant Once the 1nfant beglns to understand and use lan-

guage hlmself he is v1ewed to be enterlng 1nto Level II

| (Habltual Re-Actlon) o ‘
| Ex15tentially, Prlmary Fu51on may not only be evident
’;1n the infant's embeddedness 1nto the ex1stence of ‘the

' Other but- may also be observed in mature" adults. _dEk-

__treme 1mpulslvity and emotlonal reactiVLty are Just two,,/

= descriptlve examples of behav1our in this mode of ex1s-

'tence
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As mentloned above Habitual Qe-Action -is that deve-

.lopmental 1eve1 wherein ‘there is the initial obJectlfica—
'tlon of reality by the young child ThlS rudimentary pro-
cess of distanc1atlon 1s extremely important in that it.
forms ‘the basis for the emergence of self as distinct
“from Others and other things. From avdirective p01nt_ptﬂr
'view words operate as’ 81gnals impelling the.child to act,
but particularly if the. child is already "setf tOﬁact or
has already initiated an actlon.k' |
Behaviour in this mode of exmstence appears as
yrltualistic stereotypic and compulsive Persons are 1ike-
'“1y to behave in such a way as to 1nd1cate they are perfor-’
ming ‘an act’ of faith because they "have o ch01ce The
person exists»as a self-W1th Others 1n~a close often"
; symbiotic relationship : Behaviour is largely in_ the in-
ibterest of survival gratification and the av01dance of
Jdirect punishment . |
/bf'In contrast the characteristic behaviours oF Con-;*

',,ventional Re-Action are often 1n the 1nterest of main- -

: talning the soclal order attaining soc1a1 esteem and

o~

av01d1ng censure by the group , The person in Mode III is v

‘a-conformist ex15ting as a self for Others. ‘He acts as

’”_lf "truth" were not only attainable but-known‘by'himself

nf-,and others whose v1ews he values.' The.. person will often N

;4become defen51ve when confrOnted by ‘an alternative per-"“m“”

8
.Spective particularly if- that alternative goes against

[
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.his.OWn’walue.system He acts gi?hrdlng to, or in the
name of, creeds and slogans belng under the 111u51on
that these "causes" ‘are the ends that Justlfy the means.
Developmentally, Conventlonal Re-Actlon represents
the beglnnlngs of self-regulatlon via the directive func-
.-tlon of speech and language“ Now the word has both the
jpower to 1mpe11 and the power to 1nhib1t action the‘para%'
oox of language becomes a reality " There is partlal eme;i
génce of self in that’ the person can now manlpulate lan-
guage and produce many novel constructlons On the sur-
iface the person s 1anguage appears to be ' mature and;n
b¥nfurthermore the person can report. that he has ”thought
‘about" what he is saying and d01ng : However upon close
44analysis ‘the semantlc content of a person s language would
1nd1cate an adoptlon of conventlonal Other- determlned
\\meanlngs In other words 'what appear to be personal sym-
= bols on. the surface “are found to be pseudosymbols when
1nvest1gated 1n depth | | '.
Conventlonal Re-Actlon is a critlcal level of develop-
-:'ment and mode of ex1stence.f It is the Le 6/1 and mode at
which the person essentially exists. in a state of 111u51on
vhregardlng the emergence of self The pressures and forces
fof soc1a1 conventlonallty are not only powerful and nu-
“‘fmerous but extremely subtle as well The chlld at thlS

w

v level of development has begun hlS formal educatlon be—-'

.
‘comlng exposed to a broader peer group whlch sets numerous ‘
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standardS'for acceptance; In order to develop to a higher

level, the child must rlsk 1081ng thls acceptance of peers

Tand perhaps even more 1mportantly, famlly

o

In another . sense Conventional Re-Actlon represents‘

the mode of superflcial securlty That is, to act in this

5

mode is ‘to behaVe w1th1n the parameters of soc1etal expec-

- tations and therefore as a self for Others It is- to

avoid the rlsk of unfavorable consequences.- Several

l wrlters (e.g. Blatz 1966; Dabrowsk1 1970) have expressed

‘the v1ewp01nt that development to a hlgher more authen-

tic level of development and securlty depends on actlons

" al shock to Shlft or challenge .the person s convent10na1

perspective The present theory would support such a
framework for the process of personallty development

The fourth 1evel of development and mode of- ex1stence

'Proactlve Transformation requlres two condltlons to be

met; Flrst the person must at least contemplate in a

ratlonal sense 'alternatlve perspectlves values orfac-

¢

itlons related to a glven 31tuatlon Furthermore thlS.

contemplatlon must occur ln an. atmosphere of - relatlve

\

‘as opposed to: absolute truth The person must be able to

’see the valldlty of more. than one alternatiVe even though

~.

'this validlty is not internally consistent w1th the per-f'

-“son must be prepared to change his values rEgardless of

by the person wh;ch 1nvolve either rlsk or severe emotion-

v‘son s existlng value structure._ In other words the per-,



on his rational contemplation of alternatrves.‘

o ' Xl
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the consequences of the ensulng actlon whlch brings us

L

,to_the‘second“conditloniA the person must take actlon based

’
i

The key to the Proactive Transformation mode of exis-

.tence is not onlyhin terms of the llngulstlc and semantlc

transformatlon of conventlonal ethxcs but the cofresponv

d1ng action based on the transformations. As Sartre has.
salda -a person is as he acts to be, and this view is-cri-
t1ca1 for Node IV ex1stence and development By acting in

a manner whlch Ls Jot determlned by soc1a1 expectatlons

exclus1ve1y, the*ﬁerson is stepplng forward,-so to speak,

o

to be recognized and perceiVed'aSCa unique and authentic

- personallty-ln-the-wofid To only sgea of actlng in an

authentic, self-emergent manner is- to. fall short. of Level

IV deve10pment and“node 1v existence There must be a cor=-

s

respondence of language and action, withln the Level or

Mode for there to be personallty lntegratlon.

7 The same/prlnc1p1e would apply in Ex1stent1al Commit-

'_ment where the self- regulatlve 1anguage of a person would
‘:correspond dlrectly to. actions The prlmary dlfference
it“between this 1eve1/mode and Level IV/Mode IV is that there
'ino 1onger 1s "testlng of alternatlve value systems. The
'person at this level has nade a commlttment to the meanlngs
u:searchedgfgr at Level Iv. | The. person acts in the name of
‘ causes but Mode V. causes would have both 1nterna1 and ex-

,'ternal valldlty (as compared to the llmlted external '

|
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validity of Mode III causes).

Mode V behaviour would be typlfied by men and womén

.whom Maslow (1968) would refer to as hlghly developed or

self-actuallzed. In some ways, the behavlour of revolu-
tionary “leaders would be typical of Mode V, while”the;

followers of the movements would likeiy‘be acting at Mode

OIII.

-

out for hours or\days It may occur in solitude, or it

Again, Secondary Fusion is a difficult level and mode
to deecribes whether develoomegtally or existentially.

Existence at Mode VI can be fMeeting, or it can be drawn-

-may occur 1n a concert hall fllled,w1th two thousand Others.

There are ‘no words to describe the Mode VI experLence w1th-

. out essentially convertlng it to a Mode 1v, ObJectlfledﬁ-

experience. N o e .

K}
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VIII. Conclusion

As stated in the lntroductlon the purpose of the pre-
sent study was to present a theoretlcal perspectxve on hu-

man personallty development based on a framework of the

'between them;‘a'bond whlchvwonld sérve as a’mqlit—dimen-
sional continuum upon which to interpret and acconnt for
the.broad range.and variability'of human behawiour.’ The
result has been the constructlon of a multi- 1evel multl-
modal theory of human development and ex1stence The-
theory has a eentral proposition that the nature of man
is both freeAand determined, depending on‘the leVel of Jde-’

velopment and the situation of the person as a being-in-the-

>

hWOrld;l-;J i | *é} : - o . '7bj,

‘The obJectlve of the present study was not to construct
grand" theory of personallty and development in the
traditlon of,-for example, Freud Sklnnqr 'Maslow or Wer~

ner. Nor was the obJectlve to rev1ew -the many existlng

-

.~theor1es from the perspective of how they would or would

jnot? account for language. Rather ' the obJectlve was to -
establish a general statement or framework for a theore-

ti&al relat1onsh1p between lang ge!vthe.emergencevof self

‘..— S N .
TS

-

o3

[
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and the dévelopment of personality The six levels:of
development and six modes of ex1stencé were essentlally
presented as logical extenslons of the general framework
established in theyfmrst five chapters. As such, their

main function at this point in time is to serve as heuris-
tieé devic s for further elaboration and expllcatlon of a
more detailed theory ' o o
Ihat is belng stated,\obv1ously, is. that the theory,
“in its: present form ‘Has llmltations. The ultlmate valuev
of the theory w111 be determlned by two -primary ractors.
First, it must be demonstrated that. the theory has practi-
vcal impllcatlons It must as Hall -and Llndzey (1977) sug-
gest, "be prepared to deal with or make predunlons con- .
cerning, a wide range of human behav1our”‘(p 15). Second
the theory must be able to generate testable hypotheses, .
not only to determlne its- emprrlcal valldlty, but also to
lead to modlrlcatlons Each of these two factors may ini-

4

tially be addressed rndependently ta prov1de a framework

\

for future 1nvest1gatlons and development although in th?\

‘long run, the two factors will requlre 31mu1taneous treat- '3”

‘ment in order to supportthe theory's vaildlty if
: J

Practlcal Impllcatlons .

In terms of practical implications at least three
‘ibroad areas of human development and ex1stence are imme-
'?dlately relevant F1r§t"from the perspectlve of healthy ‘
social-emotional development Eg? theoretlcal relatlonshlp

-~

"' L s ¢
@
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between language and personality has important 1mp11cations

for the relatlonship between.thelﬁhild and 51gn1f1cant
Others-(e g. parents) Through heé&langua%e the motherﬂ
not only gu1des the child' s obJectlflcatlon of reality,
"but also guides the "subﬁectlflcatlon" of that reallty by

expres31ng attltudes such as good/tad, approach/av01dance

-safe/dangerous tolerant/lntolerant, etc.  She not only

'helps the’ Chlld dlscover "thlngs out there , but alio//elps.

'the chlld express feelings about these thlngs. ~She ‘is,

3,

as suggested earller, exposing the chlld Lo a world~v1ew

. which may, depending on tbe nature of the child parent L.

1uteract10n pa;tern be dlfflcult for the Chlld to later

. Tre- create on hlB own terms . The 1mp11cat1@n of the theoryh

1s therefore that the nature of the early llngulstlc 1n— -

: teractlon between chlld and Other may have pos1t1ve or ne*n
-gatlve consequences on the chlld s emergence of self An
'1nterest1ng, and relevant case study of the long-term -

efﬁscts of the early parent- child>1nteract10n on’ the emer-

._Bence of self (or lack of) is dlscussed by Lalng ?1963)

rprescrlptlve guldellnes for the development of. healthy ‘
self~concepts in young chlldren by ‘the way in whlch parents
lnteract lingulstlcally with thelr chlld - _ -yq‘ o
The second broad“@ﬂgp to ‘be- considered is, in one.
| sense, a corollary of the first Thatkrs the theory has

possxble 1mplicat10ns for the interpretatlon and treatment

. e

R -1
& -
iy

e B B R ' - -~

i

\'The careful study of such examples could possrbly generate' -



of unhealthy socialwemptional development particularly
- ——— . . h\/,r;# -

in relation to the’ inauthentic emergence of self. For

B

ekample a person s directive and self regulatory function

i
%

- of language may be relatively weal either developmentally
by having been exposed to dominant and authoritarian
Others; or situationally due to a lack of knowledge of con- :
sequences for alternative actions. In eitherjgase,ponce o e
the relative weakness has been assessed treat;ent can
proceed to alter the person s semanti% enviropmént accor-

Q .
the first instance this may involve strate-.

dingly f;

gies to increase or’ strengthen the directive functions

. . ’

‘zk; . - of language.f In'the second, it may'involve»helping ‘the
5 . g »

client overcome the expectations for certain types or

styles

-of.behaviour embedded in conventional soc1ety 5

.

“divorced" etc) Again, the

”ppythan remainlng a being—in%;he-world -for-
3 . .

- - & N -©
. ¢ B L A. o
' N . >

= e )

3 Q - oty

ﬁgfﬁﬁaggirer s (1944) statement that the child o
L+ ‘

-s,,m i .
33 é"of lgnguage would be'an exile ﬁrom reality

¢

o,

*gmildhood pathological conditions, ranging frqm deve-
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ﬁ;'w~ "~ - lopmental -aphasia to infantile autism and childhood psy- - -
/ o | chosis,_are‘all related to an underlying language and Nk

o : : = .- 4 oy

‘ communication disorder. What the present theory provid?s;
lin congruence with the views of Gassirer and'Chnrchill,

7ga.framework for the importance of early clinical‘inter-

) ) - 'Vventlon in instances of Imnguage delay or dlsordeu. Fur-

thermore the implicatlons of the theory are important for

l‘ {

Elnterventlon,strategles and program design in terms of S

? %reatlng .the whole Chlld 31nce the many functlons of lan-

'guage permeate all: aspects of eX1stence
* , 8%

Research Impllcatlons o o - “‘V

,address itself is the gederatlon of. testable hypotheses.
{: b 53.:Certaln1y the pract1ca1 1mp11catlons mentloned in the pre-

inf ,cedlng section would.be amenable to emp1rica1 study In
o Ny A
fact, the p0381b1e relationshlp between the person's se-
. . ‘
AR 'mantic envxmonment and ‘their self-concept whether from a.

developmental or, 81tuatlona1 perspectlve appears to-have

numérous possxh111t1es.» For example it ‘could be hyﬁgthe-

b

"‘hat the development of self Ioncept 1n.the YOung

on. of the d@ﬁelopment

i

t least partially a funct

H

. -g{ tey
ﬁ%nt may, in turn, be a functlon of theAeagly parent chlld

‘J, communication patterns ' Such studles would be valuable C e

.‘J’,' . N : _. 1
e " P

: NG 'k . o
vestlgation of normal chlld development.' 7 SR

S . . S

f“Thls develop-» e

fromvboth a clinicaI perspectlve as well ‘as’ from an 1n--xF:xp;{'t”

R



s V1rtua11y unllmlted In fact the vastness of the—toplc
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Chr, e Another possible approach would be to cbnsider the

o - :;“ b ;

p0881b1e effects of dlfferent early language experlences

’

on the development of various modes of exlstence For ex-

N = [

le, the early wér , of Bernsteln (1972) on language and -
hoﬁlal dass prese};s ﬂossab‘lllfies for furth? cons1dera-
f‘tlon of ths,?ff;c S gf garly language ‘experiences. From
a sl,}cghcly difsfprenc perspective Bain (1975, "1976) has
VQ’ane some‘lﬁte;estlng work demonstratlng dlfferential cog-

A

, e
3 nltiveweffecbsahs a result of ‘the bllingual experlences

P J‘
e of young chlldren.f Lt may be that SLmilar ‘effects of bi-
o 7

e

'_;'L;. llngual experlence on the- development of personality could

be determlned To date,  such attempts have not been re- <
_ ‘ _ .

SR ported in the literature. . ’ L o

LU . S
In many ways, the two main topic areas of the present

A Al “

‘fstudy-—language -and personality--are so vast in and of
7themse1ves that the generatlon of testable hypotheses is
areas has been a constant source af difflculty for;the
vpresent study The pgobLem has been ndg'so much one of -
gatherlng suff1c1ent "ez}dence" to support a theory of
language and personaiifi} but rather of 11m1t1ng‘the scope
the pnesent study so’it wouldﬁbe manageable 1n the pre-
_sent context The attempt had- to be made ‘to establlsh an -
.

essentlal framework for the hypotheslzed theoret1ca1 re- - I

S | 1at;on§§1p The same dsfflculty would confront the search
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g fé& sound empirlcal rela;ionships.b That }s vunless-‘ :

e . t ) ; e X : f
.. . . - o, . .

»




- generated hypotheses are con31dered essential to the re-
lationship between language and personality, the results
S of the!ktudles would have lite- nplication for the theory
~Based on the theory, as well as some of its practical im-

plications it would seem that the relationship between

i

‘language (particularly the directive function) and. self-

concept would be a reasonable 1nvest1gat1ve priority

-

i
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4

.

The present study has attempted to put forth a theo-
retical framework w1t in whlch to con81der the: p0531b1e
frelatiqnship between l&nguage the emergence of self and
the developmeht of human personality In 1ts present

3"_n form the theory is limited paradoxically due to the
“i“enormous sc0pe of its tbpic areas and poss1b1e implica-l
.tions , On the one hand, the temptation is ﬁggsent to nar-
rowly define a partlcular aspect of the theory and.proqeed?
_ , n:with the process ‘of empirical verification On ﬁhe other
| | hand a quotation from Wbitehead recorded”by Price'

(1954) is also present. Whitehead says

' 'The universe lS vast Nothing is more curious than
, . .the self-saILSfied dOgmatism with which mankind at
%f‘_:bbf'l . -each period of 1ts history cherishes the delusion .
| | 1of the finality of its existing modes of know-. N
1edge.... This dogmatic common sense is the death

\of philosophic adﬁenture.' The universe is vast.
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M;THélprécess ofmempirical:veri£ication2ﬁsQnecessary as .
'well as potentlally rewarding. Yet, at the eameb time},
" other directlons for study are pOSSlble and, if we agree
with Whltehead ] comment@ necessary ‘aS' well.‘ ‘Natural
observatron of young ohlldren 5 language development .

well as the language of mature adults could be valuable\<. ) .,

““‘b i in SUPPOrting, modl'fylng, or. rejectlng the proposed theor}}i

:‘) ’ 5 Further elaboration of the six levels of development Lt %{r,‘.
’/‘_ . and modes‘ of e;cistence is also required, particularlyk in/' 3&, i
L . terms of seeklng theoretlcal and empirlcal congruenc‘es . '

in related areas of study 1n psychology The p01nt 1s

) ‘that: to proceed. along any s:Lngle path 1.n the search for
knowledge about language and persomal:.t'fr would refle.g.
Whltehead's fallacy of dogmatlc flnallty - ﬁ } o
Y The universe is vast. o :
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. ] ’
0y - ' T ’ . N - “ | . -. -
»d o : o R .. :
‘ ) g i S
: y ». b ‘__. : S
S A
< \ S
| 1 ‘-”‘ LT
S -~ E ’ ;;'1, s V
: RSO
: I . T



158.
—_— R ,
_Referemces - N
e , R [ |
Allport, G. W. Personality: 'é”p§§éﬁ510giéa1 interpreﬁé- - e

tion. "New York; Holt, 1937.

Allport, G. W. Becoming. New Haven:zgale University Press,

-

1955, L i o
- Bain, B. Semiotic in,psychology.‘ Canadian Journal of.Re- o
" gearch in»Semiotics 1974, 2 55 - 61 ‘ .
ii‘ ! Bain7 B*d Verbal regulatlon of cognltive processes a rep-

11cation of Lurla s procedures with billngual ‘and unl—

e | lingual infants. Child Development, 1976, 47, 543- 5561 R4

Bernstein,’ . Soc1a1 structure language and learnlng

Educational Research 1961 3 163 176.
R

6 "Bljou S. W and Baer "D. M. Chlld developmentI a syste- -

Qw . _-'- . matic and emplrlcal theory New York:v.AppletonQ o r*”

Century—Crofts 1965

- Blatz W E Humap securlty ‘ some'reflections; jfﬁiﬁerSity

‘ -of:Toronto Press 1966

s

uBollﬁge? D Aspects of language.; Nethork: Panteon’ -
S . . I T
Badk’ 1968 = B S B LA

-3

Ty

‘"d.iearning:"Baltimoré: ‘Penguin

e u . . R
.f-". ke
ot T

.‘ ﬁ; .o .
_ﬁggf Wﬂ%t s the JE%Z A sché&atlc account of lan-“f

L e .I o -
guage functlons Edu' t‘ i Review 1971 23 205--
‘ S : f&"& o RO £ .
o IR R R e o i
o, ~ ,
S y T =




.;5. - 1959, 35 26-58.. ;
N Chomsky, N. Aspects of the theory of syntax CamBridgé:»f"j

BroWn R. & Bellugi, v, Three processes in the child s

’acqﬁlsition of syntax Harvard Educatlonal Rev1ew

1954 ‘34, 139, .;w-

Capra F. The'Tao ofjphySies, Bungay, Suffolk: The .
Chaucer Press 1975. | B .

Ca381rer E. An essay on man. New Haven: Yale University-

: Press 1944 ""ﬂ | . o S o

‘Cassirer E The myth - of the state New Haven: Yale Uni- -

. ver31ty Press, 1946. " g =

' Cassirer E. The phllosophy of symbollc forms Volume I:

language - New Haven : Yale Un1vers1ty Press' 1923/1955

Ca331rer E. The loglc of the humanltles New Haven Yale
Univer51ty Press 1942/1960 K _
Chomsky, N. Review of Sﬁinnefb "Verbaiggehav1our Language

M.L.T. Pregs 1965. ! - j“f L

Chomsky,aN,\ Reflections on l guage ' Nevaork:.,Pantheon;‘

Books 1975 ]‘ o ”‘_ f~\'ﬂ];_ Y

Ty

Church111 D W mhe relatlon of 1nfant11e autlsm and 4

early childhood schlzophrenla to: developmental lan-

guage dlsorders of childhood . Journal of Autlsm and

Chlldhood SchLZOphrenﬁh ;?72 2 182 l97

Condon J. C Semantlcs and communicatlon. New York:
RN E N ] '
Machllan 1966 O ;;," : 1‘,,

gL R ‘ i
Condon W S & Sander L W §&nchrony‘demonstrated be-"

<t 2 ‘@ g .
Sa e : ¥ R " o
: : . .




RIS

‘Copi, I. M. The uses of language In W. L, Anderson &

‘ fHarrls A.s Soclal dlalectlcs and language mother and L

1

tween movements of the neonate and adult speech K 3

Chlld -Development, " 1974 45, 456-462.

N. C. Stageberg, Introductory readlngs on language.

N w York Holt Rinehart and Wlnston 1962

Dabrows i, K Mental growth throughgpositlve dlslntegra-

ipon.

London Gryf Publlcatlons 1970.

1963, o o
.2? ’ S & -
Fromm*E. & Xlrau R. The nature of man., New York: Mac-

- R -

Millan, l968 Sy,

«\”"

Gardner R A & Gardner B ﬁ@br Early 51gns of language
| 1n child and chlmpanzee. Sc1ence 1975 187 752-753.

, Graumann C F Psychology humanlstlc of human’ Paper

60.

~Eri'son,vE. Childhood and 90ciety; New York: W}W.Norton,~ .

esented for the 4th "Banff" conference on Theoretl-cl'
gr N

cal Psychology, Conceptual Issues in Humanlstlc Psy-

.chologz October 1975

Hall C S & Lindzey, (Eds) Theories of personality,
o New York Wlley, 1977 : *l S L T

;_’Halllday, 'Q-A K Relevant models of language 'In'Al'M

Wllklnson (ed) “he state of language 1969 22 26 37.

!

chlld construct the dlscourse Human Development

et

193,5, _1,_ so 96,5 o

-Hayakawa S I Language 1n thought and actlon New York:

Harcourt Brace and World 1964

|
/

T




’;Heidegger,“M,U;Poetrylulanguage;-thought;-»New-York:‘ Har="

per and Row, 1971
Holz, W. C. & Azrin, N.H. Condltlonlng human verbal beha-‘

LI vgpr. In W. K. Fonig (Ed.), Operant behavior: _areas-

of research and Qgpllcatlons New York; Meredith,
R 1966 790- 826. o
Buxley, Ag Words and their meanlngs Lostngeles:: Jake

“Zeitlin, 1940 o S O

-James W. The varletles pf rellglous experlence New York

Machllan 1902

fKaplan Dneness and separatedness. Iew York: . MaoMillan,

1977.

' 1Klima'»E S &‘Bellﬁgi U. Teachlng apes to communlcate

In G. A MLller (Ed ) Communlcatlon language and

4

| meaning New York; Basn.c Books 1973 95 106 %
Koestler, A;' ‘The sleepwalkers London ‘Picador, 1959

Koestler' A, Janus: a summing up *London Plcador 1978

Lalng, R. D. The drv;ded self Mlddlesex- Penguln 1965

é’v

o Langer J. Werner s comparatlve organlsmlc theory 71n3.

P H Mussen (Ed ) Charmlchael s Manual of Chlld
Psychology, New York Wlley, 1970 u '

“ Langer S. K. Phllosophy in a new key Cambrldge 'Harvard

Univers1ty Prese 1942

'Lacan, J.. The language of the self New York Delta l968

V'Lenneberg, E H : Biologiﬁ&l aSpects of language In G. A

Miller (Ed ) Communfcation languege and meanlng '1_,{
New York, Basic Books 1973 49 60 ' .

TN
/




o Maslow A, H._MOtiyation and persbnality. New York: ™

i

'"MLuria A R.. The directive functlon of Speech in develop~

-ment and dlssolutlon Word: Journal of the Linguls-_

tic Circle of New York 1959 60, 15- 16 341-352.

_Lurla A, R The role of speech in the regulatlon of nor-

mal and abnormal behav1our New‘York; leerrlght,

- 1961.

. Lurla, A.R.’&‘Yuﬁovich I; §peech and. the develgpment of

| mental processes in the child, New York Penguln

books, 1971,

larper,
19540 ’ o

-

Masfﬁw A. H. TOWard'a psychology of being ‘New York: Van
Nostrand Company, 1968. '

'! c&xill D. The development of language ‘ In P. H Mussenwf

(Ed ) Charmichael s Manual of Ch11d Psychology New

York Wlley, 1970 1061 1162

lMerleau-Ponty,xM:' Phenomenology of perception . London:

; Routledge and Kagan Paul 1962.

Merleau-Ponty,,M The v131b1e and the 1nv1s1b1e “Evaneton;

Northwestern UnlverSLty Press 1968.

flMerJeau-Ponty, M;/ Themes f\om the lectures at the College

de France, Evanston g Northwestern Unmvers1ty_?ress,

1970

' Miller G.A (Ed ) CommuniCation, language and meaning New

A

york Bas;c Books, 1973



&

© 163.

,mMurP$Y. G. Perso lity: a biOSOClal approach to orlgins

©  and structure \New York Harper, 1947.

Murray, E. Language aqd the integratlon of personallty

Journal of Phenomenologlcal Psychology, 1972 74, 3-4 4

469 489.
' Ortney,'B. Language isn't for .people: on applying theore-
.tical iinguistics to practical problems. Review of

Educatlonal Research 1975 .45, 485-504.

ngalermo D S. Psychology of language Glenvrew Ill

‘Scott, Foresman. 1978. ‘ o '_ |
"Premack, A. l, Language in chimpanzee?' Science;’l97lk 172,
g08-822. - L

 Premack, A: J. ﬁechanisms‘of incelligence;"ﬁpreconditiohs
for language. In S.R. ﬁarnad J. Steklish'& J. Lancas—

A
ter (Eds.), Orlglns and evolutlon of langgage and

peech (Vol 280). New York Annals of the: New York
Academy of Sc1ences 1@%5 o .'\‘i‘ '

.Price, L. Dlalogues ‘of Alfred North Whltehead Boston
- Lictle, Brown, 1954,

jSanders D. A. A model for7communicationA‘.In'L L.Lloyd =

(ed ), Communlcatlon assessment and 1nterventlon'
trategies. Baltimore ' "ﬁf%ersity Park Press, 1979
11;32_' . ‘v }. _ |
‘ SabirliE' Conceptual strategles in prlmltlve languages.

,y578;"

Sclence, 19

:. . M:. i W . - - L : o .




164.

Sardellg‘-R J. A phenomenologlcal approach to development:

the contributlons of Nerleau-Ponty Human,Develogment,

1974 17, ‘401-423, : — -

Sartre, J.-P. Being and nothingness. Neﬁ:}ork: Washington
Square Books, 1956. ' '

kY

Sartre " J.-P. Existentlallsm and. human emotions New York;

Pbllosophlcal Librqg% 1957 _ o
SChmldtﬂkyf H. 0. Chlld deveIOQment ‘the human, cultural,

and educational context. New York: ‘Harper and. Row,
». . ] ‘ - o ~ . .

- 1973,

"Shapiro, T. 'c1i§§ca1'psycholihgpiétics.~ New York: Plenth .

Press 1979.

- Sklnner B F Verbal behav1or .New York: Aﬁplegghééentury

Crofts 1957 " ;; %

Sklnner .B. F. About Behav1orlsm. fNew_Yaik: Alfred A.

Knopf 1974\ SN R
Stone, . L. J.,&.Chhgoh, J.ioChildhood and‘adolescence.(Brd.

“ Ed.), New York: Random House. 1973.

'F,Ta:t, C. T. States of consciousness. New York:. Dutfonv;
‘and Co., 1975. |

- S e o - T
. Tough, J. The development of meaning. New York: John

YWi,lgy_gmd_Soirs -’*197"7 o ) |
Vothexkﬁ11> J. ' A stroll throﬁgh thé‘ﬁofIas of anlmals and

menru In C H Schlller (ed ), Instlnctive behavxour D).

o New York Internatlonal Unlver81gy Press 1957, -

~ S .W' s ,—-.u‘«-; -
[ BN -

&P
.
Q@




’Wilbur, K. E&e‘toieye Re Vlsion 1979 3-25.

x - 165,

L S , | |
VngtSky’ L. s. Language and thOUght.._Cambridge: M4.I.7T

Press 1962. K o ’ [
¥ .
Vygotsky, L. S. Development of the higher mental functlons
In A, Leontlev A, Luria,’ and A, Smlrnov (Eds ), |

PSychologlcal research in the USSR. Moscow: Progress,

1966. ~ .. | o

Werner, H._ oomparatlvegpsychology of mental develoPment

New York Internatlonal Universltles Press 1948

Werner H. and Kaplan, B, _ymbol formatlon New York: .

Wlley, IQGBg

1'Whitehead,.A. N. Sngolism New York : acmlllan 1927

Whitehead,'A. N.i_Modes of thought;-rNeerork:' Free Press;"

1938, S

- . P
- o
L [

'Zukav, G. The danclng Wu Li masters - New Yorki' Williemﬁ

Morrow and Co , 1979

R .



