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Chapter 1)

Phenomenological causality:  and why we avoid examining the nature of causality in psychotherapy:  a dialogue

Abstract
This dialogue, the first of two, (the second will illustrate the thesis via Jaynes’ theory of the creation of consciousness), contrasts a radical thesis and integration regarding causality in psychotherapy, labelled ‘phenomenological causality’, with the standard model of causality, linear causality.  With this positivistic or physicalist/neuro-scientific models of causality conform, and hermeneutic (meaning-based) models contrast athemselves, excluding causality, in favour of personal agency, synchronicity, expression of meaning, and so on;  illustrations from the literature are given.  Phenomenological causality is a model of causality, not linear, but a synthesis of the other two positions, involving:  1) a multi-tense, multi-time-directional, transtemporal recapitulation account of the time process involved;  2) an integrative multi-causal matrix model of causality in the realm of consciousness as such, compatible with insights and data from neuro-science and neural Darwinism;  3) a concept of primary interrelatedness, interaction with all levels of being, participation in world-creation (regarded as madness and blasphemy in the West), and its shaping through core metaphors;  4) a pure process based model;  permanencing and thingness being simply the forms/metaphors which pure process takes.

Psychotherapy, and integration, thus obtain a philosophical basis in their own right;  superseding borrowing from the major philosophical strands, psychotherapy is free to come of age.

Working Psychotherapist
Tell me about your controversial thesis about causality in psychotherapy, which you believe will make possible  a unified field theory in psychotherapy.  That’s a very big claim.  I want to begin with a basic challenge and question.

Theories of change and theories of causality
Your theory at the least has to be a theory of change in psychotherapy.  Now, every psychotherapy has a theory of change, and this is one of the defining elements of a psychotherapy. What can you add?  Why is a theory of change not a theory of causality in psychotherapy?  To open this up, why don't we start from, at least in outline, an example, or at least a type of example.

Philosophical Psychotherapist

By all means.

Working Psychotherapist
It’s a very familiar situation in our work, when a significant shift, or change, or healing moment, for our client, occurs.  It may be through a challenge; or an insight;  a freeing from shame about some aspect of experience;  an acknowledgement of mistake or of invasiveness;  a deep recognition;  or simply through a spontaneous expression of love or concern;  but in some such way one of those moments happens, of deep change in therapy, which we experience from time to time.  

Change situations
Now, each psychotherapy theory will have its own concept in context of what happens here.  Significantly, they will be able to track it in detail, with concurrent. or (e.g, using video) retrospective, running commentary;  examination transcript method, as well as supervision itself, is based on this!  Such low level theory-based conceptualisations might be:  reduction of transference;  alteration in self-messages;  internalisation of the good object;  symbolic transformation within the signifying chain;  assimilation of the archetype;  strengthening of the therapeutic alliance;  increase in contact or awareness;  redecision at the level of script;  experience of reparenting;  reframing;  and so on.   They will have a detailed theoretical framework making sense of the moment of change (c.f., e.g, Straker and Becker, 1997).  The measure of parallelism which enables detailed description in different frameworks is also striking.  

So it is an open question whether the theoretical differences between these may be differences of substance, or simply more of dialect.  As the differences of methodology deepen, this will feed back into the content of the work, reducing the parallelisms.  Dreams reflect differences in the content of approaches and their symbolisms, as is well known;  Jungian clients dream Jungian dreams and Freudian clients Freudian dreams. Active prescriptive therapeutic methodologies, such as Neuro-Linguistic Programming or Cognitive-Behavioural Therapy, determine the content of client work to a significant extent;  nor are non-prescriptive therapies neutral.  Transpersonal approaches will be prone to evoke certain kinds of content.  And so on.  This might indeed almost afford a working criterion of the degree of difference or affinity of diverse psychotherapies.  There are deeper level patternings less affected by surface divergences in terms of content and process.  

Whether a higher level model of causality is redundant

None of this much matters, for our purposes.  There are many familiar questions:  how we negotiate those differences between theories of change in psychotherapy;  how we verify in terms of outcome measures, or process measures of change within sessions,  that change has occurred.  We are both aware there are many competing middle level meta-models making sense of the change process, e.g., emphasising the relationship, - attachment theory, and so forth, - as the basis of change (c.f., again, Straker and Becker, 1997), but also traditional psychodynamic formulations, formulations from learning theory, as well as ones emphasising body energies.  All we need to assume is that there is a coherent realm of disourse in the field which is gradually working towards the clarification and reduction of these theoretical differences and confusions.

Now, none of this requires a meta-theory of causality as such in psychotherapy, in the sense of a higher level analysis, if that is what you are offering.  I don't have any sense of what this would be, beyond what I have mentioned.  I don't see how any position could be above the battle, not  involved at ground level in the arguments between orientations.  So what is this all about?  You believe understanding the causality involved in psychotherapeutic causal process radically modifies:  our view of the mind (or body-mind);  of psychotherapy;  of causality itself;  and the nature of explanation and causal explanation, .  For me, I'm not sure I even understand what you are claiming.

Philosophical Psychotherapist
Despite your optimistic view of a "coherent realm of disourse in the field which is gradually working towards the clarification and reduction of these theoretical differences and confusions", the lack of a genuinely accepted meta-theory of the field seemed to be felt as a lack.  

Change theories internal to psychotherapy theories

You had to assume it, at least as an heuristic goal, which we can anticipate, and towards which we are moving.  You offered hints of some kind of core patternings (c.f., Stern, 1995), or core phenomenology, and therefore of higher level analysis, making  possible the parallelisms which enable the detailed tracking of the change process within the theories.  This assumes as a basis that a good deal of the phenomena are not orientation-description-relative.  The orientations' theories, tracked in the descriptions, presuppose that a description could be given, not using the language of any specific orientation.  In short, all the ordinary psychotherapeutic theories of change - especially if this is a criterion of degree of difference between the psychottherapies! - are internal to the theories of the orientations, with their specific models of human nature, and therefore often also reductive or one-dimensional, linear causal (see below).  So it is hard to see how any more general theory of change, at the level of the theories of change, can avoid becoming the basis for another orientation, which of course has happened time and again in the development of the psychotherapies.  Orientation-based reasoning is circular.

If you are making the stronger claim, that a higher level or more inclusive analysis cannot remain immune from the ground level arguments, and this is valid, then the implication will be that, the bigger or more comprehensive the higher level theory, the more it will feed back into, and alter our sense of, the first level realities.  I do claim my thesis alters our sense of the basic level reality, how we think about explanation in psychotherapy, and how we frame our  methodologies of intervention - very radically! Its essence is to break the trap of circularity.

Why inclusive hypotheses get missed
:This level of inclusiveness may be hard to grasp.  Freud hid his hugest innovations, often, in papers which hardly amount to more than footnotes, and are offered with a deceptive simplicity, such as A note on the mystic writing pad (see Derrida, 1978), yet the implications of which still haven’t been fully unpacked after 70 years and more.  It is slowly dawning how much Freud, who had an extraordinary sense of psychic layering, and of internal systems of boundaries and interfaces in the psyche, has to offer the burgeoning field of consciousness studies, for which these issues are cardinal.

Working Psychotherapist
You’re happy to compare yourself with Freud, then?  What he got away with, and what you can get away with, may be two different things! 

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Freud didn’t, of course, ‘get away with it’ at first;  virtually no one read The interpretation of dreams (Freud, 1961) for years and years.  There are major works which remain very unavailable, difficult to grasp, because their scope is so vast, explosive, connects with so many spheres, that they cannot be grasped within the frameworks and tramlines necessary to teach psychotherapy, and for the majority of practitioners to function with some kind of sureness and safety.  One such will be the topic of a follow-up paper:  Julian Jaynes’ The origin of consciousness from the breakdown of the bicameral mind (Jaynes, 1990).  My thesis came to me out of my thinking about Jaynes’ hypothesis of the extremely recent emergence, or rather creation, of reflexive consciousness as, since Socrates and the Buddha (roughly speaking), we know it, through a combination of social construction and metaphoric reshaping of experience.

I’ll outline the thesis in three steps.  In summary, what I want to say is this:

Three steps:  positivistic;  hermeneutic;  phenomenological causality
Firstly, our model of causality is normally assumed to be exclusively linear causality, or the explanations of linear causality in terms of causal law.  Secondly, in consequence, nearly always, causality regarding the mind (body-mind), consciousness, or the psyche, either is reduced to the above standard model of linear causality which applies to physical objects or states of affairs, or else not regarded as causality (for instance, meaning;  intention; synchronicity;  field totality; unity consciousness;  cognitive mental structuring;  quite diverse alternatives).  It’s a forced choice between positivism and hermeneutics (c.f., Wilkinson, 1998).   I illustrate only the second of these, as what the former signifies (physicalism), as a solution  to how consciousness is related to causation, is straightforward enough.  Proponents of the second positions express a valid uneasiness about reductive models of causal explanation, but an  alternative model of causal explanation does not occur to them.  The ‘either linear causality or no causality’ position is both simplistic, and also liable to press dogmatic intent into moulds formed by Newtonian physics.

The positive thesis says there is a third model of explanation, which synthesises the first two;  causality regarding the body-mind, consciousness, or the psyche not only really is a species of causality, but also compels us radically to revise our models of causality, of time, of process, of the interconnectedness of the psyche and the world, and of psychotherapy as an expression of the religious impulse.  One of the reasons, I am sure, why this issue is neglected is that the hidden or latent religious, metaphsical, or, at least, belief-inducing, intent of most of the psychotherapies, including the cognitive-behavioural, would have to come out into the open if it was not. 

I  call this phenomenological causality, since it is the species of causality which includes operation within (though not confined to) the level of phenomenological awareness as such.  Phenomenological awareness amounts to subjective experience within awareness, or capable of awareness;  the argument is that this participates in the complex of causality.

This includes body-mind, consciousness, the unconscious, the psyche, and embodied selfhood, including also our entire perception of the world (and therefore the basis of the edifice of science), as aspects.  It includes the unconscious, since, despite Freud’s remarks on the limititions of ‘consciousness philosophy’ in Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1920), the process of accessing unconscious experience, though intelligible, must be intelligible in terms of criteria within consciousness.  Nor are these merely  principles of inference, but of partial identity;  there have to be criteria for the assimilation of unconscious experience, and the relevant transitions from unconscious to conscious states of mind.

Linear Causality
So, firstly, we have a basic model of causality;  causality is normally assumed to be exclusively linear causality, or the explanations of this in terms of causal law.  A billiard ball strikes another ball;  the second ball moves away at a certain velocity and angle.  There is a linear sequence in time, as well as space, of these events, which we represent in spatial terms.  We postulate a linear causal sequence in parallel with the actual temporal sequence (like a wave going ‘along reality’).  We then say that the impact of the first billiard ball caused the movement of the second.  (There is a causal connection:  'The cause of the explosion was a gas leak.')  This construct, however simplistic, is so deeply embedded in our instinctual and reflex construing of the world, that our entire pragmatic, or instrumental, mastery of the world is based upon it:  from our fear of fire, or a hot stove, our ducking when a missile is thrown at us, to our building of vast engineering projects or sending rockets into space.  Any evidence which challenges this construct of ordinary causality, whether paranormal, or from quantum physics, disputable or indisputable, is extremely disconcerting;  (c.f., Goffman, 1974, on our need for ‘primary frameworks’ of belief).

A  little thought shows that there is no actual causal chain, because we only infer causal connection in a general causal context ('Coal Gas combines with oxygen to ignite if brought into contact with heat above x degrees');  so we  hypothesise general laws and systems of feedback cycles or fields.  But nothing of our complex of assumption and causal reflex is seriously affected by the hypothesis of universal lawlikeness, laws of gravity, mechanics, electricity, etc., or by the 'circular causality' of feedback loops (even in such a simple case as a bell-push)  about which Bateson (1979) writes.  Whether it is touched by field theory is is more complex.  But even here we clearly do not, in our ordinary dealings, doubt the causal efficacy that is involved in a magnetic field, for instance, whether it generates electricity for an ocean liner or creates a pattern of iron filings in a child's play.

Even the sceptic Hume (Hume, 1961), held that, however beyond rational justification, our principles of belief in causal inference are totally and inescapably embedded in our nature and cannot be suspended;  we avoidably make these assumptions, at the instinctive animal level, in our lives.

Working Psychotherapist 

All this is very well,  and may open up some specialised philosophical questions - but what relevance has this level of causal reasoning to psychotherapy?

Philosophical Psychotherapist 
This is the standard model of reasoning about causality;  it is almost all-pervasive and inescapable, and so, nearly always, causality regarding the body-mind, consciousness, or the psyche is either reduced to the above standard mono-causal model of linear causality which applies to physical objects or states of affairs, or else not regarded as causality (how could something as insubstantial as consciousness or volition be a cause?). 

Psychotherapy’s reliance on the linear causality map

In the light of this, the reluctance of psychotherapeutic theories of change to tackle causality as such, is their reluctance to take responsibility for a psychotherapeutic metaphysic in its own right.  They seek to belong on the already existing map.  This is predominantly a physical, linear causality, mono-causal, map, still.  If  they did not accept this map, which is in the popular mind the map of secular science, then the  religious dimension of psychotherapy would emerge openly, since it is only repressed  within customary bounds by the objectivity  model of reality which has dominated the West since Descartes and Newton (c.f., Boadella, 1998).  In effect this keeps psychotherapy within the bounds of commonsense.  It likewise alleviates the fear of madness which goes with the territory of psychotherapy.  Psychotherapy has to portray itself at least as sober science:  as medicine, cognitive psychology, human science, or at any rate as art, certainly not as religion, and is increasingly required to sell itself in economic terms to governments and business corporations and insurance companies.  To acknowledge it as religion would not help its compatibility with positivistic science, and its presence in the public eye as at least a human or quasi-technology.

Freud’s struggle with linear and non-linear causality
Freud wrestled with this lifelong, never freeing himself from the linear causal analogy, nor yet embracing the hermeneutic model, or ever able unequivocally to acknowledge the religious dimension of his work, despite the demonstrable parallels with Protestant and Talmudic models of revelation which his work exhibits (c.f,  Derrida, 1987, and Bakan, 196?).  Therefore the extraordinary ‘sign’, or ‘revelation’, of the discovery of transference process, has been deeply misconstrued  and trivialised, both by psychoanalysis and its opponents (Freud, 1957, and 1920, Winnicott, 1949, Jung, 1946, and Searles, 1978, being impressive exceptions, among others).  It has been largely construed in reductive terms.  The reduction of psychic patterns to some notion of the primacy, or dominant reality, of past origins has bedevilled thinking about transference, both in psychoanalytic circles, and in those of their rivals, who end up throwing the baby out with the bathwater, and denying the validity of transference altogether (offering alternative mono-causal simplifications of their own);  all these are part of the legacy of the model of linear causality here, though progress is gradually being made.  The positivistic ambitions of cognitive psychology towards explanation in terms of physical neural pathways are explicitly reductive.  

A liberating framework regarding transference
One way in which recognising phenomenological causality feeds back into the actuality of psychotherapeutic process, is that it gives us a wider framework, which enables us to free ourselves almost totally, from the usual log-jammed oppositions and dichotomies here.  This is because at the heart of phenomenological causality is the notion of recapitulation, in the musical sense, which embodies both the notion of the presence of the past in the now, and the present transformation of the self in the light of new experience, and the opening to the future in anticipation,  (c.f., again, Straker, and Becker, 1997).  This notion both incorporates, and transmutes, the concept of transference, within a concept of multi-directional temporal connectedness.

In psychotherapy, even where the linear causality model is disputed, it is mostly so on the basis of leaving causality (conceived exclusively as linear causality) to its own devices, on its own territory, so to speak.  This also leaves the approaches liable to revert to type, to the mono-causal, linear causality paradigm, when unclear, or in a tight corner in their work.  The non-causal model cannot be fully assimilated and integrated into the model of human nature, in which linear causality remains as a defiant unassimilated foreign enclave.

Hermeneutic models which by-pass causality
Thus, for instance, an author as sharply able to ask the sophisticated and unexpected questions, as Andrew Samuels, offers a pluralism-based integration of dual strands (this goes back to Kant), which nevertheless relegates causality to the realm of the linear-developmental, supplementing it with an eternal or synchronous dimension:

If the synchronous/vertical model were to be 
more securely established, then

we would have 
something with which to balance causalistic accounts of

personality development.  ----- 
The more comfortable we feel with a

synchronous model, the better chance there is of using a causal-deterministic

 one in tandem.





(Samuels, A, 1989, p 36)

On the physics and psychology of the transference as an interactive field (Mansfield and Spiegelman, 1996) also subtly and powerfully contrasts synchronicity with causality in Jungian fashion, going so far as to deny the appropriateness of causal concepts to the transtemporal ‘entanglements of particles’ in quantum physics, and postulating that ‘rather than causal interactions there are --- acausal expressions of meaning’ (op. cit., p194).

Next, Kenneth Wright, in Vision and separation, (Wright, 1991), offers a subtle psychoanalytic position, much influenced by Winnicott’s concept of transitional space, and the ‘third realm’. He again seems to place causality outside consciousness:  

“Psychological phenomena that imply a person or an agent are mixed [by

Freud] in with terms more appropriate to biology or physics, with the result that one feels thoroughly confused. For example, consciousness itself is a

psychological attribute, and the giving or witholding of attention would seem to be something that a person or part of a person does - there is an agent who looks or attends to something.  A distribution of cathectic energy, however, would seem to be something that occurs in accordance 

with forces and laws in a biological or physical system.” (Wright, 1991, pp148-149)

This implies that consciousness (and agency) as a  psychological attribute is not subject to causality;  causality is physical or linear. 

This kind of shift from the psychic to the physical or physiological - as if this were no longer phenomenological - is also to be found in a very phenomenological post-Freudian therapy, Gestalt.   For instance, as offered by Jacobs, the rationale is existential, drawing on Buber and Dilthey, and the contrast is made in terms of subject versus object perspectives;  the essential effect is similar:


From a natural science perspective, external observable behaviours, such as

interactions with others, are studied.  From a human 
science perspective, the

meanings to the experiencing subject are explored.  --- both subjects become

intimately involved in the attempt to understand one subject from the
perspective of his or her experience.  ---- The mode of relatedness in the natural


sciences is the I-It mode of subject to object. The mode of relatedness in the 

human sciences is the I-Thou mode
 of subject 
to subject.

(Jacobs, L, Self Psychology and Intersubjectivity Theory, in Hycner and Jacobs, 1995, p144).  

Even Derrida, in both Freud and the scene of writing (Derrida, 1978) and Introduction to Husserl’s The origin of geometry (Derrida, 1989), makes the same separation:

But on the other hand, traditional development [by which Derrida means all

cultural human reality, thus inevitably including psychotherapy], from which

every culture acquires totality at each moment --- , does not have a causal

style of genesis.  In the world of natural reality subject to a causal type of

development, sedimentation is not that of an acquired 
sense that is

continually and internally recapitulated.  There is no natural history for

Husserl any more than for Hegel, and for the same reasons.






(Derrida, 1989, p57)

Thus this hermeneutic compromise position (ultimately derived from Kant’s pure/practical reason contrast) is extremely prevalent.  It is as if psychotherapy hiddenly knows that a full acknowledgement of the radical character of causality in its sphere would leave nothing untouched.  It would have to acknowledge its hidden territorial ambition - both in its knowledge claims, and with respect to its hidden religious ambition.  And so it guiltily (or stealthily!) puts up a ‘do not trespass’ sign - before itself!!.  Only some areas of psychotherapy, which have tapped into a very different tradition, such as the transpersonal and psychospiritual traditions, which draw from Eastern, especially Buddhist, religious metaphysics and experience, recognise something here;  though the common denial of time in the absolute, as by e.g., Wilber (1979) of course rules out causality.  (I will address the relation of the thesis to these traditions in psychotherapy when discussing Jaynes’ thesis in the second of these two papers;  but, c.f., the survey in Boadella, 1998.)  The Gestalt field theorists, who, despite the anti-causal aspects touched on above, also partly glimpse something here, often also have one foot in mysticism (c.f, Perls, et al, 1951, e.g., p427), besides naturalism and physics, as similarly does Bion (1970), despite the hermeneutic Kantian formulations of his position.

Phenomenological causality a positive non-linear model of causality
The positive thesis accepts with the anti-causal theorists that linear causal models are inadequate, but further holds that:  causality regarding the body-mind, consciousness, or the embodied psyche not only really is a species of causality but also compels us to revise our models of causality.

Working Psychotherapist

If this is different, or goes further than theories of change, how is it so, and what does it add that is useful?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

I’m coming to it.  Though  I really don't want you to underestimate the power and restrictiveness of the linear causality model.  As the quotations have illustrated, the tendency of it is to sweep the field of causal reasoning.  Alternatives to it have to be construed as non-causal - as if it owned the territory! 

The multi-causality thesis challenges commonsense assumptions
There are four major aspects of the positive thesis:  firstly, the transmomentary character of temporality, which is connected with the core notions of recapitulation, the process model, and the understanding of the radically distinctive, systematic, character of phenomenological causality;  secondly, the actual causal character of consciousness and conceptualisation, which goes with the fundamental importance of the (non-heirarchical) layering, and multi-causal, multi-strandedness, of experience, and thence with the understanding of the nature of integration;  thirdly, the implication that, in a far more than metaphoric sense, we each create the world, participating in primary creation;   this is connected with the recognition that our experience is organised via primary metaphors, which there is no going behind;   and the difficulty of all these is summed up in the difficulty we have in thinking about time and process with our ordinary concepts  at all.  

Quantum physics of the phenomenological realm 

I realise that some of this may at first seem as irrelevant as the concepts of particle physics to the ‘folk physics’ of chairs and tables in everyday life (c.f., Dennett, 1989).  But let’s remember that, for instance, both biologists and cryogenic physicists/chemists are beginning to invoke quantum effects in practical science.  I claim that something comparable happens here.  The thesis is in effect a parallel quantum physics of the phenomenological self (or no-self!).

Social-psychological risks of the aspect of human creationism
The creationist aspect places this thesis, though in a very down to earth and basic way, in the traditions of eastern and western mysticism which postulate an identity between the human and divine creative acts.  Because of the monotheistic-eschatological (other-centred and given its goal by God alone) character of Western theism, especially Protestantism, the recognition of this in the West has been largely blocked by the fear of blasphemy and heresy.  This has latterly, in our culture, significantly been transmuted into the fear of madness (c.f., Pirsig, 1991).  

This was reinforced by the monumental influence of Kant, who had achieved a partial recognition of the creationist aspect in his doctrine of the ‘imaginative synthesis’ of human time-structuring in the first edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964), which he abandoned  when he revised it in the second edition (c.f., Heidegger, 1990).

The nub of Phenomenogical Causality, when all of this is taken account of, involves, what Freud grasped so well, the (non-heirarchical) layering of the psyche - in temporal terms, in ontological terms, in relational terms, and in body-mind terms.   We have to realise that what Phenomenogical Causality involves is huge;  namely, a) the causal interchanging between all the aspects of body-mind;  b) the engagement of the whole of  time and of past and future with the present (and the transtemporal);  c) the engagement of body-mind as body-mind  with what is other in the world (the internalisation and recapitulation of the world in the self),  which takes us into the realm of philosophical theory of knowledge and being;   d) the thoroughgoing embracing of the process model or point of view.

A total integrative way of thinking
In short, the phenomenological causality thesis cannot in the end fall short either of a radical philosophical restatement of a whole philosophical position, or of a systematic revisioning of psychotherapy.  It is not a piecemeal change of vision.  It is, I believe, also the most complete  metapsychological formulation of an integrative position yet achieved, but this is integration in a positive sense, not parasitic on (though certainly influenced by) existing theories, integration as a total philosophical position.  The phenomenological causality hypothesis is not a single hypothesis, more a total way of thinking.

Working Psychotherapist

I am beginning to get some glimmers of what you are driving at, but this still remains very abstract.  Why don’t you see if you can relate it also to practice - to the kind of change-process we began with?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

I was about to suggest that, since, although the formulations came to me as a result of exploring the implications of Jaynes’ work, the real motivation for them has in fact been to create  a mental space to accomodate the growing range of my work with clients.  This would need to provide a systematic criterion of how to maintain the boundaries of a process which I take (with Ekeland, 1997) to be a special kind of performance of a rite, with its own intrinsic frame, fundamentally protected by the incest taboo;  and yet to be free not to ground that criterion in, or reduce it to, translate it into, the content of the work.  

The multilayered aspect of the phenomenological causality hypothesis readily lends itself to an understanding of the frame of the rite as frame.  For the content needs to be free;  trying to define psychotherapies mono-causally and circularly in terms of their contents has been the bane of the field, and has led to many familiar kinds of reductivism, normativism, and sterotyping of method.  Process and structure, which also yield frame insights  - patterns  (c.f., Bateson, 1979) - afford more fundamental criteria.  

An Integrative Matrix
In general, the thesis or model affords a radically integrative understanding, in that it offers a kind of matrix of possibilities and potentials which can be taken in any direction the work requires, a near  infinite set of pathways offering great freedom, and access to which is only limited by the resource and skill limitations of the practitioner.  As such, as indicated,  its fundamental trend is intrinsically  integrative;  it offers a systematic underpinning for integrative approaches. 

Time process, temporality, and recapitulation

This is the most fundamental aspect of the thesis.  With respect to our time structuring:  

I) In terms of the thesis, in our work and methodology all dimensions of time are equally privileged;  there is no bias in favour of, or prioritising of, the past, the present, or the future.  Techniques which enhance awareness of, or accessing of the resources of, one dimension or another, exclusively, such as classical psychoanalysis’ emphasis upon the past, or Gestalt’s focussing upon present awareness through e.g., the use of the present tense, are not used dogmatically and mono-causally, but only if they seem appropriate to help movement in the living context of the work, and on a basis of contractual negotiation.  The assumption here is non-linear temporality which nevertheless remains temporality.
II) Likewise, both in terms of the logic of time, and in the mode of experience, tense-transcending awareness of time can be achieved and used as a resource and process.  The awareness of temporality invoked  fluidly transcends the present moment or any fixed pathway of awareness, enabling both very immediate focussing of experience  or a focussing that invokes as vast a scale awareness of time transcending the moment as one may wish. This latter taps into both archetypal and mystical awarenesses, but it is also as basic as recognising that, in speaking a sentence, one is aware of the whole sentence, not just of the individual units of sound or meaning - the figure/ground distinction is relevant here;  this is in a sense a Gestalt psychology model on the cosmic scale.  The causality involved in psychotherapeutic process, like that involved in music, overturns the whole conventional concept of time and the present, because it affirms that every moment of such experience embraces the whole of a span of time and implicitly the whole of time, so that each moment of experience is causally related to all the others, but forwards, backwards, and sideways!  In other words, it abolishes linear time concepts and linear concepts of causality.  

III)  The implicit structuring of time, as Kant partly grasped in his account of ‘imaginative synthesis’, as the basis of time structuring of experience, in the first edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964, Heidegger, 1990) , is also in a deep sense prior to our actual experience of time-succession, and is intuited and partly inferred rather than experienced;  the basis of causality is beneath and outside the time-sequence.  I shall refer to this dimension of the phenomenological causality hypothesis as grounding causation.  This is confirmed by the findings of quantum physics, of course;  however, it is also involved in time process, so that the endeavour to locate an absolute  non-temporal, non-causal dimension, which would allow linear causality to proceed unhindered, in dual track fashion, is misconceived.  In general, the phenomenological causality hypothesis is opposed to dual or multi- track models, such as illustrated by Samuels, (op. cit)., Lacan, (1988), or Grotstein, (1997b), regarding them as, perhaps oversimplifying, residual efforts to preserve a finite secular realm which will be protected from the engulfing religious infinite.  

Human experience (personal and beyond) is therefore an inextricable and intricately layered tapestry of temporal, causal, transtemporal (grounding causation), and semantic/syntactic, intentional-volitional, and structural factors, and this is the nature of human historical causality.  

This includes psychotherapeutic causality in an exemplary way, especially in change sessions such as we are thinking about.  These exhibit that extraordinary combination of the indescribable, unique, elusive, and unpredictable, with a core intelligibility and inevitability of the process in retrospect (c.f, again, Straker, and Becker, 1997).  The experience is one of both totality, and indescribability (in virtue of the transformation of core assumptions at the level of grounding causation).  Here something corresponding to Bion’s (1970) affirmation of the coming to pass of the unknown (‘O’) is to be found - but not as a ‘thing-in-itself’ beyond experience, rather wholly interwoven with the tapestry of experience.

Working Psychotherapist

I can’t get my head round this.  What about agency here?  

Agency and causation
Take the expression of intention.  If, for example, I mean something by, say, a sentence or a gesture, that is a personal relation, not a causal relation, surely.  I don’t cause meaning;  I just express it.  I don’t cause the genuineness of my intention to keep my promise;  I intend it genuinely.  To talk of causality here is a category mistake, as Ryle pointed out (Ryle, 1954).  Even, I don’t cause my arm to rise;  I just raise it.  I just do it.  I am an agent.

Philosophical Psychotherapist

This is just where the enlarged notion of temporality frees us up to see how much fuller the matrix is than mere intentional causality suggests.  For here it is obvious that these objections and questions only arise on the assumption of linear causality - that cause is past pushing present, in a straight line, so to say (there is a mechanical or hydraulic metaphor hidden in there).  This leads us to think that we as subjects, as persons, ‘I’ s, are not causes, which would be, for instance, in the realm of Buber’s ‘I’-’It’.  How can ‘I’ be  a mere linear cause, in the time sequence?  Apart from vanity, the ‘mere’ here is misleading.  Our habits lead us to think that causality is purely an  impersonal realm.  For instance, the historian and philosopher of history, John Lukacs, in Historical consciousness (Lukacs, 1968), argues that purposes are more fundamental in history than causes.  The root notion here is that of personal agency, that the causes of events are events and that an agent is not an event, and perhaps not even in the chain of events.  Also entangled with this is the difficulty, in intentional causality, of accepting the future can cause the present.  In agency, we relate, as wholes, to the whole future, in the context of the whole of being.  It seems absurd to suppose that this is part of a linear chain of causes;  it is certainly of a different order.  And hence reductivists (c.f., e.g., Dennett, 1991) will argue that certain events in a person’s neuro-physiology, which precede in time the conscious awareness of intention and deed, are the ‘real causes’.  But such arguments collapse when we recall that this itself is all measured in the existential time frame, of past, present, and future.  The reduction of the future in neuro-scientific physicalism is thus offered in a context that invokes and presupposes the future irreducibly.  I conclude that causality is a legitimate, irreducible,  and not merely linear, aspect of  a total interrelatedness, which does not contradict the reality of personal agency.

Causality of consciousness, conceptualisation, layering , integration

Therefore also this thesis can accomodate and assimilate the emphases of many approaches, though, of course, minus the exclusivism that appertains to them, and plus of course the inclusive temporal basis which enables a non-arbitrary assimilation within a wider framework or field theory.  Developmental models, dialogical models, transferential models, archetypal, transpersonal, and psycho-spiritual models, process models, therapeutic alliance-based models, cognitive-prescriptive models, socio-political models, embodiment-based models;  all these can be woven into the tapestry (c.f., for some of these, e.g., Clarkson, 1991, 199?).  Experience always has focal form;  but it is a  profoundly individual matter which focus may be chosen or emerge in a given living situation, and the fixed linear causal and normative models of the types of relationship dissolve, with the associated pathology and diagnostic models, deconstruct, and transform themselves, melting into one another, until layering recapitulation, as the ultimate generic model, is all of which we can speak.

Easy overlap with neuroscientific researches
Here the thesis of phenomenological causality runs cheek by jowl with that of neural Darwinism, and Daniel Stern’s very Kantian (but also logical sensory-behaviourist) hypothesis of ‘proto-narrative temporal envelopes’ of experience (Stern, 1995).  Materialist, neural Darwinist, or physicalist models of  consciousness and experience (e.g., Dennett, 1989, 1991) philosophically run aground on their assumption of realism in respect of knowledge and a corresponding physicalist reduction of the dualist problem.  But they exemplify a thoroughgoing interactionism in practice which means they share vast areas of their data with the present approach, which can readily ‘do business’ (including research) with modern neuro-cognitive psychology.  The Chilean cognitive psychologist, Varela’s work, as quoted in Boadella, 1998, who talks of ‘enactive cognition as an embodied form of active knowledge’, illustrates the openness of cognitive approaches to radical transformability in the direction of phenomenological causality.  Dennett’s multiple drafts model of consciousness (so very similar to that of Freud, e.g., Freud, 1920, 1925), again, is a fascinating example of a modern approach to consciousness whose layering emphasis is profoundly congruent with the subtlest developments in modern psychotherapy (Dennett, 1991).  The difference is that the phenomenological causality thesis locates the layering within consciousness itself, not in a (supposedly identical) neural substrate, which has in fact only the accessibility (real enough, but not reflexive in the mode of consciousness) of the physical world to consciousness.  

Working Psychotherapist

So, then, how does this transfer (if that’s the word) ‘outside’ the psyche, in the psyche’s relations with others and the world?

Philosophical Psychotherapist
This comes next.  

Primary interrelatedness;  internalisation and recapitulation of the world in the self;  core metaphors and their shaping of our world

From the perspective of phenomenological causality, as on many other views, (such as Gestalt’s, or Whitehead’s, or Buddhism’s),  everything is connected to everything else.  However, the phenomenological causality hypothesis takes seriously the sceptical problems of knowledge based upon perception (of the ‘external world’, of causality, of  ‘other minds’) raised by philosophers since Descartes, especially Hume, and regards it as necessary to create or transform the assumptions necessary to solve these problems.  In the twentieth century it has become customary in the West, both in the Anglo-Saxon world, and the European mainland, to treat these issues as dissolved (Whitehead’s work is a big exception), and as not requiring a solution beyond an ordinary inhabiting of the experiential assumptions of our common experience.  Psychotherapists, whether basing themselves on neuro-science, or on Martin Buber, also very readily comfortably assume Descartes and Hume are  refuted and we have all - obviously! -  gone beyond their errors.  But, the phenomenological causality hypothesis sets itself the task of explaining how the primary interconnectedness can be possible.  That means making sense of the process, rather than simply accepting it as a primary given, unquestionable, self-evident, even ineffable, in some sense.  It accepts a moderate rationalism,  as compatible with mystical intuition, and this is my assumption here.

So what the phenomenological causality hypothesis has to say here is threefold:

I) Every new interconnection, above all that of consciousness in its relation to everything else, involves fundamental shifts and transformations at the level of grounding causation;  the whole of the structure is changed.  In the sequel paper we shall take Jaynes’ (Jaynes, 1990) monumental causal hypothesis, (the most graphic of all demonstrations, if valid, of the phenomenological causality hypothesis), about the creation of consciousness, as a major illustration of this recognition.   In a related way, in all significant psychotherapeutic change, the client’s world ‘waxes and wanes as a whole’ as Wittgenstein (1961) puts it - there is implicit (sometimes explicit) change in the relation to all being.

II) However, it is not sufficient to treat this type of transformation as if iit were simply a mechanical change in an already existing mechanism, though this is what tends to get said.  For this is a change at the level of the framework of what can be said;  consciousness creates its world.  That is why also,  in Buddhism, enlightenment involves an absolute transformation of consciousness, which is the emergence (or rather recovery or noticing what was always there) of a different world.

III) Therefore, from these recognitions of the primary and grounding character of the basis of our interrelations,  there is created freedom for the recognition that, because I don’t precede, as an independent entity, my world, there is an identity in difference, that I am my world, and am you, in the mode of difference.  The basis of identification is simply identity, not the other way around. The dialectic of identity, differentiation, and projection/projective identification in psychotherapy can never be made intelligible in terms of the absolute identity or autonomy model.  

Empirical and paranormal aspects of interrelatedness 
This then leaves room for an easy acceptance of the reasonably rationally established phenomena of all kinds of ‘entanglement’ of separated items, whether, for instance,  sub-atomic particles,  or such paranormal phenomena, as the relatives or friends who experience the apparition of their dying loved one (Broad, 19??).   This is supported by an appeal at the commonsense level to the all-pervasive degree of interrelatedness which  becomes visible once one accepts the identity in difference assumption, rather than the normal (not commonly reflected upon) assumption of absolute ontological difference or autonomy of existence.  There is much scope for empirical research here also (c.f., e.g., Samuels, 1989).

Metaphors and the shape of experience
Grounding concepts recapitulate and internalise ‘reality’ - but do so through grounding causational primary metaphors.  But of course even the reality we oppose to the metaphors is itself an other metaphor.  We can only identify our core metaphors by contrast with other metaphors.  The totality that appears opposed to all metaphors is just part of the dance of form and absence, in which the cosmos enacts itself as focussed shaping - as metaphor.  This will be developed in connection with Jaynes’ hypothesis in the follow-up paper.  Metaphor is another illustration of recapitulation, the fundamental concept in all of this.  We may say that the cosmos recapitulates our metaphors as much as they recapitulate the cosmos;  the cosmos is ‘emergent’ in our metaphors, but also embodies or enacts them, anticipatorily (in terms of the time frame), and this is not a problem in terms of the time concept of the thesis.  Recapitulation is both temporal-successive and atemporal reciprocity, of which the mutual entanglement of particles in quantum physics is the most primitive and absolute form;   recapitulation becomes more differentiated and difficult, but also more profound,  as the identity of the participants becomes more developed, and more ‘layered’ (c.f.,  Pirsig, 1991).

The totalising aspect of the hypothesis would lead to charges of blasphemy in some contexts.  This element of world creation is at the core of any approach which denies that the world is fixed and outside of us in an absolute sense.  Nietzsche, in his affirmation of self, and final projection of himself in his madness as God, merely shrieked this out for all to hear, in opposition to the apotheosis of ‘other-centred’ religion exemplified by Christianity.  He rightly pointed out, (Nietzsche, 1966), following Hegel (Hegel, 1977), that science treads in the footsteps of Christianity, as the exemplification of the Christian submission to the ‘other’, and the Christian concept of ‘truth’ as the ‘other’.  But in quantum physics the ‘other’ has become the one, and the observer now part creates the event.  Religious heresy has now become scientific commonsense.

Recapitulation participates in basic unity (Little, 19??),  as the  mystical traditions have always known.  The question put to the deconstructionists of whether the basic reality is text or actuality now becomes a dissolved question (it perhaps is for Derrida, 1978) if we pursue this far enough.  The future calls the present and past;  we create the past as much as it creates us;  and neither outer nor inner has a more primary status.

The Process Perspective

Once this vision is accepted the aspect of permanencing becomes simply the correlate of larger scale process, and is made possible by patterning  (c.f., Bateson,1979) or ideas/forms in the Platonic sense.  It is not things, but concepts/forms, which signify the permanent.  ‘Thingness’, however, becomes irreducible as metaphor, which is why the process model, which becomes the dominant and inescapable model, is unmodelleable in its essence;  permanence cannot portray process except through negatives.  It can only be indicated so far as in practice a relative permanencing is accepted as part of the process.  Naming, labelling, the construction of habits, of relative boundaries, adaptive scripts and defences, and so on, in psychotherapy or relationships in general, are all part of the essential process as such, though never absolute.  

Thus, at the practice level, a true process approach need not eschew, for purposes of support, the assimilation of large elements of the prescriptive, goal-directed structured, and fixed concept focussed, approaches of the cognitive-behavioural-constructivist type - but recognising why that particular response to need would be appropriate for that client, and raising their awareness of it to beyond a concrete level  when feasible.  

The process model might be summarised by saying that, in the realisation of self, we grasp a) that it is pure process, b) that we may move from unawareness to awareness of this, c) that, in so moving, a further change occurs, which is the realisation of process as process, and that d) this enables the pure creativity in process to be released, and for the presence of process to be no longer bound in rigid, static, modes, but to be released into its dynamic modes.  And that this ultimately is enlightenment (Wilber, 1979, Thich Nhat Hanh, 1988 ).  It is very tempting to state the process model in traditional present time terms - and there is indeed some truth in this - but this misses the paradox of the essential transmomentary character of what unfolds here.  The process model is thus also very liable to get reductively translated back into some form of mono-causal, goal-directed, normative, model, as it often is in Gestalt, for instance, using contact as a goal, which hardens the concrete thinking which unfortunately cements it into a pure presence based concept of time.  The paradox is that such emphasis on the purely present process actually makes process concrete as a thing in itself.

Conclusions:  a philosophical identity of its own for psychotherapy

Phenomenological causality dissolves many dilemmas of thought and also frees us to meet our clients where they are, without imposing orientational bias upon them.  The well-known recognition, that the orientation of the experienced therapist becomes less and less detectable as she/he progresses, is congruent with the freedom the phenomenological causality hypothesis gives.  It creates the theoretical space to make sense of such recognitions, and supports an integrative thrust.

Working Psychotherapist

I feel overwhelmed and more than a little confused.  I can sense you are on to something quite big.  Perhaps you might end by returning to the original question of how this differs from a theory of change.  

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Well, theories of change on the whole  presuppose existing mono-causal theories or models of causality, and develop detailed models within them.  This means they will remain within the core philosophical positions - which I believe (oversimplifying) to be:  a) the positivist-empiricist ;  b) the hermeneutic-phenomenological;  and c) the objective idealist or systemic/structural (including field theory), the nearest to my thesis, which however synthesises all three positions.  They then develop a detailed theory within the orientation of a psychotherapy.  Yet we will often find a not fully avowed ambition within a psychotherapy (such as Gestalt, or psychoanalysis) to change the model of causality itself, not merely apply the existing ones.  What I have done, in making sense of the insights I have gained from psychotherapy, is to do this systematically and explicitly.  This is indeed, therefore, a philosophical position;  but it is one which, I believe, makes sense of the data that psychotherapy is uniquely able to provide.  

Giving psychotherapy a philosophical identity of its own, it helps psychotherapy come of age, as well as acknowledging and fulfilling an ambition always latent within it.

Chapter 2)

Schizophrenic process, the emergence of consciousness in recent history, and phenomenological causality:  the significance for psychotherapy of Julian Jaynes

Abstract
This paper on Julian Jaynes’ The origin of consciousness in the breakdown of the bicameral mind (Jaynes, 1990) illustrates the theme of an earlier paper (Wilkinson, 1998) on ‘phenomenological causality’,  whose affinity to the Buddhist concept of ‘co-dependendent origination’ is also touched on.  Jaynes’ work is explored through its relevance to schizophrenic experience.  He holds that hallucination was a normal aspect of human decision-making in stress situations till around 1200 BC - the bicameral mind.  This does not imply a simple equation of schizophrenic experience  and hallucination; for originally there was consensual authorisation, now lost, of hallucinatory experience of gods and ancestors.  Jaynes has four main hypotheses:  bicamerality (the 2 modes of mentality);  the constitution of consciousness;  the dating;  and brain localisation of the different modes of experience.  Consciousness replaces bicameral resort to hallucination in situations of stress;  it is constituted through metaphor.  Schizophrenic experience transforms bicamerality through the shift in consensuality:  as alienation, deconstruction of thinking and language, loss of the ‘analog’ constitution of normal consciousness and self, a fusion of consciousness and bicameral modes.  Breakdowns, loss, and transformations of bicamerality and consensual authority are illustrated by the great religious transformers of bicamerality, consciousness, and enlightenment.  Depth psychotherapy is similarly based in the potential of deep change at the level of grounding causation.  A reflexive plurality of ways of being from the emergence of consciousness is now available.  The greatness and limitations of Jaynes’ evocation of fundamental change are evoked. 

Schizophrenic process, the emergence of consciousness in recent history, and phenomenological causality:  the significance for psychotherapy of Julian Jaynes

Note:  I have continued to use the expression ‘bicameral man’, and parallels, in the generic sense, in the following, as no gender neutral expression has replaced this in either force or meaning;  ‘bicameral humanity’ has a different edge, for instance. 

Working Psychotherapist

Phenomenological causality and Julian Jaynes
This is the second part of our discussion about your thesis concerning what you labeled ‘phenomenological causality’;  you are argung that Julian Jaynes’ neglected work, The origin of consciousness in the breakdown of the bicameral mind (Jaynes, 1990), constitutes the most striking of all illustrations of your thesis.  Since Jaynes is neglected we need explanation as well as discussion.  Your thesis (Wilkinson, 1998) contrasted an integration regarding causality in psychotherapy, with the standard model of linear causality.  Positivistic or physicalist/neuro-scientific models of causality you held to conform with linear, and you suggested hermeneutic (meaning-based) models contrast themselves with it;  personal agency, synchronicity, expression of meaning, and so on are assumed to be alternatives to causality.  Phenomenological causality you held to be a third position, a genuine model of causality, a synthesis of the other two positions, involving:  1. a multi-tense, multi-time-directional, transtemporal recapitulation account of the time process involved;  2. an integrative multi-causal matrix model of causality in the realm of consciousness as such, compatible with insights from neuro-science and neural Darwinism;  3. a concept of primary interrelatedness, interaction with all levels of being, participation in world-creation, (‘grounding causation’), and its shaping through core metaphors;  and, 4. a process based model;  permanencing and thingness being simply the forms/metaphors which pure process takes.

You argued psychotherapy and psychotherapy integration obtain a philosophical basis in their own right.  No longer shelteriing under the umbrella of the major philosophical strands, psychotherapy is free to come of age.

Philosophical Psychotherapist

‘Co-dependendent origination’ and phenomenological causality
Since then I have become aware, through the brilliant work of Francisco Varela and his colleagues (The embodied mind, Varela et al, 1991), and also by the excellent recent book about Buddhism and psychotherapy, The resonance of emptiness, by Gay Watson, (Watson, 1998), of the similarity to this concept of the Buddhist concept and tradition of  ‘co-dependent origination’, which I would regard as the underpinning metaphysics or ontological theory of Buddhism, or (in Nagarjuna’s ‘middle way’ Buddhism, cf., Candrakirti, 1979) metaphysics’ overcoming.  It is striking confirmation that the religious tradition which is the most ‘empirical-phenomenological’ in its procedure, and could be dubbed ‘religion as psychotherapy’ (the nearest to it of the great religions), is based on a similar concept.

Working Psychotherapist

You think Jaynes is an even more radical or more specific illustration, who solves a big problem by the implicit assumption of ‘phenomenological causality’ (when he calls a chapter ‘A change of mind in Mesopotamia’, Jaynes, pp223ff, in your view this is meant literally)?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Certainly.  However, Jaynes as a cognitive psychologist and scientist has no sense that his position is a philosophically-based grounding causation position;  indeed he has no conception of phenomenological causality as such, and clearly indeed believes he has assisted in the physical reduction of consciousness, this to be understood in functionalist terms, as well as that of the paranormal (on p291 he calls dualism a spurious problem, and he dismisses, pp438-441, all the manifestations of non-materialism as bicameral nostalgia, - this will be explained, - though recognising, p443, the paradox that science too is a manifestation of the paradigm he puts forward).

Working Psychotherapist

But we’re jumping ahead.  I propose we try once again to relate this to clinical (dreadful word, I’d rather say ‘practice’, and will hereafter) issues, and will you please introduce Jaynes’s themes in relation to them?  I’ll try and ask the naive and basic and practice-related questions as we go along.  Where would be best to start?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Jaynes and schizophrenic experience
We shall have to alternate wide-ranging thinking and immediate practice implications, because Jaynes’ work draws from a wide range of insights, but I think the obvious place to start is in relation to schizophrenic experience, for which Jaynes’ work has huge implications, in relation to which it can be defined and described.

Working Psychotherapist

How is that?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Hallucination as normal till 1200 BC
I will start with Jaynes’ core hypothesis in relation to schizophrenic experience.  If we assume that schizophrenic experience commonly involves hallucination and a tendency to delusion,  in our terms, then, in relation to this,  Jaynes’ core hypothesis is that we all hallucinated, particularly in situations of stress or high demand, and delusionally (in terms of modern assumptions), right up to approximately 1200-1000 BC.  The difference, in relation to schizophrenic experience, is that then no one noticed.  The hallucinatory experiences were collectively interpreted, absolutely undebated, absolutely consensually, as visitations of gods or ancestors, on the basis of and maintaining a total and unquestioned authorisation structure.   Their reality was no more questioned, than the modern listener to a Walkman questions or even raises the reality of recorded communication.

Working Psychotherapist

I’m not clear about ‘authorisation structure’.

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Consensual authorisation of hallucinatory experience:  the bicameral hypothesis
What Jaynes means by ‘authorisation’ is a process of implicit recognition and permitting of some experience or behaviour, by way of its being excluded from being forbidden or prohibited or rather primally refused on the basis of shame.  Jaynes gives the example of counting the time out loud in a busy street, which would evoke shame although it has never been formally forbidden and is not against the law - yet might still get one taken away to a psychiatric hospital.  We can also imagine the consequences of violating the deepest conventions of a country we simply do not know - but will still feel shame about.  The point is that most authorisation, though experienced as allowed, operates against a background of exclusions which have never been made explicit.  There is probably nowadays no describable human experience or behaviour which is simply intrinsically acceptable or for which the question of acceptability simply does not arise.  But the claim about hallucinatory experience before 1200BC is that then it was not forbidden or questioned, which meant it was completely authorised, but so implicitly it did not arise as an issue.  The basic social values were not debated in that world’s procedures;  and the hallucinated gods themselves simply, unquestioned and also without insistence of will, - involuntarily as it were, - commanded or dictated.

This hypothesis about hallucination is the bicameral hypothesis.  ‘Bicameral’ meaning having two chambers, the hypothesis is so-called because he links it to a thesis about the left and right sided brain localisation of the two aspects of human functioning which are involved.  These are:  a. the functioning of normal, ‘even-keel’, experience, which is now experienced as conscious, but was not then, on his hypothesis, because  it was absolutely subordinate to the second aspect, b. the hallucinatory function, which came into play as an external locus of decision-making in the form of a god’s or ancestor’s instructions or commands, carrying the authority of the sense of identity.   The second aspect, then, of the bicameral hypothesis is that bicamerality existed prior to the development of reflexive consciousness, which replaced it, being essentially linked to the possibility of self-authorisation, which began to be acquired or invented around 1200BC in the Mediterranean basin, though bicamerality still prevailed in South America much later.  Pizarro and Cortes, the  ‘subjective and conscious’ conquerors of Inca Peru and Aztec Mexico, actually encountered live functioning imperial bicameral civilisations, of course, poignantly without awareness of the significance of this.  Thus Jaynes regards schizophrenic experience as deriving from the same sources as the hallucinatory experiences of the gods, more ancient than consciousness, which is very recent.

Four main hypotheses, bicamerality, consciousness, the dating, and localisation

Working Psychotherapist

Presumably, he now needs a theory of consciousness?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Certainly.  Overall he has four main hypotheses, bicamerality, consciousness, the dating, and localisation, which he summarises in his ‘Afterword’ (pp 447-469), where he says they stand and fall separately.  But they are  closely woven together, the first three of them being mutually defined, and only the last of them, localisation, readily amenable to the methods of positive or physical science, (Wilder Penfield’s cerebral localisation experiments for instance), as opposed to historic method and hermeneutics - Geisteswissenschaft, human science.  This, since so many regard positive physical science as the only valid form of proof of anything, and now the only valid form of intellectual authorisation, may partly explain why he has been so neglected.  Thought of in Jaynesian terms, science as conceived positivistically or materialistically is the modern unquestioned hallucination, and almost as peremptory in its exclusions.  I am speaking here of its mode of acceptance, not its validity.  The creativity, originality, historic imagination, and indeed artistry, of every part of Jaynes’s book,  demands an unusual  reach of understanding.  There is, certainly, a strong  element of speculation.  

The three major theses other than the localisation thesis, briefly, are, firstly:  the bicameral mind, already mentioned.  The second is the hypothesis that consciousness is based upon language, which is what enables it to emerge as part of history, to both cause and be caused, as a kind of software programming, on Jaynes’s view.  For, though it tells us little about the logical modes, or socio-economic structures, of steps in civilisation prior to reflexive consciousness, of which authors like Levi-Strauss, Habermas, and Wilber, or Piaget in regard to individual cognitive development, have written;  what it tells us about far more then any other theory is the inner psychological experiential mechanism, or process of ‘changes in mind’.  The third thesis is the dating of the transition from bicameral mind to reflexive consciousness as we know it.  The theory of ‘authorisation’ implicitly runs right through, as an unoffical fifth hypothesis.  There is a great deal of detailed historic application of the theories in detail about poetry, prophecy, oracles, hypnosis, and so on, aand theories of the linkage of development of both language and civilisation, richness and detail we simply cannot encompass here.

Were we all literally schizophrenic? Over-literal and subtle versions of the thesis

Working Psychotherapist

Before we acquired reflexive consciousness, we were all schizophrenic, then?  

Philosophical Psychotherapist

He comes near to saying that (p89, p93), and seems actually to say it.  The context however qualifies it, and ambigously recognises the aspect of authorisation, the social definition and therefore logical reflexivity of madness:


There is, for example, no idea of insanity in the Iliad.  I am emphasising 


individuals set apart from others as ill, because, according to our theory, we


could say that before the second millennium BC, everyone was schizophrenic. 









(p405)

But later he moves away from this equation (pp431-432).  Here he transcends both the pro-psychiatric model, and anti-psychiatric positions on the models of  Foucault or Laing.  For his theory of the development of consciousness from the breakdown of the bicameral mind places at the centre our consensual desire, in the post-bicameral epoch, to self-authorise, to hang on to consciousness, the sense of my ‘I’ .  Where we are psychically located, in relation to holding on to this sense of ‘I’, legitimately defines, in a non-pejorative sense, and in social, not medical, terms, our madness or sanity.  This is at the special depth level of ‘grounding causation’ (Wilkinson, 1998, see below).    

After the breakdown of the bicameral mind, consciousness is what is authorised, free to develop and transform.  Freud can eventually discover that what is not authorised as part of consciousness is censored, even in our dreams  (Freud, 1961).  The authorisation of consciousness is correlative to the censorship, as truth is correlative of falsehood;  it is grounded, - in a specific authorisation structure manifest against a background which makes it possible.  In schizophrenic experience we have to imagine how it is when what destroys the whole system of that authorisation becomes dominant. There is disturbance in relation to the underpinning ground,  but this also makes possible psychotherapy with those with schizophrenic predicaments.

Bicamerality broke down for both environmental and genetic reasons (genetic selection being at times imposed by indiscriminate slaughter, pp219-220, deliberate mass slaughter, pp311-312, and marginalisation, pp405-407);  Jaynes’ theory implies a depth environmentalist thinking about schizophrenic experience and life-positions.  

Consciousness now replaces bicamerality in situations of stress
In short, in situations of stress and threat, where once in bicameral times a god would have appeared to us, now problem-solving consciousness is heightened.  Consciousness involves the ability to be aware of my own process, to be able to conceal it if necessary, to privately legitimise it (even if it is known to be externally forbidden) as secret on this basis, and to defer action on the basis of this reflection.  It becomes the new norm of response to stress.  This very Freudian model is both neurotically based on the achievement of capacity for chronic and revivable anxiety, - and traumatically developed in the light of the acute need to avoid danger.  In the light of Jaynes, then, the traditional contrast between schizoid and neurotic, between pre- and post-Oedipal, in Freudian terms, takes on a new significance, as a post-bicameral distinction, which could not exist in the bicameral era.  This relativises the Oedipus complex, along with schizophrenic experience, to a particular era and system of social authorisation, and the associated mental constituting and change processes.  For a Freudian the collective manifestation of the Oedipal stage might constitute the arising of consciousness for the species (c.f., Freud, Totem and taboo, 1960).

Working Psychotherapist

So what is the model of consciousness that becomes so peremptory?

Consciousness as metaphor
Philosophical Psychotherapist

This involves radical, compressed, clear yet elusive, thinking on the basis of the symbolic realm, and the deep nature of metaphor. The detailed theory of the metaphoric and symbolic constitution of both consciousness and self Lacanians and Buddhists would recognise in many aspects.  Jaynes’ distinctions relate to Freud’s (1961) between displacement and condensation, and Lacan’s (1977) between metaphor and metonymy.  Consciousness and the sense of self are constituted, created, contextually developed within the already given context of language.  They do not simply emerge, in the sense in which the genetic predisposition to language itself emerges in childhood. Their processes were and are discovered, originated.
They are constituted through a combination of uses of metaphor:  i. as evocative suggestiveness brought into our awareness through open-ended metaphor;  ii. as located analogically, by direct comparison, through closed-reference metaphor (these evocations of metaphors are all themselves metaphors;  there are  ‘dormant metaphors’ in this whole definition);  and iii. as reflexive reference back, ‘the map of the map’, which finally constitutes reflexive consciousness, to the developing consciousness, or self, potentially constituted as a totality by the previous two.  Illustrating these in relation to time-consciousness:  i. ‘Time meanders on’ carries the semantically indeterminate suggestion of such things as a slow unhurried walker, or a river, or a path;  ii.  ‘In the next minute’ locates time-sequence by direct comparison, semantically restricted and focused approximately in a one-to-one way, with points or spaces in space;  iii. ‘I found myself  hesitating for a time’ refers to ‘I’ and  ‘myself’’ as located in narrative time thus established.  In the spirit of this creation of an inner metaphoric space, consciousness is connected in a circular way with the possibility of the ‘as-if’, giving me another (alternative) frame of reference on myself,  which also is yet part of ‘myself’.  All the elements in consciousness are next cross-linked.  The sense of the ‘as if’ is one of the major things lost in schizophrenia (c.f., The differentiation between concrete and metaphorical thinking in the recovering schizophrenic patient, in Searles, 1993).  

Working Psychotherapist

So, in short, consciousness is metaphor?  I realise this does coincide with what psychoanalysis, particularly object relations theory, and Lacanian symbolic theory, has always partly said, but no one has put it quite so blatantly as Jaynes appears to here.  We still think of ourselves concretely as entities, as subjective things, in the mode of Descartes, who is far too easily dismissed, whatever our lip service to other models.  No one before Jaynes has left consciousness quite so nakedly deprived of concreteness.  But this opens up the possibility of seeing how the transformation of schizophrenic thought and experience through psychotherapy actually works.  So how is schizophrenic experience, and its agonising quality, itself a constituted culturally recent experience, not merely a throw-back to a bicameral type of experience?

Schizophrenic experience transforms bicamerality: the shift in consensuality
Philosophical Psychotherapist

The crucial reason, as we have seen, why schizophrenic experience now is different from the process in bicameral man concerns the consensual basis.  The absolute consensual basis, for their way of experiencing and authorisation, which bicameral man had, was linked with an elaborate social superstructuring, rituals, and methods of bicameral ‘thinking’ of their own.  In face of the failure of orthodox archeo-science to tackle this, modern popular quasi-science  (summarised in Wilson, 1997, invoking many undisputed facts standing in need of explanation),  indicates that many bicameral civilisations had access to sophisticated mathematics, technological expertise, some far in advance of our own, and massive continuity of social organisation.  It probably went back far further, drew on longer tradition,  than orthodox datings of, for instance, the Pyramids and the Sphinx would allow.  Jaynes’ position is compatible with very advanced discoveries, including mathematical ones, being made in external projection on the basis of inspiration and dictation, (c.f., Jaynes, pp200-201, 202-203, 217).  

So an absolute authorisation and thinking framework prevailed. To breach this would have involved a kind of absolute shame.  The nonadaptivity of this is part of why it broke down.  

Jaynes speaks graphically of:


[the contrast between] “the absolutely social individual of bicameral 


societies”, [and the schizophrenic’s] “dissonance with the habitual structure of 


interpersonal relations, and the lack of cultural support and definition for the 


voices, making them inadequate guides for everyday living ” - “In effect, he is 


a mind bared to his environment, waiting on gods in a godless world. [my 


emphasis]” (p432)

This results in the desperate alienation the schizophrenic experiences, an alienation doubly terrible, because it draws upon a different realm of human resource, and a different human conceptual mode.  Not only the ‘world’ but the structuring of relation to the world is toto caelo different for the schizophrenic.  ‘Grounding causation’ (Wilkinson, 1998) is different both for the schizophrenic, and bicameral man.  

Jaynes only takes us part of the way here.  Wittgenstein, whose temperament was very schizoid, helps us, for he had a deep intuition of such types of change in the ground.  In uneasy accord with his logical theory, he wrote that 


If the good or bad exercise of the will does alter the world, it can only alter the 


limits of the world, not the facts - not what can be expressed by means of 


language.


In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different world.  It 


must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole.  


The world of the happy man is a different one from that of the unhappy man.







(Wittgenstein, 1961, §6.43) 

Blake, another schizoid temperament, wrote similar things.  

Schizophrenic experience, alienation, deconstruction of thinking and language

Working Psychotherapist

These transformations, then, are limited to deep attitudinal changes (certainly including altered constructs, making e.g., science and technology possible).  But this type of isolation make it nigh impossible for us to work psychotherapeutically with schizophrenic clients?  Won’t the schizophrenic feel an absolute alien?  Is this why their thinking seems so often to break down, the recoil from such colossal alienation?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

The alienation is certainly part of the explanation of  why so many schizophrenic expressions take the form of an alien or extra-worldly identification of some kind.  That is actually a retrospective defence, an attempt to make consensual sense, in terms of the categories of consciousness, of what is happening.  But the breakdown, or actually transformation, of thinking is even more dreadful than ordinary loneliness or isolation, and more primary to defining schizophrenic experience;  the isolation is the result.  On this, as almost always, Jaynes has explanations.  

Working Psychotherapist

How does it relate to psychotherapeutic accounts of schizoid process?  And how does it relate to what we think of as normality, and normal thinking?

The ‘analog’ constitution of normal consciousness and self
Philosophical Psychotherapist

It relates in a way which tallies well with the work of, for instance, Searles, Lacan, Freud and Tausk, Segal, and Jung, which is fundamentally akin despite differences of emphasis.  There are real differences e.g., between the ‘retrospective decomposition model’, of what happens to language and concepts, of Freud, Searles, and Lacan, and Jung’s ‘alternative source of production model’, of language/concepts;  ‘downsurge’ versus ‘upsurge’, as it were;  but, in the light of Jaynes overview, these are correlative, not contradictory.   

Working Psychotherapist

So if we are defining schizophrenic thinking, what is it contrasted with, what, on his model, does he say is the norm of consciousness-based thinking?  What follows from the metaphoric constitution of consciousness?  How does he define what the schizophrenic is alienated from?  

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Jaynes registers the following as central to constituting our normal, metaphoric consciousness-based, being-in-the-world, and correlated the thought-process:  i. our narrational time sense;  ii. our capacity to spatialise our inner experience, including time, through spatial metaphor;  iii. our spatial capacity metaphorically to locate the ‘point of view’, “the ‘I think’ which must be capable of accompanying all our perceptions” (Kant, 1964) of our ‘I’, (the “analog ‘I’”, Jaynes calls it) which goes with our narrative continuity of time sense, and capacity for causal construction and reconstruction, as Kant profoundly saw;  iv. our ability to distinguish our ‘me’, which of course may perfectly well be observed in our ‘mind’s eye’, (“mind’s ‘I’”), by the time-continuous ‘I’;  v. our sense of the ‘as-if’, and ability to make the part stand for the whole;  vi. and our ability to overview and conciliate our disparate experience into a meaning-unified whole.  All these constitute our sense of reflexivity, of who we are;  we are so hugely and unconsciously invested in this, so subject to its state of authorisation, that we cannot imagine an alternative, we cling to conscious common sense, even found whole philosophies, - Descartes, Hegel, Husserl, - upon consciousness.  It is as tenacious as (ultimately identical with) the form of our belief in external reality itself (Hume, 1961, Kant, 1964).  This does not alleviate our fear;  we acutely fear madness, ‘losing our minds’,  as if madness were equivalent to, even worse than, death, and annihilation itself.

Working Psychotherapist

Our fear of loss of self consciousness as madness

So this is something we as conscious persons are desperate to cling on to?  And it is replaced by something else in schizophrenic experience, which is experienced as a desperate loss and disorientation in the world?  Where hallucination is compatible with holding on to our sense of our ‘I’, it is not as disturbing?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

It is still pretty disturbing, and at odds with the authorisation consensus, and people therefore keep quiet about it, for understandable reasons.  But it does not make someone schizophrenic as such to hear voices, and the ‘hearing voices’ movement has recently been rightly emphasising this very strongly, because this in itself does not affect the ‘I think’ process, which is fundamental.  This is the nature of the loss, the loss, or feared loss, of the sense of ‘being me’, of maintaining the ability to ‘constitute’ - on Jaynes’, and the psychoanalytic and Buddhist, models it is a constituting, not a ‘brute fact’ - my ‘me’.  Spiritual experience, meditation, and spiritual emergency take people into similar territory,  (and there is a real attempt at both witness and transformation in schizophrenic process), - this is one of the reasons why Wilber’s over-defensive (and over-endorsed) distinction of pre-personal, and trans-personal, is not so watertight (Wilber, 1995).  But their thinking does not normally break down.  Yet this sense of being in danger, ‘off the wall’, is no doubt why a significant proportion of schizoid people are drawn into religious societies and communities. Probably more are helped, - than triggered into psychological disturbance by such participation, - through increased consensual support.

Schizophrenic thinking as fusion of consciousness and bicameral modes
Working Psychotherapist

So what is it that is so disturbing about schizophrenic thought processes?  

Philosophical Psychotherapist

The agony of schizophrenic thought process is the loss of consciousness modes - and therefore the nature and creativity, but also the bizarreness, of schizophrenic thought process is not a reversion to the bicameral but the creative compromise between the bicameral and consciousness thinking.  Bicameral thinking and experience was very concrete and straightforward, not particularly bizarre;  if one looks at the type of illustration in Hammurabi’s Code (1750BC approx.), as presented by Jaynes (pp 198-201, pp247-248), it comes across to us as pretty boringly pedantic and literalistic.  In religious communities (and indeed psychotherapy practices) where there is genuine religious emotion combined with submission, and a moratorium on subversive humour or irony, we get a faint idea (tinged with post-bicameral emotion, which gives it its compensating depth and interest as such) of the monotony of the bicameral mind;  it is extremely literal and non-bizarre.   

The agony of schizophrenic thought process is about the expression, through a partial regression to bicameral modes, of an absence, the loss of consciousness modes in the resort to schizophrenic modes of being and thought, or even the exclusion from them, where the double-bind situation in a family, the emotional-cognitive double messages which make coherent learning of feeling and thought impossible, is dominant. Loss of, forbiddenness of, or not having learned of, consciousness modes leads to a going down (the decomposition of language Freud, Searles and Lacan write of, e.g., Searles, 1993) meeting the reactivated bicameral modes coming up (in Jung’s archetypal regression, for instance).  It is, simplifying, a compromise formation between secondary and primary process thinking, classically set out in Freud (1961).  This creative compromise between the bicameral and consciousness thinking is the source of the bizarreness of schizophrenic thought process and language - illustrated by the communication of alienation in concrete terms, such as dispersal through infinite space of schizophrenic thought process, of which Bion and Searles write poignantly.

Again so-called ‘word salad’, the telescoping of two words into one (Humpty Dumpty’s ‘portmanteau words’ in Alice through the looking glass, such as ‘brillig’ - ‘brilliant’ and ‘shining’!) - and schizoid punning, - is a merging, an expression and concrete symbolisation of the need for merger and symbiosis - but also, conversely, a skilful alienation, and protection by disguise, of the unvisitable realm of the client’s inner, but unrealisable being, because of the risk that violation would happen if it even became possible;  this is protection by bicameral concreteness, - and, thirdly, it is creation;  it comes from the same level of being, though less recognised and combined with consciousness, as Finnegan’s Wake, and The Goon Shows.   New word coinage has relation to it, - Shakespeare is full of them, - just as new myth coinage, as in Wagner, has relation to schizophrenic myth coinage.  There is analogy to dreams here.  

Schizophrenic modes as response to isolation from consensual thinking

Working Psychotherapist

So you are saying it is partly a response to isolation?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

It is a special kind of isolation;  schizophrenic modes are primarily a defence against, a retreat from, the loss of consensuality, the de-authorisation of experience, or its never being established.  Yes, in this light your first conjecture, about isolation, which I rejected, is part right - but it is a  very special kind of isolation and leads to a very special vicious circle.   This can have a predominance of either genetic or environmental factors, even very early, semi-congenital, even pre-natal, environmental factors, - the early laying down, or lack thereof, of neural pathways, - but always involves both in some degree of mutual balance.  The primary basis of consensuality, its possibility, is established or impaired in childhood; here the developmental themes Jaynes ignores, but which his intuition cries out for, particularly the infant-mother relation, are situated.  (Bicamerality would have had its own very different versions of these, and schizophrenic ways of being have difficulty in these areas.)

Breakdowns and transformations of bicamerality:  loss of consensual authority
‘I’, and privacy, the most intimately individual attributes of the capacity for consciousness as explained by Jaynes, is also a consensual creation, a consensual authorisation (c.f., Wittgenstein, 1967, §§203, 243ff;  Jaynes is implicitly a vindication of the ‘private language’ argument).  It is about fundamental  alternative learning pathways, the possibility of very primary choice points. This is the impact of grounding causation in childhood and in history.  And these alternative primary choices towards consciousness were learnt to be made by humans between 1200BC and 600BC;  gradually the bicameral options withered on the vine, and lost authority (rather then Jaynes’ language suggesting genetic alteration).  Absolute authority is the mode of consensus for bicameral man, and  was undermined.  The bicameral options were replaced in three main ways:  either i. transmuted into forms of authorisation (such as oracles, possession, prophecy, speaking in tongues, mysticism, hypnosis) which may be (and are by Jaynes) argued to have replaced or reproduced in a new form  the bicameral experience and communication, or ii. forms which expressed its absence, such as the great monotheistic religions of the departed God, or iii. forms which suppressed its absence, as increasingly is the case with secular positivistic science, which inherits the mantle of Protestantism in its smashing of the idols of the vestiges of the bicameral.  But Protestantism is also, in this mode, fundamentalist, and therefore is also expression, not merely suppression, of the absence.  

Working Psychotherapist

This was the pathway of the breakdown of the bicameral mind?  By which it was turned into an outcast mode?  It seems tortuous.

Philosophical Psychotherapist

It was tortuous, for consciousness precisely makes options available and relativises them.  These three options are usually combined in complex and unexpected ways.  The development of the concept of God’s transcendence in the monotheistic religions is precisely the rationalisation and transmutation of absence, a defence against doubt or absence of faith (especially in its fundamentalist forms), in Jaynes’ terms.  Therefore, theologically, when Nietzsche (1974) proclaimed ‘God is dead’,  he was, as often, merely shouting out loud what had nihilistically been concealed by, and was implicit in, the concept of transcendence (and related modes) for two thousand years and more.  Buddhism’s nirvana  and sunyata are also turning necessity into a virtue, but openly and proactively.  Absence of gods is accepted.  Civilisation moved paradoxically towards the authorisation of self-authorisation.  Fear of madness, fear of both the bicameral lack and the  threat of its return, shows upon what thin ground we tread with our sense of conscious self.  Madness is culturally defined and created.  
Transformations of consensual authority:  squeezing out of the bicameral modes
Working Psychotherapist

Can you say more about authorisation, then, in relation to the point we have reached?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

It may be that the issue of authorisation, consensuality, is even more fundamental than the form it takes, and ‘changes of mind’ are changes in the forms of authorised self-being.  If this is so, then the movement from outer to inner, and from object-centred to object-free (Buddhism, mysticism, and modern psychotherapy being the fullest versions of this), are natural movements, in the light of the developing Hegelian-Piagetian logic of the concrete and the metaphorical (Searles, 1993), moving from the solidity of the concrete and external, towards the unassailability of the least externally dependent forms of authorisation.  Buddhist no-selfhood and parallel developments would be the apotheosis of self-authorisation, in Hegelian fashion the extension of consciousness as well as its abolition, the third evolution.

As the pressure grew to squeeze the bicameral into new forms, and suppress its primary direct manifestations, those who occupied or came to occupy the bicameral end of the spectrum, had no cultural niche to occupy, and no authorisation.  Jaynes does not fully see that, though there are significant parallels between schizophrenic experience and modes of behaviour, and bicameral modes passed down to us, schizophrenic experience itself is twisted and distorted into new and bizarre forms by the attempt to communicate something of its search for authorisation, despite the sense of foreigness.  ‘Bizarre’ in its intrinsic forms is a communicative category - like ‘fanatical’, or ‘comical’.  Schizophrenic art communicates huge anguish and alienation, through its non-representational (or partially representational) or non-perspectivally organised forms, an expressiveness of feeling not possible for bicameral man.  There is often a desperate grandiose attempt to impose an authorisation.

Working Psychotherapist

How does this kind of rethinking affect the work, then?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Jaynes’ evocation of the pathway of the breakdown of the bicameral, and the emergence of consciousness, gives us the materials to reconstruct the account of schizophrenic experience, and to relate this to psychotherapeutic intervention.  His partial failure in this goes with the overemphasis on the genetic, but is a failure offset by his awareness that ‘insanity’ was a cultural creation from about Plato’s time onwards (pp405-407), and by his conveyed sense of the agony, and its reasons, of schizophrenic experience in the modern age.  

Depth psychotherapy:  the basis of deep change at the level of the ground
The implications of Jaynes’ model in terms of our concept of ‘grounding causation’ are radical, and form the basis for the development of the work.  They are as follows:  a. the structure of experience can be fundamentally rearranged;  but,  b. this is a deep change at the core of  a person’s being-in-the-world, a realignment of the core habitualities and constructs of their being, one which takes place at the level of the grounding of the system of their being and framework of reference as a whole, their authorisation structure of functioning;  c. therefore it cannot be effected purely by altering detail within, internally to,  a person’s being, strategies, and frame of reference (something has to happen at the level of the ground), and: d. it is not lightly undertaken, it is tantamount to life or death, surrender of the deepest allegiances and defences - authorities;  e. this only makes sense if it is possible to reorganise the same fundamental raw materials and symbolic resources the person already has;  f. this is possible here, because the grounding causation of the modes of being of bicameral man and conscious man draw from the same basic Matrix.  

This is not Jaynes’ model but can be extracted from it.  The Matrix as a basic concept, the Matrix of Grounding Causation, Matrix of the Ground, enables specific transformations in overall ways of  construing the world and experiencing.  These cannot be explained from within the frameworks of construing, by definition;  and we are also inferring some continuity between one framework and that which succeeds it, not the ‘continuity’ of our time concept, (which is one of our own frameworks of construing), but inferred by analogy.  We assume that the framework has that which makes it, constitutes it as a whole, its horizon and ground (Heidegger, 1967, 1990).  And this horizon or ground participates in the ‘continuity’, connected with the generation of new frameworks of construing.  This I call the Matrix of the Ground.

Working Psychotherapist

This sounds all very grand but how does it affect us all, on the ground?

Philosophical Psychotherapist

Very droll!  The ground is indeed the key to it.  It poses a problem for the psychotherapist to work at this level, but there are relevant things which can be done.  Whenever - a common experience in our work, but easy to concretise and to miss its full significance - we and our clients experience a moment of creative indeterminacy, we are touching grounding causation.  This is the fertile void of which Gestalt speaks, or sunyata, the emptiness of forms of Buddhism.  It may be associated with a limbo or (in Buddhism) bardo experience, and with a strong upsurge in the imaginal realm.  We have a window of  creating.  It is often associated with silence, with encountering beneath or beyond words, and we can relate it to Stern’s work with infant-mother primal rhythms (Stern, 1995).  The crucial question is, is this type of experience too a specific form, or is it pointing, glimpsing, beyond form?  Does the Matrix of the Ground become more available, more unified and integrated, or does it just change?

This is compressed and difficult.  I hope to show you the parallels and analogies between different types of experience, which, if we relate and interweave them, widen and enrich our work, free us to communicate better as a profession, give us access to wider resources, and make us less parochial.  For instance, change on the basis of the Matrix of the Ground makes sense of the fact that, in some instances, very long-term psychotherapeutic work with someone in a schizophrenic predicament can lead to an awakening, and an alternative life-choice, - a complete giving up of symptomatic hearing of voices, for instance, - not denying their schizophrenic experience and its protective wisdom, but integrating it, and allowing the choices of consciousness to be integrated and relativised by it as well (c.f., Milner, 1969, Dorman and Penney, this issue).  This is an alteration of their entire being-in-the-world.  Similarly, the Buddha both was not the same person - and was the same person - after, and before, his enlightenment experience.  

This is where  something like Wittgenstein’s idea [above] of altering the limits of the world without altering the facts comes into its own:


In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different world.  It 


must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole.  


The world of the happy man is a different one from that of the unhappy man.







(Wittgenstein, 1961, §6.43) 

It is more like altering the total organisation, the gestalt of the ground, without altering the contents - though a reconfiguration does in another sense alter the contents, when we see a face in the leaves or the snow;  everything reorganises, and it ‘clicks’, ‘aha’, and we see the duck instead of the rabbit, in the famous illustrations of gestalt perceptual organisation.  The conception of the Matrix of the Ground enables us to relate, for instance, religious experience;  the micro-process of sessions, which are, in effect, mini-schizophrenias, (not resulting in psychosis because of the difference in authorisation provided by support at the level of the ground), as Freud said dreams are a psychosis; in the instant of confusional opening we don’t know who we are.  This implies a rehabilitation also of schizophrenic experience, a normalising of it as part of our humanness and as very near at hand for all of us.  The traumatic basis of ordinary reflexive consciousness, our ‘neurosis of the normal’, is also connected with the Matrix (Freud, 1984).  

Religious transformers of bicamerality, consciousness, and enlightenment
A striking instance is the capacity of great transformers of consciousness to draw on the bicameral in order to supersede it.  Socrates heard his bicameral corrective voice to counterbalance his extremes of reason;  Buddha experienced his enlightenment process in terms of the encounter with the devil or tempter, Mara, which I do not take to have been simply a personification, not even for the god-free Gautama Buddha, and Jesus similarly with the tempter, and his ‘Abba’, father.  Nietzsche grasped the insights of the apotheosis of secularisation, and the god-depletion of the world, just at the precise moment of the culmination of secularisation under the intellectual and imaginative impact of such scientists as  Helmholz and Darwin, in the counterbalancing form of an overwhelming experience of revelation, and the visitation of a ‘double’ (Zarathustra), for which there are few parallels in the modern epoch.  That moment of secularising of our thought was an historic moment of which Jaynes writes poignantly (it is his ultimate preoccupation) and in Nietzschean terms (pp 438-439):


It [Darwinism, etc.,] said in a word that there is no authorisation from outside.


Behold!  there is nothing there.  What we must do must come from ourselves.  


The king at Eynan can stop staring at Mount Hermon;  the dead king can die at 


last.  We, we fragile species at the end of the second millennium A.D., we 


must become our own authorisation.  (p438)

Freud  too, faced by secularism only a little later (Krull, 1987, Bakan, 1990), had a quieter cumulative ‘revelation’, fundamentally about transference (in other words sessional micro-process and reenactment).  By this he was undoubtedly mythically gripped, which has been well registered by Derrida (1987), giving his writings their biblical or talmudic quality.  Jung’s bicameral visions are of course fairly well-known.

The implication is that work at the level of the ground brings about change because it shifts our core authorisation structure, but change also has to be continuous enough to permit the locus of authority to shift - though this can of course take the form of a leap.  Only developmentally linked change which has the (Hegel-like) quality of retention of what is transformed, that is recapitulation, providing continuity and respecting, really honouring, the previous way of being, can be  change that endures, through assimilating properly what is changed, as in Piaget’s view of schemata which shift to a new gestalt when enough experience of the previous stage has been assimilated through varied repetition (Piaget, 1977).  This also relates to Freud’s insistence on ‘working through’ (Freud, 1957).   Implications about support, linked to the Winnicottian domain of the mother-child relationship, are too big to pursue here.

Metaphysical aspects of change at the level of the ground

Working Psychotherapist

Before we go further into these issues of method, please tell me more about the Matrix of the Ground.  In what sense does it change, on this model?  If it is the basis of all the changes of form of expression of phenomenological causality, does it change, and, if not, in what sense does it explain anything?  Have we not got the old matter/form dilemma here, where either the ground changes and does not explain or else it purely explains, but at the price of being ‘noumenal’, unknowable or meaningless? Can we influence, or be aware of, the matrix of the ground directly, or is it simply introduced to explain these transformations of which you are speaking? What is the relation of the Matrix of the Ground, and the ground of ordinary experience, in the gestalt sense?  Aren’t the modes of expression sufficiently explained purely by their transformations one into the next, using the ‘material’ of the previous mode of expression, in an Hegel-like way, without appealing to this Kantian noumenal notion of the ‘ground’?  Is not the only possible way this can be done be to treat the ground as, not other than, but part of the circle of any given stage, in the ordinary Gestalt sense - but then it will not serve your purpose of being outside the circle?  

Philosophical Psychotherapist

The bicameral mind too broke down in individuals;  its not such an extreme possibility, you know.   If experience now is inaccessible in these ways, so is the breakdown of the bicameral mind.  Grounding causation is learnt in its variant forms in every child and in every generation and culture.  We are encountering something hard to speak of, and to put into words precisely, here.  In this contrast between:  i. total circles which succeed one another as wholes (Gestalt therapy notions, and Piagetian notions of cognitive development);  and ii. some notion of the ground as partly outside, or beneath, the specific circles, we are bumping up against old Western and Eastern arguments (e.g., Heidegger versus Hegel).  But in terms of the phenomenology of structural personal change, it does not matter which fork of this dilemma we choose.  If change at the level of the Matrix changes the whole circle for a new one, that is the analysis of grounding causation (Heidegger would argue that the presupposed whole, underpinning the transformations, in Hegel is the already present experience of the ‘absolute’, Heidegger, 1994).   If it happens in terms of the Heideggerian intuition about the ground as horizonally beyond its forms (Heidegger, 1967, 1990), that is how grounding causation works.  Both models, horizontal versus vertical, have a concept of fundamental structuring in terms of the ground of experience.   Hegel was arguably the pioneer in thinking about core transformations.

That which makes possible the shifts, both in civilisation and the individual, is not identical with any of them, however this is understood, but nevertheless is presupposed in the intentionality of process.  A parallel is the conception of object constancy, the discovery by the child of continuation of existence of objects not observed.  By hypothesis, these can never be observed (c.f., Hume, 1961).   Yet the lived enacted conception of objects regulates and organises our experience in ways which Husserl in particular (Husserl, 1991) has demonstrated to be rich in implications of intentionality structure.  Once we realise this, too, in Hegel-like fashion there is a flip-over, a gradual accruing of enrichment of understanding and depth in our conception of the existence of the absent object, and of our relation to it, an implicit allowing of perspective in the heart and essence of our conception.  Indeed the pathway to the solution to the philosophical problem of external existence (Hume, 1961) lies in the full implications of perspectival intentionality appraising us of that which is other, internally to its identity, its essence.  Inversely, in non-dual mystical experience, where the otherness of intentionality is comprehensively dissolved, the ultimate identity of the ground of all reality is - tautologically - free to be experienced.

With reflexive consciousness we also acquire the potentiality of transformational consciousness. The Matrix becomes partially accessible, not just inferred. 

Plurality of options with the emergence of consciousness
This also opens up the way for a more pluralistic, less sequential Hegelian or Wilberian model of the developmental sequence of change in civilisations. The indeterminacy the Matrix historically generates after the emergence of, and in consolidation of, reflexive consciousness illustrates this.  It includes:  the  rise of enlightenment religion (Hindu monism, Buddhism, Platonism);  transitional, throw-back, religion, e.g., Pauline, Islam;  the ‘unravellings’ of enlightenment religion in Christianity, Islam, and Buddhism are explained  in Jaynes’ terms better than any other;  the modern age - modern reflection on self-consciousness, Descartes, Montaigne, Shakespeare, the historic sense;  the rise of science;  philosophy is only loosely tied to the time sequence, but absolute knowledge in the Hegelian sense is undoubtedly post-Descartes;  and phenomenology, anthropology, and psychotherapy are in turn post-absolute knowledge in Hegel’s sense, as is post-modernism 

It is clear from this that the further we get towards the modern the looser and more pluralistic the sequence becomes and the harder it is to define the central differences which demarcate one epoch or mode from the next. Jaynes’ original model, however, has a graphic simplicity - and perhaps crudity.  It is only not merely crude because the material which enables us to make the modifications is put there by Jaynes.  The ones not much explored by him are precisely the ones where the complexity comes out most acutely, and this is also retrospective to the bicameral.

Working Psychotherapist

There is no point trying to solve all this now;  it is too big for this discussion.  It is enough to have logged the questions, and to have indicated a limitation and relativity in Jaynes’ thought, that there is a fertility there, which makes further exploration on the basis of his assumptions, or modifications of them which are not repudiations or dismissals, fruitful.  But if we now go back to psychotherapeutic change in relation to schizophrenic predicaments, where are we now?

Greatness and limitations of Jaynes’ conception of fundamental change
Philosophical Psychotherapist

Our world changes in instants.  The window or shutter of change is open.  The accruing of safety conditions which make such a shift possible - in terms of schizophrenic predicaments, or any other which challenges the  risk and uncertainty of change, - may well be described in terms of an Hegel-like accumulation, though many mini-creations will have contributed to that progression also.  

Jaynes’ insight makes sense of such major possibilities of change, and of the issue of the structural conditions of change.  Though this issue of change is not his own concern, which is by implication rather the Nietzschean one of somehow finding a home in a post-Darwinian, scientific materialist world, without succumbing to nihilism, - as if the evolution had stopped, - his insight is so fertile it can be applied in this area.   In enlightenment experience nirvana is achieved through directly realising or releasing sunyata, emptiness, and the suchness, or is-ness, of being, precisely in the forms of our experience.  Mountains are first mountains, not attended to, then not mountains, finally just mountains, attended to, again.  We can indeed alter the ground as well as the specific contents of our reality, at many levels of experience.  Jaynes’ insights are part of the becoming reflexive of the ground in the modern age.  

Working Psychotherapist

We had better end by just registering the questions which can be  raised about Jaynes - themselves often proof of his fertility.  (This very concentrated yet highly readable and lucid book is packed on almost every page with unexpected insight there has been no space for here.)  As mentioned he neglects the whole maternal and developmental dimension, and both the ‘structural logic’ and socio-economic ‘system logic’.  He is caught in a materialist/physicalist paradigm, of which he also says that it too is part of the bicameral paradigm, thus being subject to its own deconstruction.  He never tackles this tension.  This also prevents him ever fully quite empathising with bicameral modes of awareness from the inside, or again ever really questioning the supremacy of the hallucination called conceptual consciousness, or seeing that from outside we all appear ‘unaware’ to someone with a different frame of reference;  we are subtly ‘foreign’ to one another even in the (rare) moments of great mutual understanding .  He also fails to apply his paradigm to its full scope, where it would be confirmed on a much larger scale;  Heidegger’s lament for the silence of being (and the gods!), and Wittgenstein’s strongly analogous one (Wittgenstein, 1961), are typical nostalgia for the bicameral, whilst Derrida’s counter-preoccupation with writing, primary ‘writing before the letter’, is highly significant in respect of the part writing, the demotion of the authority of the voice, and the nostalgia for it, played in the breakdown.   Jaynes greatly neglects the intrinsic logic, and phenomenology of experience, of the realm of the spiritual, and indeed also, emphatically in line with categorical pure ‘this-worldists’, like Humphrey (1995), he simply neglects or dismisses the paranormal - which is highly relevant to the bicameral experience (voodoo, for instance, c.f., Ekeland, 1997).  One could continue.  Working on his own, very much on his own, his theory suffers from a degree of lop-sidedeness.  But it identifies something of major importance;  and psychotherapists will miss out badly if they do not read it.

Chapter 3)

Kant, ‘co-dependent origination’, and phenomenological causality

1) Introduction:  Kant’s crucial position in philosophical/religious/psychotherapeutic history
Kant in many ways is the source of the Nile in the outflowing of modern thought and religious understanding.  (I include psychotherapy in religion.)   By, as if accidentally, or serendipitously, separating them, he points the way to a creative linking, of the traditions of 

i) analytic understanding of experience as access to the world, and 

ii) co-creation of experience and the world.  

The viability of a third possibility, combining the two, may even be glimpsed.  

Kant’s intuition into the fundamental philosophical questions is such that, often, when one is exploring some quite specific question arising in psychotherapy, or religion, or aesthetics, for instance, one finds ones way  back by unexpected routes to his formulations, which then appear re-energised and invested with new life.  Thus, for instance, in psychotherapy and religion, the old argument (contest) between conceptual thinking and experiencing, betweeen the mind and the senses, or thinking and feeling, which comes up in ever new forms and contexts, activates an aspect of Kant’s insight in a new and special way.  
In this paper, then, I explore, through meditation on Kant’s work, and that of successor thinkers, the issues, 

1) to what extent is experience (or aspects of experience, such as meditative practice) inherently unconceptualisable?  Or is there an alternative and mutually respectful conceptualisation to be had, in which neither philosophy any longer has an imperialistic relation to experience, nor experience to philosophic thought?

2) how far does decision on the first question hinge upon the successful development of a genuinely relational ontology, or understanding of being,, to which Kant in one of his rivers of influence may point the way, but in the other diverts us away from it?

One way in which the emergence of Kant’s relevance makes itself felt, is that his influence is so huge, subsequent central thinkers remain almost somnambulistically caught in its currents, both overt and hidden, even when there is no question of direct or mediated influence.  Starting from the bedrock elements of our experience, space and time, he offers a way to transforming our sense of the whole function of our spatial concepts and experience  (in the context of our total temporal experience of the world) which opens the way to modern constructivism, in more than one form.  He also opens the way to the achievement of a grounded empiricism (reaching far beyond classical empiricism without denying the importance of its setting of the standard of empiricism) which either resolves, or prepares the way for resolving, many of the dilemmas of Western and Eastern thought, even in ways which would have startled Kant himself.

2) The possibility of experience
Kant shows (or can be taken to pave the way to showing) three things, on the basis of an analysis of time-awareness and temporal experience:

a) that there is, and can be, nothing objective corresponding to our spatial experience/concepts

b) that nevertheless all of our experience, and world-formation, and all of our conceptualising absolutely depends on spatiality and spatial analogies

c) that, on this basis, instead of substantial identity in space, or substantial identity of the self as if it were literally spatial, both the perceptual world, and the self, are continuously constructed/reconstructed.  A process model displaces substantial or permanence  models.  In this reconstruction spatial metaphor, making possible reidentification of self and object as an active process, developed in an ‘as if’ fashion - not applied absolutely but as it were playfully! - is essentially involved.

At the heart of Western philosophy and thought, from before Aristotle onward, but highlighted by his account of metaphysics, a central analogy is dominant, namely  that of ‘thing’, ‘object’, ‘substance’, which becomes the central (permanence-based) paradigm for the understanding of everything from space and time to God and the self.  At the heart of this objectivist/objecthood (substance) analogy is modelling in terms of the spatialisation Kant addresses and transforms.  The objectivist/objecthood (substance) analogy also has a pernicious influence via the concept of ‘data’, which is explored in much of this paper.  But spatialisation as metaphor and process remains no less important, even when the pervasive influence of the objecthood analogy has been (if it ever is) fully confronted.

3) Hume’s principle and Kant’s solution
Kant’s constructivism, in some version or other,  does not inevitably lead to idealism, (in the sense of reducing the reality of what is other, or ‘real’, to the status of systematic patterns of construction within subjective experience).  (There are two ways in which it can avoid this - the two ways explored in what follows.)  This constructivism is the hallmark of his ostensible and highly influential resolution of the problem of knowledge.   For him it seems to resolve how an approach can be both based on experiential data, as Hume’s principle of ‘nothing in knowledge which was not first in experience’ (Hume, 1961) requires, and yet not lead to the radical scepticism about perception, the self, and causality, to which Hume shows this principle appears to lead.  Hume’s concept of ‘data’ (which is not his term) in some form or other becomes central for the subsequent dialogues between thinkers in the subsequent tradition of influence.  

What Hume could not make sense of, in terms of his principle, was the possibility of continuity -  continuity between one percept and another, between one event and another, and between one self-experience and another.  (The affinity with Buddhism is obvious.)  Time and temporality become cardinal for Kant, and the reason why derives from this issue of continuity.  Kant holds that the very possibility of difference  between event and event, which enables Hume to open up the sceptical problem, requires that there be a synthetic principle of continuity (connection) between event and event - the ‘necessary unity of self-consciousness’ or ‘synthetic unity of apperception’;  this is the theme of the mighty ‘transcendental deduction of the categories’ (Kant, 1964), one of the greatest, most enthralling, passages in all philosophy.
On the other hand the primacy of the principle of experience seemed self-evident and inescapable, to Kant, since we have, (tautologically - this is the covert power of Hume’s formula), no intuition of anything other than our experience.  (But, what constitutes experience?)  This dilemma is Kant’s starting point.  His constructivist solution consists in arguing that there are prior preconditions for experience, without which something cannot be coherent as a possible experience, and that these are not derived from experience, yet are only applicable within experience (thus not violating Hume’s principle).   These prior conditions may also be thought of as structurings of experience.  They are, with that restriction to operation within experience, not empirical but a priori, not dependent on the actual contingent course of experience.  (Hume’s radical empiricism had assumed the primacy of contingency in all circumstances.) 

These preconditions for any possible experience Kant designates as the categories;  the most crucial concern continuity of experience as the basis of perception of an objective world and a causally structured world.  Thus an a priori constructivism is presupposed by the possibility of experience.  It is a constructivism which places the spatial organisation of experience at the heart of the possibility of continuity in time, as that which makes reidentifiability in time possible  Thus, it makes possible my saying something is the same thing I saw yesterday, and that, (in at any rate the legal sense!), I am the same person who saw it.  This constructivism also, at the same time, undercuts transcendent models of knowledge, which are not ‘cashable’ within experience;  even though the ‘possibility of experience’ is a priori, it is only applicable within possible experience.  (Kant in effect plays a lot with variants and, so to say, puns on the concepts of ‘possible’ and ‘possibility’.)
4) Two versions of constructivism and two lineages from Kant
However, this constructivism takes two quite different forms in Kant.  There are, or can be developed/extracted from him, two lineages of implication, in respect of this constructivism, which I call Kant 1 and Kant 2, derived, respectively, (the reason for the reversal is given in a moment) from the Second Edition, (as a result of Kant’s modifications) and the First Edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964).  The different models are to be found in the respective two editions of the ‘transcendental deduction of the categories’, both now published together (Kant 1964).

I nevertheless label them as I have, because it is on balance less confusing;  since Kant 1 is the majority influence, and Kant 2 virtually overlooked, except by Heidegger (1990), or in the form of hidden, unprovable, indirect, influence or affinity (see below).

Kant 1 is an analysis of the possibility of experience, based upon the capacity for continuity of understanding, ie, the possibility of reflexive reidentifying thinking, which merely requires that experience is found to have certain possibilities of attribution of objectivity (that ‘this is the case’ in one context or another) at the heart of it, without necessarily making any claim as to how experience in that form came to be possible at all - how it was organised.  It is therefore not surprising that modern Anglo-Saxon authors, such as Strawson, (The bounds of sense, Strawson, 1967) have even gone so far as to construe Kant as offering an underpinning of the commonsense objectivist view of the world.  At the same time the Kant 1 concept of data,  (data of experience),  remains intact and ultimately unexamined (c.f., e.g., Sellars, 1968, Strawson, 1967, Bennett, 1966).

Kant 2 raises the question as to how experiential organisation (and the constitution of experience per se) is possible.  Implicitly the concept of pure data collapses on the Kant 2 model, because the organisation of experience through the categories now is apprehended as the form of the constitution (the being itself) of experience, and the way is paved to go further than either Kant (in the First Edition of Kant 1964), or even Heidegger, go in the direction of accepting (as the components of experience, thus not violating Hume’s principle) the actual experience, of other entities themselves in their being, as the elements of experience.  Kant 2 invokes (on a non-temporal model he never successfully clarifies, thus exposing him to the ridicule of empirical psychologists, and empicially minded philosophers, of several generations) the principle of creative imagination as the basis - grounding causation, (Wilkinson 1998b) - of the organisation or constitution of experience.  

This is not empirical but transcendental imagination, by which is meant that its character and constitution are a priori (and it is the failure to take seriously the notion of a priori or transcendental imagination by the empirically minded, including the cautious, or perhaps socially conformist, Kant of the Second Edition [!] of Kant 1964, that exposes him to ridicule) .  Heidegger (1990) recognises the enormous importance of this and its special connection with the structuring of time but what he ultimately misses, for Leibnizean reasons we explore later, is that this involves the creative assimilation of the ‘inner’ as well as the ‘outer’ reality of the ‘other’ apprehended - the actual presence of one being in another:  in other words, in Buddhist terms, ‘co-dependent origination’ (Varela, et al, 1991), to which we shall come, or, in Western language, co-creation.  

It may be useful to give a brief picture or analogy of what this amounts to in practice.  On the Kant 1 model the world, or the data by which it is mediated to us, are just there, just given, objectively;  whereas, on the Kant 2 model, when developed to its full potential, the world, as we experience it, is constituted or created, - co-created - according to the a priori schemata of the categories (objectivity, causality, etc.), by the creative imagination.  In its totality it is constituted as a world, with everything in it, in all their relations to human use and meaning.  If I contemplate a tree in a forest, the tree as tree, and the forest as forest, and the landscape as landscape, are all already organised in their identity for our experience, and as we are for them, though more primitively, in one sense (nature mysticism acquires a sense on the Kant 2 model).  And on the Kant 2 model there is no ‘primally unorganised data’ before its organisation in experience;  on the relational model which, as a development of his hints, may be drawn out of  Kant 2, and which we shall explore, there simply is interactions of totalities which are always organised.  The possibility of experiencing ‘chaos’ in our experience, which abstract and conceptual artists, and theatre, exploit, is, in this context, not an absence of order  but an alternative order, or ramifying of order (Goffman, 1974, Frame Analysis) . ‘Chaos’, too, in this sense, is from the Kantian point of view a form of imaginative order.   It might indeed be better simply to think of it as the ‘foreign’, and of course one part of the psyche in varying degrees being foreign to another is very familiar to us.  One of the sharpest formulations of the difference between Kant 1 and Kant 2 is then that there is no philosophical meaning for the concept ‘chaos’,  unlike the formulation of the Kant 1 concept of data as chaos,  in terms of the Kant 2 framework (though there may of course be levels and levels of ordering, which may appear chaotic - foreign rather - in terms of each other!  And these may be more or less organised in terms of objectivity and proposition-based consciousness, thus primitive experience of part-objects on the Kleinian model.)  

On this view imagination is not an optional extra;  imagination founds existence, and pervades existence;  intentional organisation of experience, as when we structure our expectations of things which are not seen or witnessed by us (the cars round the next corner and so on - and here we have also to allow for the special orderings of dreams, psychosis, - cf, Matte-Blanco, 1998, - and schizoid writings such as those of Joyce or Artaud), and structure what is witnessed, in the light of what is not or not yet, which Husserl and Heidegger have so fully explored, is the creation and realisation of grounding imagination, transcendental imagination.

Aletheia and Heidegger’s position can also be clarified in relation to chaos.  In his concept of aletheia (unconcealment) as disclusure the external world is still given.   Aletheia would be OK if it were disclosure as co-creation, created from the ‘inner’ being of worldly realities, but is not OK as the uncovering of what is already there.  Nothing is already there!  The further step, therefore,  which Kant, and even Heidegger, do not take is the recognition that we cannot stop short of holding that this can only be so if the being of the other co-constitutes my being and vice versa.   There is no being prior to mutuality, though there is always a mutuality prior to any I am engaged in!
5) The common presuppositions in Kant 1 & Kant 2

Kant 1 affirms the principles:  

a) that there can be no knowledge of 'things-in-themselves' (called noumena), but also

b) in some sense it is still meaningful to contrast experience, and its constructs, with 'things-in-themselves' (noumena are opposed to phenomena or appearances), which are still assumed to exist absolutely, self-groundedly, as opposed to spatial relations which are 'mere relations':

" - a thing in itself cannot be known through mere relations;  and -- since outer sense gives us nothing but mere relations, this sense can contain in its representation only the relation of an object to the subject, and not the inner properties of the object itself." (Kant, 1964, p87 - my italics)
(Nagarjuna and Hegel will both use this apparent incompatibility of self-grounded being, with being in relation, to undermine the intelligibility of the world of perception altogether!)  The 'thing-in-itself' doctrine here indicated is therefore modelled on the assumption that things in themselves are not inherently related.  But this is the influence of the already mentioned objecthood analogy on which Western (and Indian) thought is based.  What is left to express the relational aspect is then the other side to Kant 1, which then consequently appears to be thoroughgoing perspectivist idealism, the constructivist strand of Kant 1.  Because there is no concept of inherent relation (which might include the inner reality of the being in what is experienced) there can now be no other concept of experience than one based on the notion of data, (which is inherited from Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, above all the last) although to any proponent of this position the absurdity of the idea of pure data is obvious.  

At our time of day it involves all of the notions of physical data,  (light waves/particles), neural data (nerve impulses), and then of course subjective data (sensations or experiences), out of which the wholes of our experience are somehow to be constructed.  In the face of this reductive notion of data, to accomodate the activity implicit in human experiencing, a radical operationalism (as in Wittgenstein, 1967) is often the outcome, and we discuss the form this takes in Wittgenstein, an extremely radical form, below.  (Nevertheless, here we may say in anticipation that Wittgenstein’s position still tacitly rests upon an assumption of an absolute givenness of some kind - what kind we also discuss.)

Nevertheless, anyone holding this view of data, still has to answer the question how we are related to what is other, and this therefore has to be based upon data of some description, unless one is either:

1) solipsistic, or willing to countenance an absolute relativism about any existence claims whatsoever (to which Nietzsche and the later Wittgenstein, in their extremer aspects, approximate) or 

2) one undercuts the whole model, and admits the neo-Leibnizean notion of the actual presence of one being in another being, however layered or partial that presence might be.  However, this latter is the thoroughgoing relationalism which can be led out of Kant 2 (and is much more indebted than he is prepared to acknowledge to the key figure of Leibniz, the first person  [in the West] to give systematic philosophical recognition to the notion of awareness of experience beneath the level of consciousness, which he links with the notion of a total mutual mirroring of everything that exists).  

Because of the tension around this dilemma, of knowledge of the other, in many successors of Kant based on Kant 1, we find an only apparently paradoxical combination, of vehement realistic insistence with a radical perspectivist relativism, which often makes the realism feel absurd, in a perplexed Humean way, even to the proponents of this position.  In short they often combine realism about noumena (things-in-themselves), with idealism about phenomena (appearances), (as Kant would put it) in the way Kant 1 does.  The realism about noumena is required, if the idealism about phenomena is to be contrasted with anything.  The claim of 'this is not true, or is merely apparent, or is simply our construct', requires a paradigm of  'true'.  

This then is the strand I call Kant 1;  most modern theory other than positivism is based on it, (and even positivism is ‘included’ - subsumed - within it) and it is the majority position in both modern philosophy and modern psychotherapy, as we shall indicate below.  In its more sophisticated upholders, such as Nietzsche, Wittgenstein, Proust, Bion, Lacan, and Grotstein, the phenomena/noumena distinction, whose absolute form simply collapses, is reworked in terms of one between the ordinarily construable data of experience, and the ineffability which lies amidst them, as it were.  Ordinary experience is the outcome of (categorial) structuring, which thus, in effect, distorts the ‘pure essence’ of experience, whose presence is therefore ineffable.    Either we never actually contact it at all, as Nietzsche thinks, or it is both actually and conceptually extremely elusive (as in Proust, Bion, or Grotstein), or it is manfest without being speakable (as in the Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, Wittgenstein, 1961).  Again, this is developed below.
Kant 2, as indicated, is explored by Heidegger only through the mode of the relationality of time (Heidegger, 1990), not in relation to being present in another being.  This is because there is a residual ‘noumenal realism’ in Heidegger too, discussed below.  Kant 2 also accepts the premises of Kant 1, a) and b) above, though only in a certain sense.  These principles it accepts in a form which is indeed realist, not idealist.  But it does not accept that ‘a thing in itself cannot be known through mere relations’ (Kant, op. cit., p 87).  On the contrary, everything is known, and is, and can only be known and be, through ‘mere relations’.  Its acceptance of realism about other beings is therefore a thoroughgoing relational realism.  It would regard the idea that we could possibly encounter ‘things in themselves’, unmediated by perspectival access, as simply absurd.  In the human context this relationalism also implies relativity to the metaphors (shaping our experience through and through), with which we encounter the other.  Kant himself does not go this far to relationalism, one of the reasons why he draws back in the Second Edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964).

Metaphoric mutual realisation is on this view the implicit mode of ‘being present in another being’.  On this model, my metaphoric structuring of experience in some sense replicates (and at the same time transforms) the being of the other.  However, this implication of the developed Kant 2 model does not need to be discomfiting, for many reasons.  

The following summary points are relevant here:

a) Whereas, - on the objecthood model of entities, -  an implied absoluteness of identity is what causes the problems regarding relation, on the other hand, entities and identities are not absolute on the relational model;  and a relativisation (not an abolition) of the process versus entity distinction is part of its logic;  thus, therefore, the boundaries - in all sorts of forms and frames - of beings are not absolute or rigid (think of the identity-process of a ‘crowd’ for instance;  such philosophers as Parfitt and Dennett, not to mention Buddhism, have argued that human identity is not in a different case here).

b) Given the relativity of language, and of the metaphors of identity, to which we shall come later, it may seem as if there can be no correlation or congruence between the forms of non-human identity and the metaphoric structuring of human identity.  But a relativisation (not an abolition) of the distinction of non-human entity-taking-a-form versus metaphoric realisation in human awareness is also part of its logic, so that metaphorisation becomes the specific form and referential mode of consciousness as such (Jaynes, 1990 - see next part), and is how forms of identity are realised in consciousness (or its predecessors) as such.  As we shall see shortly, the physical network as a whole connects with our symbolic system as a whole, which makes it possible for contextually usable analogies between human concepts and the forms of things to be pragmatically applicable.  We have models - metaphors, that is - of such forms of entity as:  molecules, cells, genes, sub-atomic particles, neural networks, magnetic fields, generative grammars, and so on.  Our concepts of all of these are liable to have an elusive relation to concepts of both spatial localisation and prototypes of intentional or volitional impulse. This dilemma is not confined to the human/non-human contrast;  there is also, as novelists such as Proust graphically show us, only a partial analogy between one human experience and another also.  

What makes discussion both about non-human entities, and between persons, possible is perhaps shared concepts of the negative, and to the role of the negative and negative theology we return.  Thus, we can mutually understand that we cannot understand one another, and we can understand that we cannot understand certain modes of identity.  (Note the overlap of the negation issue with Buddhism’s ‘form and emptiness’!  And its centrality in Hegel’s dialectic!)  

c) Other forms of being, then, even down to sub-atomic particles, communicate, in ways which are more inaccessible to us, but can be inferred with some reasonableness on the basis of the far-reaching analogies suggested by the metaphoric basis of consciousness (Jaynes, 1990), which both is the analogy of analogy, and the analogy machine (and none of us have anything other than symbolically mediated consciousness, not even Heidegger -!- which we again discuss below, since even the non-verbal is mediated to consciousness by the symbolic, c.f., Derrida, Freud and the scene of writing, in Derrida, 1978 ).  Such analogical modelling in terms of the structures of consciousness is also the point of entry to the Hegelian dialectic of the relation of consciousness and reality, (discussed below).  

At least three potentially infinite networks are intertwined in respect of all this:  

i) The network of human language and symbolism;  

ii) The network of the realm of human perception and imaginable perception of ‘reality’;  

iii) The network of physical potentials, whose potential includes that of interdependent realisation in interaction with the two human networks, and which therefore interact with human awareness.  

These three networks simply are totally interdependent, actually and potentially, and linguistic or symbolised beliefs simply pick up the both realised and potential interactions;  (part of the difficulty in imagining this, is the conventional  modelling of time in terms of the pure present, which in fact is an illusion parasitic upon the objecthood/spatiality model of time;  a multi-relational model of time has less problems here).

iv) There is, further, a total network, in that, all of these are opened to one another by primary relation.  Once more, we address all this in the exploration of co-dependent origination or co-creation below.
d) This is the way of being, and of the reidentifiable continuity over time, of consciousness.  This is Kant’s great insight, and it can quite readily be consensually validated (and invalidated) even though, in the sense of some substantial paradigm, there is no essence of consciousness.

e) Because this relativisation equally applies to temporality and spatiality, the latter of which alone (as the commonsense form of the objecthood model) is the implicit model when we are saying certain things are not real, the pressure to deny the reality of other than spatial modes of transmission, communication, and inference - such as telepathy - is much diminished.

f) This model does not fall under the rubrick of the standard relativist critiques of ‘realism/essentialism’, because there is nothing of the negative claims of that critique which it cannot accept, as it starts from the same Kantian premises.  It is Kantian in that it starts from those assumptions and transforms them.  It thus simply additionally applies them to the phenomena/noumena contrast, and sees where we are then (which gives a rather different sense to ‘we do not encounter things-in-themselves’, more of a reductio ad absurdem of the notion!).

These points are simply a summary of  notions which are difficult to convey, or enable to be understood (indeed they cannot be understood if one does not move on out of those notions) starting in terms of objectifying commonsense assumptions, in outline form (see also Wilkinson, 1998b).  I simply wished to indicate in an initial way the non-incompatibility of human metaphoric realisation with relational mutual being present of different beings.

6) On Kant's lineage

So I'm distinguishing two major strands (within which there are innumerable variations of course) in the post-Kant tradition:  one which takes its point of departure from the analysis based on the primacy of "synthesis of apperception in understanding" in the Second Edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, (Kant 1, by a long chalk the majority position, and indeed the dominant influence on Western thought about presuppositions since Kant);  and one, secondly, which takes its point of departure from the analysis based on the primacy of "synthesis of reproduction in imagination" in the First Edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (Kant 2 - the ‘minority report’).  This latter amounts to relational field theory.

7) Its bearings on psychotherapy
What comes out with startling vividness in the light of this is that psychoanalysis for the most part is structured and defined by Kant 1, whereas dialogical field theory in psychotherapy is obscurely structured by Kant 2 (obscurely, for the most part, because most of those who are in effect unaware proponents of Kant 2, although trying unawarely to fit Kant 2 insights into a Kant 1 framework, such as  Buber in respect of his ‘I-Thou/I-It’ contrast, which is Kant 1 through and through, are  excessively simplistic in their thinking).  The former, psychoanalysis’ indebtedness to Kant, was started by Freud himself;  both the 'Project' (Freud, 1950) and the final section of 'Interpretation of Dreams' (Freud, 1961), including the primary and secondary process distinction, are thoroughgoingly Kantian (Kant 1).  

The field theory element in Freud, which runs right through his work, as Derrida shows in Freud and the Scene of Writing  (in Derrida, 1978) and The Postcard:  From Socrates to Freud  (Derrida, 1987), is never allowed to emerge in ontological formulation, and it is also not allowed (after the early body work and trauma-based theorising of the 90's) to be realised in his practice, even though the tendency crops up in ostensibly 'conservative', but actually incredibly radical (how many Freudians read Freud?  Freud wrote, - like dreams upon his censorship theory of dreams! - both for those who read and for those who do not!) documents like Observations on Transference Love (Freud, 1915) .  In a similar way, the oscillation between an official Kant 1 view and a hidden Kant 2 relationalism thereafter defines the tradition, especially in object relations theory.  

I include Jung in this;  the relational Jung is not theorised ontologically by Jung either, who, despite his (only apparently) greater philosophical knowledge than Freud, actually adopts a cruder form of Kantianism (Kant 1);  thus he never even addresses the temporality of the archetypes in the way certainly Freud does phenomenologically, with the nature of 'deferral' (‘delayed action’, in Moses and Monotheism, especially).  His conception of the mandala remains mainly - and certainly philosophically - fully within the purview of Kant 1 (Jung, 1953), so that ontologically it is confined to the dimension of intentional meaning (hermeneutics, c.f., Wilkinson, 1998a) and not understood relationally.
Freud’s trauma theory and formulation of the theory of repression leads him to the profound notion of ‘deferral’, as beng the primary mode of psychic reality and organisation, which activates the ‘field theory’ aspect, placing him nearer Kant 2 than Kant 1, though never articulated, perhaps even realised, by him, and which has to wait till Derrida for adequate articulation.  This is because, although it ‘calls’, in a way we shall examine in a moment, to the field theory aspect of ‘recapitulation’ (Wilkinson, 1998a, & 1998b), ‘deferral’ is nevertheless defensive, and based upon a Hegelian model in an unexpected way.  

‘Deferral’ is construed by Freud as the basic mode of conceptualisation, ultimately, as what makes it possible through a referential minimisation based on a sampling procedure.  Because of trauma a process of deferral, based on a system of sign significance, comes into play, far beneath the level of conscious processing, to postpone the experience of pain (this corresponds very accurately with modern theories of trauma memory, as in Brown, Scheflin, and Hammond, 1998).  Conceptualisation layered on top of this (as explained best in Freud’s small but amazing paper on Negation, in Freud, 1984) enables partial minimal (homeopathic) sampling references to experience to be made (this then corresponds with Freud’s later ‘signal’ system of anxiety) to enable safety measures directed against a repetition of the event.  

However, on the theory of repression, since the traumatic memory is encapsulated, and partially sealed and immunised, internalised without being digested, against contact with possible repetition, there is the paradoxical consequence of a parallel internalisation/introjection in very concrete form, as the ‘model’ of the danger to be avoided, and incorporating a psychologically living/animated internal replica of the self-being of the  traumatising person (or personal situation, which is animistically experienced, in view of the stage of the child’s development, or that of the revived child state in the adult, in Piagetian terms).  This actually so circumscribes the recognitional options of the self, that the paradoxical result is indeed after all a repetition.  What is thus avoided, returns in concrete form. This is the repetition compulsion which becomes, in its unfolding implication, the whole paradigm of the later Freudian (and indeed post-Freud) ‘object relations’ theorising  and later metapsychology,  in  Mourning and melancholia,  Beyond the pleasure principle, and The ego and the id (Freud, 1984).  Whether the trauma is conceived: as thwarted impulse, as in the earlier Freud;  as traumatic loss in Bowlby, and as traumatising incursion or negligence in Fairbairn, Winnicott, or the later Freud;  as the inherent conflict of unmanageable impulse, and projective defensiveness then reintrojected, in Klein, or variants on related lines in Gestalt, Transactional Analysis, Reich, or various body and process therapies, such as Core Process Psychotherapy, and whether repression or some form of more primitive dissociation, as in Fairbairn, Klein or Janet (c.f., Boadella, 1997), is the form of defence;  none of them affects the model;  all of them are models of traumatic retention of an internalised and unassimilated introject.  A state of the art version of many of these aspects in combination, together with a profound application of the thesis to human social experience, in relation to infanticide, which also has great significance for the linkage I make to Hegel’s conceptions below, is to be found in Grotstein (1997).
On this basis, then, the Freudian concept of thought as reality testing in the form of minimal (symbolic) samplings of a potentially traumatising ‘reality’, is thoroughgoingly based upon the deferral of the past in virtue of the encapsulation of trauma.  This predicament, which thereafter in all its both inspired insight and its restrictiveness dominates the psychoanalytic tradition, shapes the whole notion of conceptualisation.   It clearly also has the element within it (and which, however, cannot be construed conceptually in its terms) of the call from and to the future for healing, what I am calling recapitulation (Wilkinson, 1998a, 1998b).  Likewise, in Freud’s hands, his intuition concerning the hidden totality based on primary difference, underlying the  traumatic dissociation, (see Freud and the scene of writing in Derrida, 1978), leads to an implicit presence of the field theory aspect, construed furthermore in terms of temporality (c.f., The note on the mystic writing pad, and comment in Derrida 1978, op. cit.), so that he already transcends an associationist model as early as the Project (Freud, 1950), in a way parallel to how Kant transcends Humean associationism in the Transcendental deduction of the categories (Kant 1964).  So Freud, in a parallel way, furthermore, embodies both Kant 1 and Kant 2 strands, but his official conceptualisation, derived from the encapsulation model of trauma-based conceptualisation, is a Kant 1 one which does not include, in genuine form, the future and the other, though it again and again comes near it in a paradoxical way (see , for instance, Derrida, 1987, on the significance of the final pages of Beyond the pleasure principle).  

This basing of conceptualisation on introjection links the Freudian model of thinking to Hegel’s in a profound way.  It also results in a bias towards judgement in the Kantian sense, on which also is based the Lacanian preoccupation with the Subject.  
8) Judgement in the Kantian sense and Lacan’s ‘symbolic’ and ‘subject’

The primacy of the ‘subject’ in psychoanalytic accounts, such as Lacan and Grotstein, which gives the Kant 1 model an irreducible partial place in thinking about it all, is based in practice on the Kantian assumption that ‘subject’ means ‘the subject which/who makes judgements’.  Or who makes positional expressions at the same logical level as judgments, such as imperatives, or commitments;  now, what is opposed to pure ‘judgement-level’ judgments or equivalents, in this sense, is a total historic embodiment and being-in-the-world, in the sense of Kant 2, which is not reducible to any totality of judgments, (unless in a much extended Whiteheadian sense, Whitehead, 1978), although it does not preclude the relevance of formulations at judgment level.

But the subject is, in fact, relativised by this on the same lines that others, such as Bion and Nietzsche,  upon the basis of their shared starting point in judgment in the Kantian sense, have urged, namely, that the ‘I think’, the making of (implicit or explicit) judgements, does not already presuppose a subject, but rather is the basis of such subjecthood as can be coherently inferred or predicated, which follows, not founds, judgement in the Kantian sense.  That is, thinking creates the thinker.
Both Heidegger and Derrida have strictures, which also can be inferred in the later Wittgenstein, about the notion of the ‘subject’, whether ‘transcendental’ or ‘empirical’, at all, which are related to their recognition of the non-primacy of logical judgment, though the later Wittgenstein’s core arguments are less based, despite protestations, on the non-primacy of judgment, than upon its systematic relativity.
But I stay, for the moment, within the frame of judgment in the Kantian sense, and simply consider the Buddhist or Hume/Bion/Nietzsche type of consideration that each ‘thought’ includes its own thinker, and that no more can be inferred about the thinker than is already presupposed in the thinking of the thought.  This is to allow for the Kantian consideration that reidentifiability of the specific  thinker, as well as of the perceiveable ‘reality’, (or potential reality in the case of imaginary realm thinking - in the ordinary, not Lacan’s, sense - such as fiction), of the thought, may be a necessary condition of the ‘I think’.  (This accords with Freud’s account of the emergence of reidentifiability as reality testing in Negation.) 

The nub of what I have to say is that the primary conception involved here is that of the unity of judgment - a unitary subject over and above what is thus involved is not at all necessary.  There may be as many loci of subjecthood as one pleases and as many forms of the symbolic also.  Further, the loci of subjecthood may stand in a complex grounding relation to the more primal interconnectednesses to which I have already alluded.  The crucial notion to explore in its implication is that of the unity of judgment in the Kantian sense.

ii) Lacan is a striking and dramatic exmplar.  In Lacan’s notion of reconstruction, of the primacy of the historical in psychoanalysis, (as that which, in a triangular way, underpins and transcends the immediate dual relationship), with which I have sympathy, for there is a lot of sound sense in it, it is nevertheless as if everything proceeds as if, on the one hand, there were a true healing encounter between therapist and client, one which is prestructured in terms of the total historicity of each in their relation, - and yet it is described as if it were (and could only be) the processing merely of layers of cognition, of discourse/language as a vehicle of judgement in the Kantian sense.  Lacan’s whole model, and reduction of the primal grounding aspects of the therapeutic relationship, is based upon the primacy of judgement in the Kantian sense. 

A total embodied historicity is certainly engaged in a traumatically based primary repression, but Lacan construes this, following Freud in the Wolfman Case Study, or the paper on Negation, simply on the analogy of a judgement that has not been made, a judgement manqué.  However, this emphasis leads to the deep underplaying of the reality of the trauma being somehow embedded or embodied in the total realisation of personal being, including body-being (c.f., Boadella, 1997, on Embodiment, and Janet), as well as support, (with its theoretical Bowlby-congruent implications of the primacy of attachment), which it makes possible.  Support, in terms presumably of dual relationship, is reduced by Lacan to being the precondition for uncovering the narrative of trauma at the heart of the repression.  Transference on Lacan’s account is what emerges when the teleology or gestalt of speech has been frustrated.  The teleology of speech presupposes the triangulation (and associated generalisation), of the Oedipal situation,  which might be awkwardly summarised as that of (the internalised):  being other-from-oneself in the light of experience of the-other-who-is-experienced-by-another.  This founds or makes possible (Lacan’s variant of ‘private language’ argumentation) judgment in the Kantian sense, but also locks it into place as the supposed primary modality of self-revelation.  ‘Private language’ arguments ought to be called ‘anti-private-language’ arguments but I shall use the shorthand, familiarised in connection with Wittgenstein, (1967), but which applies, in analogous and variant forms, more or less explicitly, to at least the following also:  Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer (on the ‘understanding’), Freud, Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Lacan, Strawson.  Except in Hegel and Heidegger, in very different ways, it is almost always associated, in a naive realist way, with some at least partial form of objectivism.  The forms of argument are basically alike (concerning inherently instance-transcending rule -following, judgment in the Kantian sense - c.f., his Schematism chapter, Kant, 1964) but applied in different ways.   All of them have a tendency to retain an enclave of the globally eliminated ‘privacy’ mode, - as it were, to take Freud’s analogy, as  protected ‘national parks’, like Yellowstone!  This may constitute an entire facet or dimension in its own right  (and may, like the parks, spawn new modellings, on the post-modern transformational mode!)

Despite the surface compexity of this, it can be seen that the incomplete gestalt model, the expression of the Ziegarnik principle, to which Lacan rightly relates what Freud is about, paralleling what Perls and Goodman do with Freud in developing Gestalt Therapy, is taken to imply a fairly simplistic notion of full speech, or, rather, completed speech, which after all suggests a simplistic and objectifying notion of presence and being-at-hand.  The paradigm for this has to be judgement in the Kantian sense.

On the contrary to this, the full implication of both Freud’s Project, and Beyond the pleasure principle, is that incompleteness and deferral are intrinsic to the psyche;  that the traumatic model of the psyche, as that which embodies and embeds an intrinsically refused alienness, is not, in Freud himself, offset by such a simple Gestalt model in which full realisation or completion or being-at-hand (reduction of foreignness) are more fundamentally defining of the psyche than traumatic deferral.  In Negation Freud does not regard judgement as anything more than secondary alteration of what is a primary projective defense against traumatic incursion.  Traumatic deferral is primary.  This does not at all preclude that specific localised traumatic repressed memory may be reworked into realisation and expression, but both the possibility of defence in the face of  traumatic experience, and the primary organisation of experience upon the basis of traumatic deferral become intrinsic to the psyche - a ‘pre-fall’ state of the psyche is not possible, and is indeed only projected upon the basis of traumatically deferred organisation of experience.  

Thus the definition of trauma need no longer be focussed upon whether it orginates in psychic content, on what is done to or what is done by the psyche (Bowlby et al versus Klein, Lacan, et al).  This is free to dissolve as a superseded argument,  since the primacy of psychic reality lies rather in the primary shaping of experience upon the basis of the traumatic model at all. This is a past-based (introjective) shaping of experience, and is part of what makes both thinking and historicity possible.

iii) What this primary past-based (introjective) mode of the psyche should be connected and contrasted with, rather than the notion of immediate encounter (pre-Fall), which is an objectivism, are the equi-primary modes of pure (conceptually abstentive, not devoid of conceptuality) experience in the approximated present, (approximated in the mathematical-geometric sense);  - unitive present-based shaping of experience, - and the recapitulative-transformational futurising mode.  This is a future-based (projective) shaping of experience.

These three modes are equi-primary and it will be a further, conceptually very challenging, task to show how they co-interrelate. If they are taken separately they are liable to degenerate into caricatures - thus the present-based mode into pure immediacy, and the future-based into a kind of primary projectivity (alethaia), immune to conceptual scrutiny (Heidegger).  The degeneration of the past-based is liable to be that of overconceptualisation - to which psychoanalysis in particular is prone, as well as to its opposites by way of reaction, or, as in Lacan, an inadvertant combination of the two.
Thus, to return to the account of defence and resistance in the transference, a reversion or regression to pre-judgement-combinatory organisation of symbolism takes place as well - dreamlike in its process.  This is where Freud would talk of ‘primary process’ and Bion of beta-elements, or something approximating them, tending that way (c.f., Matte-Blanco, 1998)  But Freud and Bion and Lacan and Matte-Blanco remain haunted by the Kantian model of judgement, and apprehend the decomposed elements essentially as debris or decompositions of (degenerations from) the paradigm of full discourse - from propositional judgement in the Kantian sense.  Freud’s fascinating and characteristic model of schizoid and schizophrenic thinking, in which both Segal’s account, (as the elaboration of Klein) and Searles’s (as, perhaps, the elaboration of Piaget and Mahler), originate, is based upon this formula, (as is Levi-Strauss’s account of myth as bricolage)..

Now, if, avoiding Lacan’s overconceptualisation of a judgment-based historicism, we accept the relational totality of the modes of realisation or revelation of present being, this does not mean falling into Lacan’s offered trap of  displacing a historicity-based acount for one based upon pure presence, which, if it is all on offer, does indeed, as Lacan shows, lead to near indistinguishability from suggestion.  The either/or of judgement or embodiment is the bugbear here.  Embodiment, in effect, is caricatured by Lacan as being apprehended as degenerate discourse and somatisation (c.f., Totton, 1998, Wilkinson, 2000).  Historical reconstructive remembering is contrasted with the illusion of pure reliving (implicitly dismissed as hysterical), and relegated to the realm of the imaginary.  The dismissal of realms of interaction as implicitly inferior degenerations of judgement, as inferior, darkens judgement.  It is both an anthropocentricity, and a denial of primary relation on the basis of an hypostatising of pure judgement in the Kantian sense.

iv) Rather than a Kant 1 model of degenerate judgment, we can conceive instead (in the context of psychosis, or transference) of a relational notion of mutual approximation, between totalities which may well be harrowingly ‘foreign’ or ‘beta’ to each other.  This would neither assume an identity-based merging or mirroring, in pure present therapeutic encounter, nor pure symbolic constructivism on the basis of an unknown noumenal substrate, but a creative co-reconstruction which recognises, in the form of a pure conceptual credit draft, an element of uncashable analogy, but also recognises, in terms of that analogy, that:  a) this is what makes an economy at all;  b) comparative values are not meaningless;  c) ‘frame’ elements have a realistic base (money is printed, or programmed into computers), and ‘real’ elements can have a symbolic dimension (the root of all money in barter) (Goffman, Frame analysis, 1974);  d) therefore there are ultimately analogical bases for inference and interconnection between diverse modes of being, which enable us to recognise, and struggle with,  a mutuality of existence. The indeterminacy of our concepts is analogous to that of the cosmos, neither less nor more than each other, and they interact  

The notion of analogy is therefore applied also to conceptualisation itself.  It becomes a party to the total interaction, not something which can overview it.  It has to account for its own presence, and mode of identity, as well as make sense of its own emergence and what preceded it.

 So Bion’s ‘beta-elements’ can talk a bit, albeit rather cryptically, and are relational.  But we are mysteries to ourselves also, so this is no limitation but rather an opening!  The notion of a single subject, or one or two, moves towards its replacement by a totality, almost perhaps an infinity of intersubjectivities at every level, as it were.  Judgement remains indispensable to the analogical analysis of all of this, but is only one mode amongst several.  But it too is real, and conceptualised consciousness no more and no less exists than anything else, has its own humble status.  Thus the Lacanian emphasis on the symbolic lies squarely within the Kant 1 tradition, via the concept of judgment in the Kantian sense.  Below we look at the Hegelian account of the origins of this (to which Lacan, following Jean Hyppolite, remains completely in thrall, see Lacan, 1988).
9) Implications and applications of Kant 1
The first model, Kant 1, is in my view the dominant scientific epistemology of the age, even in those who influenced by it have taken it in directions which would have astonished Kant (Schopenhauer’s theory of the will, for instance).  It does have a middle ground sanity which makes it attractive.  It tends towards a view in which there are at some level pure immediate data, in combination with the forms or categories of understanding, which, however, leave the pure data intact, as opaquely given 'pure matter', pure 'real', uninformed by structuring relation.  The categories then become primarily expressions of secondary synthesis at the level of understanding, and the Kant 2 insight into the primary relational structuring of experience is swept under the carpet.  Because there is no inherent relation to the other, at the level of understanding, the predicament of solipsism then haunts those of us who are gripped by this model, e.g., in Schopenhauer, Jung, Proust, Wittgenstein, and Klein!  

This is connected with the fact that this model, as already indicated, makes room here also for some concept of ‘things-in-themselves’, behind, or perhaps 'between' - and here there is a reversal of the 'behind phenomena' aspect of Kant's ambiguous concept! - the immediate data, and the categories.  This becomes in Proust, Beckett, Bion, Lacan, Grotstein, - and earlier in Schleiermacher, - the primal cosmic ‘real’, intractable to any inherent assimilation, or linguistic or proto-linguistic structuring, which is always only secondary.  It is the catastrophic experience of the ‘gap’.  The affinity with a mysticism of silent collapse of the categories is apparent.  Kant holds that the reference to noumena, things-in-themselves, as the correlate of categorial structuring,  is necessary to prevent the collapse into Berkeleyan idealism (empirical idealism, phenomenalism, esse est percipi).  

This, in his view, is what makes it impossible to adopt the purely regulative sense of noumena, as a pure correlate (not something behind them) of phenomena, to which he is constantly drawn (see the 'Phenomena and Noumena' chapter of Kant, 1964), and which in effect is the model adopted by his shrewder Kant 1 successors, as indicated.  However, the 'realistic' or, as he calls it, 'problematic' sense, which affiirms the actual existence, or meaningfulness of existence of noumena, (as ‘behind’ phenomena) leaves the connection with phenomena or appearances entirely unresolved and all successors have set about solving (or eliminating) this problem in their way, regardless of the idealisms to which Kant would then believe them committed.  But by this the possibility also of reaching towards a sense of noumena as the ground of relation is lost, the cosmic subject not as ineffable but as inherently co-related (pan-en-theism - Whitehead, 1978).  Therefore the scope for conceptualisation of the cosmic psychodrama and the inherent relationality from human conception onwards, and even intergenerationally prior to individual  personal experience, is lost.  

Thus in Grotstein’s recent thinking about ‘creationism’ (Grotstein, 1996a, 1996b), drawing on Winnicott, there is still a solipsistic assimilation, based on Kant 1 categories, to structuring of experience autochthonously prior to the reception of data, rather than in the form of an earlier relational mode;  here, as in much psychoanalytic thinking drawing on Freud’s paper on Narcissism (in Freud, 1984), the collision with an alien and ultimately unassimilable primary chaos triggers a reversion to solipsistic modes, and it is only in the Oedipal (or depressive) phase/mode that any secondary alleviation of the primary solipsism is envisaged.  This is archetypal Kant 1 thinking!  (C.f.,  also Heidegger’s comments on Nietzsche’s post-Kantian view of truth, and the relation to chaos as the other, and the body, in Heidegger, 1991, pp77 -83).  Grotstein’s writing upon cosmic psychodramatic themes, emerging in the living disclosures of his clients, cry out for a Kant 2 perspective, and illustrate admirably, like Freud, the oscillation and transition between the two aspects.
The variations on the types of data, in the Kantian lineage, which could, in a similar way, be anticipated, and may, in the light of the phenomena/noumena dialectic, role reverse with the categories, are diverse, yet remain fundamentally within the same framework:  e.g., sense-data (the sensory manifold - Kant's idealism, Jonathan Bennett's phenomenalism of ‘sensory intake’, Bennett, 1966);  in the more die-hard supporters of commonsense, ordinary commonsense physical reality as data (Austin, Strawson:  "The Bounds of Sense", Strawson, 1966);  linguistic/logical forms/structures (Wittgenstein earlier and later, Dennett, Levi-Strauss, Lacan, Klein, Bion, Saussure, Piaget, Chomsky), here at the level of categories not data, but imposing or assuming a certain model of data as empirical ‘filling’ (in the later Wittgenstein it is the sheer totality, as the ‘forms of life’, which is ‘given’, and we shall explore whether this is ultimately compatible with a ‘co-creation’/’co-dependent origination’ concept, below) ;  the 'data of faith' (Schleiermacher, the later Kant, Kierkegaard, the side of Barth which upholds God's a-seity, and the I'Thou/I-It split in Buber where he fails to follow the logic of his own insight);  data of religious experience (Schleiermacher, James, Rudolf Otto, Jung, Bion);  scientific data and anticipation (Pierce, Wilfred Sellars, in Sellars, 1968);  the data of 'life' (Schopenhauer, Feuerbach, Nietzsche, Bergson, DH Lawrence), in these there is often an emphasis on the will, derived from Kant’s making room for ‘practical reason’;  phenomenological data (Brentano, Husserl);  body phenomenological data (Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, - in these two Kant 2 elements are involved however - Reich, Perls and Goodman), etc.  This list shows how wide the Kantian net can be cast.

10) Hegel, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein  occupy special positions here

In the Phenomenology of spirit (Hegel, 1977) Hegel sets out on a monumental journey of human consciousness towards identity with the absolute, in the form of absolute knowledge (in some ways the greatest tour de force, and moment, of intellectual Prometheanism in the entirity of Western culture).  This is based upon taking each construct in turn, for instance the constructs of objective perception, or of force and law in physics and chemistry, and showing (in a manner very similar to Nagurjuna of whom we speak below) that each formulation of what its being consists in is self-contradictory, and, that as these contradictions are exposed,  this results in a transformation of the gestalt of the construct (thus Hegel is very far from an arid logic chopper, - even though he is extremely, even monumentally, general, - since open-ended process and transformation are at the heart of his vision) into something new (Piaget, for instance, is very Hegelian here) which in its turn is then submitted to the same process.  Gradually through this process it emerges, on his account, that human consciousness in its full implication was identical with the absolute (absolute knowledge) all along (c.f., Heidegger, 1994) .  It (consciousness) has gradually become more and more central in each phase of the dialectic.  

The crucial moment of transition, where consciousness first becomes central, one of the very greatest breakthrough moments in all Western philosophy (Hegel’s equivalent to, and radical extension of, the ‘transcendental deduction of the categories in Kant, 1964), - and one  which implicitly underlies all object relations-based psychoanalytical psychotherapy! - is the analysis of the lordship and bondage  relationship in the chapter on ‘self-consciousness’ (Hegel, 1977).   In what follows we track the Hegelian parallel to the Freudian account of introjection we have already invoked.

What emerges is that the internalised experience of the other as other, as foreign, alien, - and, thus, (as based upon command, prohibition, and judgement), the origin of judgment in the Kantian sense, - is intrinsic to self-consciousness, which then further differentiates itself into its identifiably ‘own’ (and ‘owned’) space through shaping and altering of objects/tools/artefacts in the world.  The Freudian parallel to this in Beyond the pleasure principle (in Freud, 1984) is the boy’s repetitional play with the reel, since in both cases this is not true creation but heroic retrieval of partial space within a space of abandonment or of violation, retrieval of ones own now alienated identity.  This whole movement of thought anticipates Wittgenstein’s famous ‘private language’ argument (Wittgenstein, 1967, §243 et.seq.), but dialectically from the very heart of consciousness itself.  Indeed, - in the light of Hegel’s argument, - the famous Wittgensteinian emphasis on the primacy of the social reads simply like the slave’s retrieval of an alienated space, still based upon an introjection of the master’s model of reality.  Here the model of the master, by an inversion, is paradoxically the  ‘commonsense world’, the world of Heidegger’s ‘they’ or ‘one’, merely adaptively endorsed by the schizoid man;  similar remarks apply to Marx’s inversion of Hegel!  The ‘master’ is generalised, through inversion, to where his origins are lost.  

The former aspect of this analysis re-emerges in Wagner, Nietzsche, Freud, Klein, Fairbairn, Sartre, and Lacan;  the latter aspect, as well as in Wittgenstein, in Marx, and the Heidegger of Being and time (Heidegger, 1962), (the analysis of ‘equipmentality’ as ‘significance’), as well as Lacan again, and there is an influence also on Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology of embodiment (Merleau-Ponty, 19??).  Are we not, then, all Hegelians now?

This whole analysis is based upon an alienated introjected concept of the other.  The slave is one who, in effect, in fear and judgement, has already died, been annihilated.  The whole analysis, even of the labour which creates the new consciousness to which the master in turn succumbs, is that one is known, and introjects knowing of one, as the past, or death, of oneself.  We pick this up once more later.

Hegel, however, arguably retains a residue of 'data' as his point of departure (since he begins his journey with the concept of the 'immediate') in the 'Sense Certainty' chapter of the ‘Phenomenology  of Spirit’ (Hegel, 1977).  This has a peculiar status, since it loses its last link with 'commonsense realism', which vanishes, along with Hegel's total rejection of the pure non-phenomenal otherness of the 'noumena' concept,  and therefore leaves only a concept of ‘immediacy’ as pure experience, pure phenomenalism.  This may seem to have been refuted or superseded from within, since it is straight away assimilated to mediation and the universal;  however, there is a tantalising hint in Hegel (which Heidegger does not explore in his seminar on Hegel's ‘Phenomenology’, Heidegger, `1994) of something actual in immediacy which is inexpressible in language.  

If this is so, then there is - even in Hegel - an element of the ineffable (despite his diatribes, from the position of absolute knowledge, against the pure experience/intuition ‘irrationalism’ of Schleiermacher and Schelling - influencer of Coleridge, and likewise, - an interesting link between the Englishman and the German, - most important predecessor of Heidegger! - ).  Hegelian Absolute Knowledge would then only be possible within the dimension of language (shades of Wittgenstein) and beyond it - silence!!  How then are the mighty fallen!!  Absolute knowledge would, then, be knowledge of the past as past;  ‘the owl of Minerva flies only at dusk’ (Hegel, 1977);  and the only space for an alternative would be pure silence (shades of the Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, Wittgenstein, 1961).  

11) Pure experience

Here there would be - if we explored it - a third concept of pure experience, - unless it assimilates to Kant 1, - as that which as such is totally opaque to conceptualisation, yet is also totally analysable in terms of concepts, at the level of concepts.  All distinguishing is through concepts, and so the realm of pure experience is an experience of total being, ‘beyond unity and difference’, or ‘beyond change and permanence’;   but this is so, - not because it offers alternative conceptual models or a ‘fast track’ to mystical unity, - but because it is not conceptualised as such at all.  The moment it is open to conceptualisation, all the distinctions re-open.  Silence just is silence!  We shall return to this,  however, and the associated possible transformation of the concept of  ‘data’, once more, below.

12) Wittgenstein’s ‘middle way’

Heidegger offers a significant version of Kant 2, which we examine in detail below.  First, however, Wittgenstein appears to offer a possible ‘third way’, which relates to the mentioned concept of ‘pure experience’;  it is important to consider whether it escapes the Kant 1 framework in any way.  It offers an apparently similar stance to Nagarjuna’s  Mahayana ‘middle way’, one which permits, or validates, ordinary speech, but upholds a necessary silence at the ‘meta’, or philosophical level, the level of Kant’s categories.  If valid this would eliminate the form/matter, categories/data, antithesis, and move to a space beyond Kant 1 or 2.. This may be explored through an extended comparison with Varela et al’s important concept of ‘enactive cognition’, which, making such an attempt, holds the possibility of a sustained comparison with Wittgenstein.

13) Varela, Wittgenstein, embodiment and ‘enactive cognition’:  Buddhism and Neuroscience

In The embodied mind:  cognitive science and human experience (Varela et.al., 1991) is set forth one of the most 'first water', subtle and fascinating, positions regarding the mind, consciousness, and embodiment, it has been my pleasure to discover - thanks to David Boadella’s hints in Essence and ground:  towards the understanding of spirituality in psychotherapy (Boadella, 1998).  Varela et al. establish and vindicate Buddhism as offering the main systematic and ‘empirical’ experiential-phenomenological approach to experience and the mind before twentieth century psychotherapy.  Other related methods, such as Mediaeval Western mysticism, being, by comparison, caught in subordination to the dominant dogmas and injunctions of non-empirical religion, and discovering ‘empirical’ methods serendipitously - alchemy, as Jung, Psychology and alchemy, (Jung, 1953), indicates, may be a minority and underground exception here, as well as the forerunner of chemistry.  They put this to work in a successful three-way linkage between cognitive science, existential phenomenology, and Buddhism.  In the process they convey, in a definitive way, a contemporary, even post-modern, state-of-the-art version of Buddhism, based on the dialectical Madhyamika (‘middle way’) insights of 'the lion of Mahayana Buddhism', Nagarjuna (the Nietzsche of Buddhism, one might say, c.f., Candrakirti, 1979), yielding little at all to the most advanced modern insights - and indeed these, in their ‘coming of age’, since Kant, are also shown to be ready to absorb Buddhist insights in a fully equal dialogue.

This linkage can now be taken one step further, touching on the affinity of the dialectical strand of Madhyamika Buddhism with the later Wittgenstein, an affinity closer than any Varela et al. explore, but largely compatible with their insights.

14) Definition by denials
The key bridging concept between Buddhism and phenomenology is ‘Enactive cognition’.  ‘Enactive cognition’ in Varela et al., influenced by, behind them, Nagarjuna, is defined firstly by denials:  

a) That there is any objective existent outside the self (‘objective’ in the sense of the self-standing, autonomous, or self-sufficient, ‘thing-in-itself’ - not in the sense of ‘existent’ in any form, but rather assuming these imply ‘permanent’, ultimately);  

b) That there is any objective (self-standing) existence of the self, of inner identity, of the subjective;  

c) that there is anything permanent (which is absolutely equated, as in Nietzsche, with existence, or being) at all;  

d) That there is any permanent or existent ground which may be used as an ultimate referent or explanation;  

e) That there is any viable analysis to be had at all, of change or causation (viable analysis is implicitly equated with a reduction to permanence);  

f) That there are any genuine continuities or permanences of meaning or essence.

In the face of these denials,  what is left? What is meant by ‘the path laid down in walking’ (Varela, et al., 1991) that is their paradigm?  It is ‘co-dependent origination’ but what is meant by that?

15) Wittgenstein as the exponent of something like ‘enactive cognition’ in the West
Wittgenstein, in his later work (Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein, 1967, On Certainty, Wittgenstein, 1969), is the purest Western exponent of something like enactive cognition;  we may flesh out a making sense of what is meant, by this phase of his work.  A description of what is meant by ‘enactive cognition’ cannot be taken as literal;  there are no ‘theses’ to be put forward;  Wittgenstein (like Nagarjuna) indicates his negative conclusions by means of reductio ad absurdem dissolution of his opponent’s arguments, on their own assumptions, implying that this does not commit him to positive beliefs of his own;  in these works, as in the Tractatus (Wittgenstein, 1961), but more radically (there is no longer the residual logical form of the Tractatus), he shows, or enacts, what he cannot say. 

In the Tractatus he still tells us that we cannot say it, 


What finds its reflection in language, language cannot represent. 


What expresses itself in language, we cannot express by means of 


language.


Proposiions show the logical form of reality.


They display it. (Wittgenstein, 1961, §4.121)

..........................


What can be shown, cannot be said. (Wittgenstein, 1961, §4.1212)
This no more applies in Philosophical investigations (Wittgenstein, 1967).  Here there is no longer reference to something beyond what is said which is shown.  Rather there is a return to the sheerly obvious.  This is the only remnant - apparently?!! - of the ‘showing’ argument. 


Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither explains nor 


deduces anything. ------ Since everything  lies open to view there is 


nothing to explain.  For what is hidden, for example, is of no interest to 


us.  (Wittgenstein, 1967, §126)


The work of the philosopher consists in assembling reminders for a 


particular purpose.  (Wittgenstein, 1967, §127)


If one tried to advance theses in philosophy, it would never be possible to 


debate them, because everyone would agree to them.  ( Wittgenstein, 1967, 


§128)
However, in this radical refusal to say, or even to intimate, a position nevertheless emerges, whose essence, - it is implied, - is that it can only emerge.   Wittgenstein’s position has a deep affinity with Middle Way Buddhism - closer than Heidegger, or Nietzsche, who are drawn upon as offering Western anologues to Nagarjuna’s ‘position’ (as by Varela et al., 1991).  (To the reservation in relation to this in respect of Nietzsche I come later.)  

Now, the sense of enactive cognition (in Nagarjuna, and in Varela, et al., 1991) is to the effect that the pull, to free oneself from any kind of substantialisation and belief in substantial grounds, is a more than merely intellectual insight, insight which is dependent on meditative practice;  and there is no doubt in my mind that some options are missed by Wittgenstein, such as his weakness for defending commonsense (as opposed to everyday experience) through his not knowing seriously about the Buddhist tradition (except via Schopenhauer).  My own view is, however, that logic remains logic, as well, and that it is not necessary in principle for Wittgenstein to have engaged in zazen practice to have glimpsed something parallel here.  Analogously, the Canadian novelist Robertson Davies draws upon Jungian insights in his novels - without having had a Jungian analysis (he said, in a newspaper interview, on the grounds that, without immediate necessity, one is not required to submit to open heart surgery!)  The jury is still out on this;  however I continue at the level of logic, and we may see whether this is just a philosopher’s point.

There is a subtle underground implicit debate here to be had as to what is the basis of this sort of inherently implicit knowledge, whether it is purely mystical or may be, equally, philosophical.  Certainly a large and remarkable cluster of philosophers, theologians, and literateurs inhabit variants of this position, in one form or another.  Further discussion below of the concept of ‘data’ in relattion to ‘pure experience’, ‘forms of life’, and ‘co-creation’ clarifies this issue in some measure.  

Wittgenstein’s concept of data offers us ‘forms of life’ as his primary concept.


‘What has to be accepted, the given, is - so one could say - forms of life.’ 


































(Wittgenstein, 1967, p 226)

This draws implicitly upon the same logic as the Tractatus (Wittgenstein, 1961) when he argues that nothing can be said about the ‘world-as-a-whole’.  It is also the same logic which Nietzsche invokes when he argues in the Twilight of the idols that we cannot place a value on life as a whole because we cannot view it from a position outside it (Nietzsche, 1990a).  It is the logic of the contextuality of  reference, the idea that there is no absolute form of conceptualisation, but only valid meaning in context. So then the whole is simply manifest to us, silently, not to be conceptualised.  This, if valid, is, however, a conceptual point.  It has also affinity to Kant’s position, which limits the validity of meaning, and truth claims, to a purely human horixon.
We may speculate that the ‘co-dependent origination’ position would say, that, if co-creation is true, even the ‘world-as-a-whole’ basis for limited speech, within context, collapses, because, if we assume co-creation, then the co-created entities are thereby dependent on each other, within the whole, yet at the same time no independent definition can be given [assumption of the statement of the argument] of the entities so ‘depended upon’, there can be neither any identity nor foundation or ground of identity ‘in itself’, yet on the other hand we do not have a concept of relation - and thus co-dependence - independent of the things related.  So we are reduced to silence and pure experience, apparently.  The ‘world-as-a-whole’ arguments then function negatively only, to eliminate one model of a ground to stand on vis a vis the whole, from somewhere within it.  In effect, this would be the diagnosis of the appeal to ‘forms of life’ when it is seen as offering a self-sufficient grounded being on which all else rests.  If, however, it is simply a pure description/evocation, as Wittgenstein claims, then it would be open to being compatible with a Nagarjuna position (Candrakirti, 1979).  Whether the Nagarjuna position does reduce us to silence remains to be seen (below).

‘Forms of life’ still (unless taken even here as a purely descriptive evocation, but in that case, why the phrase ‘the given’ in the above?) appears to offer us a data-based position, in which experience/being as a whole is the datum.  Here it has become apparent that the problem of the ‘data’ model is the same as all models organised in terms of the objecthood (substance/permanence) analogy at the heart of Western (and Indian) philosophy.  This appears to be opposed to the relational concept of ‘co-creation’, or ‘co-dependent origination’.  

Vital elements of the common ground, then, between Nagarjuna and the later Wittgenstein, with the points of difference where there is nevertheless affinity, may be summarised as follows:

They both hold that there is no ultimate ground of explanation or justification of any primary belief  framework - such as the objectivity of causality and perception.  However, Wittgenstein would also hold that there is no framework from which to question primary belief frameworks either, whereas perhaps here Nagarjuna would invoke the Two Truths doctrine (ordinary experience as ordinarily experienced, versus the recognition of experience from an enlightenment position), undermining not only philosophical but implicit ordinary commonsense substantialisations of attribution.  Wittgenstein would hold that we cannot question primary belief frameworks in this way, because it makes no sense to think of a point outside our own linguistic/conceptual systems from which we could either criticise or justify them.  However, they are closer than appears at first, because, in the way just illustrated regarding ‘the-world-as-a-whole’ Nagarjuna’s argument simply rests upon undermining metaphysical claims made about grounds and realities of various kinds.

I illustrate this type of position by a specific core issue.  In what follows I am not sticking to the letter of Wittgenstein but reconstructing what a broadly Wittgensteinian position would involve, if it did not succumb to the extreme linguisticism of some of his followers, for which support can be found in one, but not the only one, element of his later writings.

16) ‘Truth’ as example of a core issue
The ancient Western question about the status of ‘truth’ or ‘the true’ assumes that it is possible to consider the relation between belief-awareness, and reality, as if they were separate.  The issue is then presented in terms of various options: 

a) In terms of the ‘correspondence’ between beliefs and ‘reality’ (Locke and Austin illustrate a commonsense version of this);  

b) In terms of the concept of ‘coherence’ (Hegel), wherein reality is ‘joined up again’ by being construed or deduced idealistically, by dialectical dissolution and transformation of oppositions in human constructs, as an aspect of evolving human constructs; 

c) In terms of ‘pragmatic usefulness’ (‘The true is the good in the way of belief’, William James, ‘Trust in reason and its categories, in dialectic, thus the value-estimation of logic, proves only their usefulness for life, proved by experience, not their ‘truth’, Nietzsche) or operationalist functionalism, which some argue holds of the later Wittgenstein (and indeed he himself remarks in ‘On certainty’, Wittgenstein, 1969, § 422, ‘So I am trying to say something that sounds like pragmatism.’)
d) In terms of ‘disclosure’ or ‘uncovering’ (Heidegger). Human being (and experience, since this is ultimately a phenomenological position) is the doorway or ‘opening’ of ‘being’, the ultimate concept/experience whose mysterious ‘transcendence’ draws humanity into the emergence/creation  of our distinctive identity.  

The Wittgenstein of Philosophical Investigations (Wittgenstein, 1967) would nevertheless have regarded all of these as misconceived, on the following type of basis, in short, that one cannot state a theory of truth at all.  This I attempt (with difficulty) to ‘state in all its unstateability’:

To imagine one can be ‘outside’ our actual contextual belief-statements or awarenesses, to compare them with ‘reality’, as if it were separate, or to state their function as belief which appears to relate to reality, which is involved in different ways in all four models, is to deeply misconstrue.  This misconstruction is mis-founded, in effect, on the basis of a misapplication of  reflexiveness, standing back from reality at a second order level.  This, in itself, is not open to dispute as a reality, a reality connected, as Kant realised, with the possibility of awareness and consciousness.  We can certainly refer to statements we have made, thus achieving a second level of reference, and revise or validate them according to relevant criteria, but this does not get us to a higher level or  higher order of appraisal.  In a sense  we cannot get outside language, but this does not mean that something is lacking; for  within language we have the only access to ‘reality’ we have or need to have.  

If we try to state what is believed in a sentence, what we get is another sentence, even if we are specifically referring to the translinguistic basis of the belief.  The answer, of course, Wittgenstein would say, is that, as it were, we already are outside, there is no need for a further level. Our belief commitments simply are expressed in language.  (But is there a hidden remnant of the ‘data’ model here?  Of the whole as given?)

This is not in the least to imply that we cannot say such things about non- (or, for that matter, pre-) linguistic belief as, ‘In his swerving to the verge of the road he was assuming that the overtaking car on the other side would, at the rate it was travelling, not have been able get back on to its own side of the road.’  But in saying this now we are again already in language.  We cannot ever both simultaneously be inside and outside language, in the sense ‘truth theory’ requires, a sense which is absolutely ‘outside’, since  the only sense of ‘being outside’ is already expressed in language.  And, in the pre-language mode of experience as such, the ‘judgement’ is even more self-evidently ‘embedded’ in its living context.

If, again, we conceive of, or try to imagine, such a non-verbal assumption as the above belief, at the stage before it has become retrospectively thought in words, then we are subject to a kind of illusion, since we are describing something, which is non-verbal, in words, as if they evoked the non-verbal in its non-verbalness as such.  But of course we have already put it into words  We have evoked it in words.  It is not that this, the non-verbal, is hiddenly verbal.  Rather, the non-verbal, as potential, can only be spoken of as such in words.  We don’t reach the non-verbal as such other than in words.  Or rather, to put in purely tautological terms;  we can’t express the non-verbal in words without putting it into words!  (And that invokes all the implications involved in using words.)  The tangles of reflexiveness make this difficult to follow.

The point is, that the appeal to a non-verbal ‘judgement’ or ‘proposition’ is supposed to lift it out of its context into an absoluteness.  But it is embedded therein in a way which becomes transparent when we reach the level of language, since then the impossibility of ‘getting outside’ becomes visible.  For we only step from words to more words.

By the same logic, we are not thus prevented from saying anything sayable by this - anything that either research into infancy (Stern, 1985), or intuition, or body-awareness, or any other avenue of insight or awareness may reveal.  Nor are we denied the possibility of recognising that much that is inaccessible to one symbolism (such as words) may be accessible to another (such as music, or imagery, or stage action, or body-language,  or sign language, or meditation practice).  Indeed most great insight/awareness comes through the intersection of (more than one) symbolisms.  None of this licenses a ‘language of thought’ (c.f., e.g., Pinker, 1994) as such, though it does not preclude ‘structures’ of thought, etc., and though also it does mean we have to avoid the crasser linguisticism (into which Wittgenstein’s followers, and sometimes himself, are often betrayed).  In the end perhaps we are concerned with a fundamental tautology or platitude - that language is not translateable into non-language and vice versa.  (Although that reciprocity should not lead us, either, into thinking they are, as it were, parallel phenomena.)  

But this is, nevertheless, a central tautology - like Hegel’s that ‘consciousness is consciousness’!  Taken together with the point about intersecting symbolisms, it leads to the recognition that symbolic shaping retroactively irreversibly shapes or forms all belief once it has come into being, and, secondly, that any particular form of a belief cannot be translated into any other, without some alteration of meaning.  Thirdly, it leads to the key recognition that, therefore, what is thought in language can only be thought in that medium. Something related might be thought in another medium, but not the same.  And the thought can no longer not be thought in that medium.  We can no longer extract language from it, as it were.

The strongest reinforcement of this is that to express a belief differently is to alter it - into something related but not the same - and if we actually capitalise on this by drawing out all the related belief-statements we get an intricate network of intra-symbolic relationships, which could even less still possibly be correlated with anything absolutely non-linguistic.  

At least three potentially infinite networks, as already mentioned,  are thereby intertwined:  

i) the network of human language and symbolism;  

ii) the network of the realm of human perception and imaginable perception of ‘reality’;  

iii) the network of physical potentials, whose potential includes that of interdependent realisation in interaction with the two human networks, and which therefore interact with human awareness.  

These three networks simply are totally interdependent, actually and potentially, and linguistic or symbolised beliefs simply pick up the both realised and potential interactions.  The third network is no less relational - and relational, further, to future and past - than the others.

This argument has moved from the absolute position of Wittgenstein, which is, in effect, ‘what a linguistic judgement expressed is itself, nothing else, no extra-linguistic expression to what it expresses can be given’.  What it has moved to is arguably a version of the ‘coherence’ view of truth, or rather, ‘enactive cognition’ (‘co-dependent origination’), the ‘path laid down in walking’ of Varela et al.  (1991).

However, what is crucial, and keeps it on Wittgensteinian ground, is that, by recognising the completeness and irreducibility of the interdependence, it has thoroughgoingly eliminated any residual (Kantian) belief in an objective (‘noumenal’, ‘thing-in-itself’) realm (which is replaced by iii) above).  About such a model of objectivity nothing could be said, independent of language and models of perception.  At the same time, it is clear that there is a systematic network of correlation which provides criteria for the validity of any belief.  So I can’t just ‘say what I like’.  But the criteria are nevertheless ‘internal’ to the system/network of beliefs, 


‘We are misled by this way of putting it:  “This is a good ground, for it 


makes the occurrence of the event probable.”  That is as if we had 


asserted something further about the ground, which justified it as a 


ground;  whereas to say that this ground makes the occurrence probable 


is to say nothing except that this ground comes up to a particular 


standard of good grounds - but the standard has no grounds!’ 


‘A good ground is one that looks like this.’


(Wittgenstein, 1967, §482-3)

The potential for further discoveries on the basis of network iii), which makes possible the hypothetico-deductive method of science, is, then, a potential for further assimilations to our language.  New statements are made.  These are as irreducibly linguistic as those upon which they are founded to make the new steps possible.

If we add that the structure of grammatical thought is also inseparable from language, that is, the organisation of the thought in terms of language and grammar, then we get an even more vivid sense of irreducibility or irreversibility of linguistic expression.  The same logic applies to any statement of what is stated to be the reality corresponding to a statement.  

So, belief remains always, in relation to language and symbol,  first order;  there would have to be another conceptual (platonic) reality if there were to be a higher level space through which to ‘compare belief and reality’, and there is no such thing, for Wittgenstein, only the networks we already know.

Our relation to realities is thus, in a sense, ‘disclosed’ for Wittgenstein as for Heidegger, but the former would hold that the latter had abstracted or reified something which is absolutely straightforward and simply cannot be further spoken about at any other level.  Ordinary statements of whatever category, such as, ‘my door is shut’, ‘he is in pain’, and so on, simply are made.  There can be no translation of them into another level of reality.  This, however, opens up the implication that this is another version of ‘the given’, that the aspect of data simply  relocates itself to ‘forms of life’ as a whole, which are ‘beyond comparison’.  Whether this is a successful move depends on whether it rests still on a hidden (Kant 1) non-relationalism, or whether it is simply a statement/evocation of pure experience.  There may of course be illuminating comparisons and models, which cross-illuminate portions of the network, but these will not ‘explain’ or ‘eliminate’ the ordinary level of reality.  In this sense Wittgenstein neither undermines nor justifies ‘commonsense’.  He thinks it cannot be superseded.  He would have regarded Nietzsche’s Nagarjuna-like vision of the chaos (c.f., Heidegger, 1991), which logic arbitrarily structures with its concepts of ‘thing’, ‘same’, and ‘cause’, and so on, as projecting an ‘in-itself’, which tries to get behind language illicitly once more:  But does he himself leave it at the level of language?

Nietzsche, in the following rejection of ‘mythology’, says something which is itself ‘mythological’ by the same token - though Nietzsche was not unaware of such inversions and would have denied the existence, except as a reductio ad absurdem, of an ‘in-itself’ (and does elsewhere, here being just on the edge of it!):


‘In the ‘in-itself’ there is nothing of ‘causal connection’, of ‘necessity’, or 


of ‘psychological non-freedom’;  there the effect does not follow the cause, 


there is no rule of ‘law’.  It is we alone who have devised cause, sequence, 


for-each-other, relativity, constraint, number, law, freedom, motive, and 


purpose;  and when we project and mix this symbol world into things as if 


it existed ‘in itself’, we act once more as we have always acted - 


mythologically.’ (Nietzsche, 1966a, §21)

Whether we refuse to metaphorise in Wittgenstein’s way, as if the whole, ‘forms of life’, were given, or metaphorise in inherent contradiction to convey the paradox of the human predicament in Nietzsche’s or Nagarjuna’s way, is a choice, in short, which may itself be more apparent than real!!!

Wittgenstein’s stance, as partly indicated already, is shown when the quotation already given is linked to another:


‘What has to be accepted, the given, is - so one could say - forms of life.’ 
(op. cit., p 226)


‘We are misled by this way of putting it:  “This is a good ground, for it 


makes the occurrence of the event probable.”  That is as if we had 


asserted something further about the ground, which justified it as a 


ground;  whereas to say that this ground makes the occurrence probable 


is to say nothing except that this ground comes up to a particular 


standard of good grounds - but the standard has no grounds!’ 


‘A good ground is one that looks like this.’


(op. cit., §482-3)

On this basis Wittgenstein apparently differs from the Nagarjuna perception, in that he supports commonsense at the level of first order experience, and the ordinary workings of our language, only opposing it when it takes the form of the philosophical-metaphysical defence of commonsense (GE Moore), which Wittgenstein also thinks can no more intelligibly be defended than it can be attacked.  In the parallel situation Middle Way Buddhism draws on the Two Truths doctrine.  However, they are closer than appears, in that the latter does not, in Nagarjuna (Candrakirti, 1991), imply two realities, but only two ‘perceptions’ (themselves only apparently distinct) of the one reality, which is sunyata as ‘co-dependent origination’, and the consequent conception of nirvana as in the end identical with ordinary experience. 
If we accept this vision of Wittgenstein’s, which purports to return philosophy to platitude and rock bottom acceptance of the conceptual status quo, as presented, there is a ‘brilliant ordinariness’ akin to Buddhism.  My difficulty with it is not at all with this, but that it is not at all a commonsense position but, rather, hiddenly a mystical position.  The implicit assumption that reflexiveness, the ‘otherness’ of consciousness, cannot be grounded metaphysically, and that any attempt to so ground it is a misplacement (‘maya’) of the primary perception of the groundlessness of  (for instance) ‘co-dependent origination’, is an archetypal mystical position.  As such it is also the explanation of, what is so strongly emphasised in both Wittgenstein and Kant (1964), the ineradicable human urge to transcendence in one form and another in human beings, to extend explanations beyond the bounds of sense, which underlies all of the above models of truth (‘correspondence’, ‘coherence’, ‘pragmatism’, and ‘disclosure’) also.  Seen thus it makes for a more tolerant view of those inveterate aspirations.  Whilst, in Hegel, taking it even further,  the ‘other’ is what absolutely inhabits, as its definition, consciousness, as its inherent being.  The appeal to ‘what we do’ in Wittgenstein might be conceived as the ultimate expression of subordination to the other, as ‘the one’ or ‘the they’, the alienated, crowd, or collective, ‘other’ Heidegger evokes in Being and time (Heidegger, 1961), and so as in no way showing how the other, in the co-creation sense, can be present.  For Wittgenstein to challenge this would require appeal anew to authentic canons of reason.  It may be some similar questions can be laid at the door of ‘co-dependent origination’ in Nagarjuna.

Suspending these questions, however, what I now go on to say, on the basis of the interdependence of the three networks, is therefore the unpacking of the fuller implications of ‘co-dependent origination’, what strictly cannot be said, if Wittgenstein and Nagarjuna are right.  All one can do, which I will do, is to try to convey a flavour of it.  It will be as if the inappropriate words supersede themselves veritably as they are used!  

16) Co-creation
The first ‘indication’ (of what cannot be said) will be that I co-create my world moment by moment.  Or rather the ‘world’ is co-created, inclusive of what ‘I’ experience as ‘me’.  (The unsayability is that there is no ‘I’ or ‘you’, and therefore no beings to co-create, if we take this literally.)  On this basis, there is no more a subjectivism in this, than there is an objectivist reduction in respect of the factors which lead to the deconstruction of the idea of ‘selfhood’;  it is just that if one takes ‘self’ and ‘world’ as substantial then one may bring certain factors from each opposing pole, which deconstruct the substantiality invoked.  The vivid image offered by Varela et al. (1991) is that of the ‘path laid down in walking’.  Nothing of our commonsense experience is denied (on the Wittgenstein/Nagarjuna model);  it is simply not substantialised.

18) Universalisation of co-creation
The idea, then, is that nothing is, everything becomes;  everything is in a constant state (sic) of creation.  This might be accepted - for example taken as read,  or as a cliché in Gestalt, and other process therapies - if it were not that in a dauntingly ‘cosmic’ fashion the insight does not stop at a point which preserves a commonsense world view, but truly encompasses everything under the formula of ‘co-dependent origination’.  There are hints and residues of the former commonsense position, taken in a commonsense way, which remain in the later Wittgenstein, - a locus classicus where commonsense objectivism is still being held on to is the ‘seeing-as’ discussion in Philosophical Investigations, Part II, whilst it is implicitly superseded in the Kantianism without noumena of On Certainty, Wittgenstein, 1971 - but eagerly seized on or clutched at by his Anglo-Saxon commonsense or positivist followers.  Everything is co-created;  this includes the furthest reaches of what seems to be independent reality.  There is nothing ‘out there’;  the path is laid down in walking.  In Gestalt, for instance, the ‘contact boundary’ is co-created.  But the entities aren’t there before the existence of the contact boundary, though they may be before any specific contact boundary!  (The implication of this is that all actual and possible contact boundaries are mutually co-originated!  Though not all at once!) 

It is neither objective nor subjective because none of it can be described without reference to the other pole.  It is more than interconnected;  it does not exist prior to the influence of the other - and the other in question is all otherness, even where the mutual connection appears to be practically negligible.  We can easily envisage a ‘mutual creation’ at the human-to-human level, against a background implicitly defined in commonsense terms;  what is counterintuitive is that ‘mutual creation’ applies mutatis mutandis to our interaction with everything whatsoever (network iii).
19) Enacted cognition and phenomenological causality
My sense of affinity with the Wittgenstein of the ‘Investigations’ and ‘On Certainty’, connecting him with Nagarjuna, therefore grows.  ‘Co-dependent origination’, sunyata which is identical with the actual, but acknowledging the void, the unpre-directed, at the heart of the actual, becomes more compelling and delightful as a vision.  Yet the Humean (Hume, 1961) questions about causality and perception remain, like a great boulder at the entrance of any account, which does not explain how we are able to make reliable predictions or actually see anything objective, at all.  This is where I believe that, if it is not to be a hidden defence of an alienated commonsense, as in Wittgenstein’s ‘private language’ arguments (Wittgenstein, 1967, §243 ff), co-dependent origination actually is a causal theory, on a non-linear, transtemporal, model of causality, which is ‘phenomenological causality’ (Wilkinson, 1998b).  There is not - as the pure ‘enacted cognition’ position, as a data-based position, would appear to have it - pure irreducible and indescribable change, but a position which I believe will require a degree of residual platonism for its full statement.

Now, if we think, say, of Piaget, and the account of how cognition gradually emerges from action, from the circular motions of infancy in the sensori-motor stage (Piaget, The origins of intelligence in the child) we get a sense of what there is more in the Nagarjuna-Varela account of enacted cognition, for in their account (and Wittgenstein’s) ‘enaction’ embodies significance.
20) Circularity and groundlessness
Now the positive aspect of enaction embodying significance, is that the relation between the embodiment and the situation that is embodied is circular.  And it is groundless therefore in the sense that any attempt to ground it will turn out to be subject to the same grounding conditions as what is sought to  be grounded.  This is Heidegger’s recognition in Being and Time (Heidegger, 1962) , and it is, in a different way, Wittgenstein’s in the Investigations, and On certainty.  The ground is not independently identifiable.  And so the description is an aspect of the being.
21) Change, Permanence, Difference and the Same

The recognition that the description is part of the entity goes with another about the irreducible nature of change, since change is not expressible in external terms either, in an important sense.  Neither a continuous concept of change (which succumbs to an update of Zeno’s paradoxes), nor a catastrophic (atomistic, as in Whitehead, 1978, and Bion, 1970) concept of change, can be construed in terms of any ordinary concepts, which are based on permanence and spatiality.  Change is therefore inherently inconceivable in terms of our constructs.  This means it is only conceivable as itself.  It is a primary concept whose implicit core is the primary concept of pure difference.  If we combine this with the primary non-externality of the description, - the recognition that the description is part of what it is a description of, - which also implies that there can be no absolute referent for any statement, - we obtain simultaneously Derrida’s concepts of writing and difference (Derrida, 1978).  All other concepts are secondary to these and evoke these ones only through irreducible analogy;  negative theology, Derridean deconstruction, and the Nagarjuna procedure of pure reductio ad absurdem argument here meet, and here also link up with the earlier points about understanding other non-human entities as well as person to person understanding, by what we may think of as a form of negative analogy.  Primary ‘difference’ requires, but requires no more than, what can be identified as ‘the same’ at any given moment for it to be recognisable as different.  This now means that the relation between them - between difference and sameness - is beyond difference and sameness.  It is, as it were, pure relation. Neither pure change nor pure sameness makes sense, they are mutually related, and the same applies to difference and sameness (it is the same argument).  Now this relation then cannot be reduced to either, even if we do not know what it is we are saying here.

22) The relation of difference and the same as beyond (more ultimate than) either

This relation of course Derrida would describe as the primary difference.  And it is undoubtedly what Nagarjuna Mahayana Buddhism would describe as sunyata.  But what I am now suggesting is that it is not describable simply as difference - that there is a primary function also envisaged for our platonic aspects (conceptual quasi-sameness), even though it is not to be grasped in terms of the concretisation of them (as substance or essence) that they themselves easily suggest.  Change/difference are the polar concepts to permanence/the same, not themselves the ultimate primary unanalysable (though they are not analysable).  Is it they that suggest the concretisations or absolutisations we are so persistently inclined to make of them?  Or is it what we make of them?  Are our objectivity concepts ‘innocent’ in the way the later Wittgenstein suggests?  Are we not precisely showing this in this argument, by showing that ‘our ordinary concepts’ simply freely resign their positive descriptive function, modifying themselves adaptively in the face of a negative analogy mode of evocation?  Or are they ‘guilty’ in the way Nietzsche and Nagarjuna indicate?  Is the obsession with objectification just a particular preoccupation of a particular phase of Western epistemological concern.  Would other civilisations weave things together quite differently, on the basis of the same primary relation, but differently woven in with the specific forms of knowledge?

23) Can it, or not, be spoken?

A Buddhist might no doubt come back at me and say:

“If you characterise the relation which is presupposed in the mutuality of primacy of difference and sameness, change and permanence, as the ultimate, and say that this is indeed a concept, which is both speakable, and locatable, though not further definable, are you not after all postulating a ‘ground’?  Have you not separated out what is clearly not separable out?  This, Sunyata, can only be experienced and enacted, not known or described.”

My response, 

“Nameable, yes!  Separable, no!  It is rather you who, - following Hume! - by assuming that ‘distinguishable’ means ‘separable’ show yourself to be still in the thrall of previous concepts of ‘ground’ as external.  ‘Groundless’ does not equate to ‘nothing is primary’.  Sunyata itself is a primary concept.  But it is not a ‘ground’ in any objectivist sense.  Here the platonic element - but in a very modest form - proves itself necessary to enable negative analogical speech about these things.  Your negative dialectic, even though starting within your opponent’s assumptions, does at least presuppose the intelligibility of speech and reference.”

It is in the tension, and further prospective argument, between these two subtly different, yet very close, positions, that the dialogue between ‘enacted cognition’ and ‘phenomenological causality’ is expressed.  Both might question-beggingly urge that the other was still dominated by ‘external’, past-based, introjection-based, conceptual residues.  To move forward it is important to consider whether any third space can be given in a three-way model which includes, as well as pure experience, a form of conceptualisation, if possible, not based on the past and on introjection.

24) Heidegger
Heidegger brings in a profound new twist to this whole dialectic, which will take us on to the issues about the speakability of ultimate experience at all.  On Heidegger’s model (Heidegger, 1990), experience as experience, or at any rate as the ground of experience, and experience-rooted conceptuality, is realised in a futurising intentionalistic mode of temporality, whereas pure conceptuality is past-based (he would deny, but I believe it is, the contrast between Heracalitus and Parmenides at the dawn of Western philosophy). 

We have the following schematic steps:

1) Experience as pure experience is not conceptualised.

2) By Hegel’s tautology, ‘consciousness is consciousness’, of past-based conceptualisation, nothing is inaccessible to consciousness, in some form of dialectic or another.  The furthest recesses of experience are not immune to this.  But the ‘immediacy’ argument (above) means they are not conceptualised as such.  It is unlikely any new innovation, such as Heidegger’s, will be immune to this universal scope of past-based conceptualisations.  The irreducible differentiation, splitness or separativeness, of such conceptualisation, is due to its past-based, introjection-based, modelling of concepts.  This is cognition, not mind, in the sense of mindfulness.

3) Heidegger’s innovation, then, is to suggest a third level of conceptualisation, which relates to the root structuring of experience through temporality, which, as a three-tense process, and encompassing our whole world, including our affective world through our (in the formal senses) ‘anxiety’ and ‘care’, our pure projectiveness as such, is opened to us through our openedness to the future. This is not cognition, but  ‘mind’, if not ‘mindfulness’.  This can be taken further than Heidegger takes it in the direction of acknowledgement of primary embodiment. Now Heidegger is saying this is immune to Hegelian systematisation, and introjection-based concepts, but is the root of the living shifts and intrinsicness of our experiential concepts.  As suggested, it is unlikely he is right about Hegel, in the sense that this can all be rendered in Hegelian terms in a secondary way;  however, the opening of the present by the future, which is also the opening up of sameness by difference and the other, guarantees that, even though the Hegelian thrust of reason, with its thrusting the permanencing of reason modelled on the past to the centre of experience, can encompass in a sense all aspects of experience within its scope, yet it can never do so as experience.  (The Hegelian thrust is illustrated, as already indicated, in his insight that I am given my identity in self-consciousness by the ‘past-ing’ gaze and dominance of the other, which reduces me to death, to pure past, so that I internalise the other as the one who renders me past.)   And that there is, then, a whole mode of conceptualising, not reducible to Hegelian conceptualising, which is based upon the evocation and emergence of the opening of being from the future (and sometimes, in the later writings of Heidegger, even more subtly, even from the past as the future, or uncovered through the future).

There is implicit here the hypothesis of a kind of ‘constitutional settlement’ between the Hegelian and the Heideggerian claims, which also may open up the realm of pure experience, perhaps as the realm of the pure present, as a choice not a dogma, to its own space in its own right.  

4) However, though it may well be that in accessing pure experience in evocation, recourse to Heideggerian insights may also be called for, yet it seems again unlikely that they will be fully adequate either to make possible the experience of pure meditative modes of experience, or even more than partially involved in their description after the event.  That will take a third mode - negative theology, in effect, as already begun to be suggested.  
25) Back to Hegel as seen by Heidegger

How far one can go with Hegel is seen in that his main thrust is simply to absorb or reduce all possible experience, including the historic, within the domain of reason historically conceived, which is his radical elevation of the Kantian (Kant 1) concept of understanding.  This is done by the reclamation of the introjects/projects of the other into conceptual awareness, which is modelled in the Lordship/bondage chapter above all.  The reclamation is arguably not genuine assimilation, but transformation to new patterns of introjection, in highly resourceful modes.  So searching is the exploration, however, that some hidden futurising, as in  Freud, comes through by default, as it were, and also by opening up its opposite, as such, by its absence. In so doing, he  reconstructs the fundamental relational concepts so radically that there remains a systematic strand which, as we have glimpsed, as derived from Kant 1, can be seen as an assimilation and re-presentation of Kant 2.  The possibility of doing this, in a way which is also a converse assimilation of Kant 1 by Kant 2, is hereby opened up, and it is never grasped except as an 'unthought' by Heidegger.  It is the relation between experience as intentional and experience as conceptualised.  It never seems to occur in awareness to Heidegger that the Hegelian methodology could assimilate his Heraclitean position, or that the latter may be demarcated to the realm of experience opened by its future, and the Parmenidean to that of conceptualisation as such.  Or that the kind of ‘three way settlement’ we are glimpsing may be both possible and necessary, to bring peace to the houses of both reason and experience. Likewise, Heidegger never tries to imagine how Nietzsche would have interpreted the Heideggerian emphasis on ‘being’ and upon aletheia.  Derrida has said something upon Nietzsche’s ‘feminine’ enactment of concealment/unconcealment in Eperons.
There is a different kind of conceptualisation of pure experience which, I think, remains caught in Kant 1.  It is certainly true that Hegel's conceptualisation is in terms of the assimilation of present time to past time, which I claim is Parmenidean, permanence-based, with the implication that all conceptualisation does just that (Bion and Proust on the types of memory).  But Bion, Lacan, or Grotstein, do not offer an escape from Kant 1 categories.  Bion's ‘mental evolution or growth is catastrophic or timeless’, with his whole attempt (like Proust's) to transcend the sensory towards the timeless encompassing of 'O' (Bion, 1970), is still caught within the Kant 1 framework, and that in turn, both at the level of the residual concept of sensory  'immediacy' or 'givenness' (‘data’), and the categories as the expressions of substance/attribute logic, remains within this past-located logos-based thinking.  Whereas Heidegger is offering by implication (not fully followed out) a relational field-based logic which is intrisically orientated towards the future and the other, and the futurising structure of intentionality.  Heidegger takes the relational thrust in terms of temporality (though not in terms of identity, in which respect he remains solipsistic from start to finish, for reasons I shall come to).

Heidegger's interpretation of Kant remains within the purview of Kant 2, and immune to assimilation to Kant 1, onlyif we grant his claim that  through futurising temporality we have access to the being of beings as such, without requiring a pan-psychic Leibnizean reconstruction of relation to the other as accessible relationally to me.  The noumenal reality is then construed as a reference to the being of beings as such, rather than as a reference to either a beyond of the senses, or an ineffable though still quasi-phenomenal realm, or to any immediacy doctrine of data not mediated by relationality.  But I think, paradoxically, this is, after all, an assimilation to Kant1.  For, apart from the doctrine of being and the ontological difference, (the difference between ‘being’ and ‘beings’) this gives him an element (by leaving it untouched) of 'commonsense Kantianism' like that of Strawson (Strawson, 1966) or the later Wittgenstein, where the noumenal is simply absorbed and assimilated to object constancy (commonsense realism).  The doctrine of being here leaves him, however radical his phenomenological-relational insights, with a position that is in this respect a Kant 1 position.  For he never develops the logic of relations adequately.  He takes refuge in 'aletheia' (the Greek concept of ‘truth’ as ‘unconcealment’ or ‘disclosure’), and its successors, (in the poets and painters) which are evoked but not analysed, and which leave the element of ‘givenness’ untouched.  How valid this is will hinge on how far genuine relation has been incorporated by the later Heidegger.

But one tendency is that  the doctrine of being leads to the problem of a relational concept being indefinitely and ever-recedingly postponed, - along with the understanding, we may add, of pure experience, - and the peculiar ontological status of being-qua-being is then used to avoid the reality of a relational account (about which he frequently flatters only to deceive) - and thereby becomes a new, though non-metaphysical non-transcendent, form of beyond (in the sense of the beyond of Kant’s noumena) - a logical beyond. He attributes to the Greeks the discovery of the meta realm qua meta, the reflexive as such, which opens up being as a given realm, and this is what he invokes here to paralyse the actual ontological-relational questions with an invocation of a kind of ineffable realm. 

If he had attempted a field ontology he would have found that one can in a sense not go beyond Hegel.  One can indeed only develop this in terms of a literally or concretely superseded substance/attribute logic which remains nevertheless indispensable as the form of our language and conceptualisation.  In other words, through the ‘settlement’,  Kant 2 is only expressible in terms of the forms and metaphors of Kant 1, but with the elements of a Kant 1 position used analogically and in a self-relativising, self-negating, way.  Although Hegel's position and the past-based conceptualisation does not 'see' the relational realm at the level of unconcealment, because everything is conceptualised from the ground upwards, yet the Hegelian argument about the conceptual description of the 'seeing' remains extendable in the same form.  The whole reference system which makes possible the phenomenological evocations in a work like Being and time (Heidegger, 1962) requires mapping in terms which can be assimilated to Hegelian modes of conceptualising.

Hegelian reasoning can extend so far because there is no cosmic level distinction to be made either between data and its overall organisation (which is totally and endlessly subject to the form/content leapfrogging that haunts us in psychotherapy as well, although not precluding working distinctions in context) or between differentiation and unification.  The 'beyond' is always there, but endlessly in the interstices of the actual.  The silence and the beyond also are relational.  There are many kinds and evolutions of silence.  Heidegger doesn't tackle the issue of identity relation;  the doctrine of being therefore even residually supports his solipsism too.  (The ‘being of beings’ is, for us, simply my relational encounter with the other - conceived very relativistically - in all forms!)

I'm presently therefore coming to the view that there is not much actual difference between what I am trying to say, despite its 'realistic field metaphysics' tenour and Derrida's 'primary writing' doctrine taken as a field theory, which it can be, despite the remarks I quote in Wilkinson 1998a, and 1998b:
But on the other hand, traditional development [by which Derrida means all 
cultural human 


reality, thus inevitably including psychotherapy], from
which every culture 
acquires totality at 


each moment --- , does not have a 
causal style of genesis.  In the world of 
natural reality 


subject to a causal type of 
development,
sedimentation is not that of an 
acquired
sense that is 


continually 
and internally 
recapitulated.  There is no natural history for Husserl any more 
than for Hegel, 
and
for the same reasons.  

(Derrida, 1989, p57)  

I think that via the cosmic wisdom self one does come in practice very close the relational integrative dialogical position.  In my psychotherapeutic work now I talk directly to that ‘self’ very frequently - and she seems to me to be mainly female, as wisdom always was, and to understand directly what is said to her!!  And the gaze is one of the profoundest media of communication with her.  The Lacanian antithesis between the gaze and the voice seems to me nearly totally false.  The wisdom subject is not behind but only usually very hidden in my experience.  Nor is it solipsistic though there is a Bhuddistic 'no-self’ element.  That too is relative!

26) The lineage
The attrributions in what follows represent the preponderant tendency of their authors.  Usually in the deepest exponents of Kant 1, tendencies which are nearer Kant 2 come out, corresponding to the hidden influence I speak of below, and which has a ‘secret/esoteric doctrine’ quality, often, as if only half known by its authors.  I have marked with an asterisk* those in whom this is most clear.

Kant 1:

The following are (probably) direct descendants:

Hegel* (with a big question-mark), Schopenhauer, Nietzsche*, Levi-Strauss*, Proust*, Mann, Wittgenstein* (in the first and second periods, including the official doctrine of the Philsophical investigations), Freud*, Jung*, Goodman*, Popper, Strawson, Bennett, Sellars, Lacan*, Buber, Rudolf Otto, Kafka, Rilke, Eliot, Bradley, Bergson, Dennett, Bion*, Fairbairn*, Winnicott*, Grotstein*, Jaynes*, Bultmann, Klein, Kierkegaard, Schleiermacher, John Lukacs, Saussure, Chomsky, Beckett, Carlyle, Powell, Austin, James, Dewey, Piaget*

The following are completely compatible with Kant 1, though probably not directly influenced he still offers the best philosophical underpinning:

Darwin, Pierce, Stern, Russell (in Human Knowledge its scope and limits), Ayer, Dawkins, 

Kant 2:

The following are direct descendants:

Heidegger, Derrida

The following are mainly compatible with Kant 2, though probably not directly influenced he still offers the best philosophical underpinning, and it is as if he has hiddenly influenced them:

Brentano, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Levinas, Whitehead, Wittgenstein On certainty, later parts of the Philosophical investigations, Pirsig, Lawrence, Schelling, Coleridge, Leavis, Tillich, Polanyi;

Some authors are right on the boundary between the two traditions:  Sartre, Varela, Barth

27) Further issues

We now have a three-way settlement between:

1) Pure experience (here pure empiricism - its mistranslation into positivism we can leave Hegel to diagnose - and mysticism, meditational experience, unexpectedly concide).  Here the ‘given’ as data, as assumedly physical, in positivist models, and the pure ‘given’ of non-reflecting experience,  have an unexpected coinciding, which comes out in the empiricism of Buddhism, and of Varela et al.  This corresponds to the ‘positivist empiricism’ of Wilkinson, (1998a).  In temporality terms it corresponds to the present.

2) Hegelian dialectic of ‘consciousness is consciousness’, based on introjection as paradigm, permanencing, and thereby Freud’s concept of ‘deferral’.  This now is seen to correspond to post-Kantian ‘hermeneutics’ of Wilkinson, (1998a).  In temporality terms it corresponds to the past. 3) The opening of relational experience from the future and the communicating (not merely introjected) other, corresponding to the psychotherapeutic concept of ‘recapitulation’.  What we can now say, as already elaborated above, on the basis of the ‘settlement’ is that ‘deferral’ is a searching for ‘recapitulation’, as a healing and reconciliation of consciousness, which is, as is implicit in Jaynes (1990), a defence as ‘deferral’.  This position corresponds to the field and systems and relational theory of Wilkinson, (1998a).  In temporality terms it corresponds to the future.

What I was previously not so clear about was the difference between pure experience and recapitulation modes of experience, opening from the future.  I have no doubt this is not the end of the story but something reasonably satisfying and non-imperialistic is emerging from this clarification.  In the multiplicity of interacting modes here, there is something fruitfully parallel here with what Keats and Eliot have to say about the relation of poetry and philosophy, poetry and belief, and the whole realm of the ‘as if’.  The whole issue relates to all the frame analysis issues Goffman explores so fruitfully, and there is also a warning here about any oversimple conception of experience.  The three conceptioins can both fruitfully and confusingly interact, in many rich and subtle ways.

We would indeed expect a functional or intentional difference to emerge in some form, as, in the case of two such profoundly significant domains as experience (in both forms) and conceptualisation, something primary,  such as forms of temporality.  The basis of experience, in either mode, which is apprehended as pure unity per se or in its root, would not necessarily be visible within that experience - yet perceivable in it from the other perspective of conceptualisation. One basis may be in terms of time-tenses, possibly linked to modes of both defence and creation in ‘self’-realisation. This is a new realm of exploration and cross-referencing opened up by the theses of this paper.  Whether each mode of temporality has its own defence or whether past-based modes are especially defensive, is an issue now also opened up.  It would also remain a question to be explored whether likewise the root of all three aspects would be ineffable, perhaps.
Chapter 4)

Integration from a Gestalt perspective or Gestalt from an Integrative perspective?

Outline
This paper outlines a fundamental position regarding what is the core of Gestalt in relation to integration.  This is then elaborated in the specific positions.  It is:

Gestalt as an Integrative approach is a Gestalt of the Ground, based upon a primary, temporal, organisation-process of the ground of experience, which precedes spatial, worldly, contact-boundary-based, relation and contact and in terms of which those have to be grounded.  Gestalt in this sense is compatible with and can be integrated with other approaches rooted in psychoanalysis, existentialism, and post-modernism.
There is a clinical implication of this, which is as follows:

Such a Gestalt of the ground is the implicit basis of integrative methodology based upon support and support of defence. 

These positions will both be explained, and argued for, in what follows.  They represent something which is, to be sure, initially more of an unarticulated sub-text in Gestalt’s main text, but it can, however, in Gestalt manner, be elicited or brought to emergence, and is in what follows, in PHG [Perls, Hefferline and Goodman, Gestalt therapy: excitement and growth in the human personality, (PHG hereafter),  (Perls at al., 1972)].
Outline of main positions
1.   Gestalt theory is itself caught in the dichotomising it seeks to dissolve, and this is unpacked in 



the positions
2.   Existing Gestalt theory mostly presupposes existing (standard consciousness-based) identity 


organisation, inadequately grounding relationship, instead of grounding it primally in Gestalt 



terms
3.   Gestalt process requires analysis in terms of a temporal, not spatial, paradigm
4.   Gestalt ‘destruction’ and ‘annihilation’ process are more primary than ‘contact’ process
5.   The increased emphasis on the primal ground results in a rehabilitation of ‘confluence’ in 



Gestalt

6.   The ground as possibility is included as prior to the ground as real

Supplementary Positions

7.   With all this goes acceptance of the value of fairly recent reconstructions (Wheeler) of the 

      resistance model 
8.   Awareness is understood as interwoven with reflective/reflexive consciousness
9.  Choiceful awareness simply opens up exploration, not prescription of closure
10. Figure never fully supersedes ground

11. There is a traumatic, not desire-linked, basis for introjection, and conceptualisation, and 

       repetition in general, and this distinction marks a crucial divide between two strands or 



models in psychodynamic approaches in general

12. Via the concept of ‘annihilation’ (3., 4., above) Gestalt more than any other approach makes 



the bridge between psychoanalysis and existentialism.  Gestalt is therefore an integration of 



psychoanalysis and existentialism.

Introduction
This paper puts forward six substantial statements of position concerning the theory and practice of Gestalt Psychotherapy.  These, if valid, change our understanding of Gestalt’s basic presuppositions, and integrate its relation to psychoanalysis and existentialism.  Six more specific implications which arise from these follow, and then the whole debate is opened up in simulated dialogue form.  

All three understandings, Gestalt, psychoanalysis and existentialism, emerge as rooted in the same fundamental position, of which the six are aspects.  This fundamental position, however, was never properly seen, only glimpsed, systematically misunderstood, and so incompletely disclosed, from the very beginning, in Perls, Hefferline and Goodman, Gestalt therapy: excitement and growth in the human personality, (PHG hereafter),  (Perls at al., 1972), and even more comprehensively masked (as is the norm in these processes of transmission) thereafter.  PHG thus contains a greater recognition of these positions than anything whch came later.  Although Gordon Wheeler excitingly retrieved some of the original insights in 1991, in Gestalt reconsidered  (Wheeler, 1991), healthily evoking a typical orientational furore within Gestalt, (a good thing for Gestalt to experience), this fell far short of what was possible and necessary, as I shall seek to show.  Nevertheless, in what follows I have temperamentally found Wheeler’s book probably the most useful and readable contribution,  subsequent to PHG, in the subsequent Gestalt literature.  On the basis of my own ‘contact style’ I have found myself led towards an even more radical extension of this kind of revision.

The fundamental position implied in the six statements of position is that there is a primary temporal organisation-process of the ground of experience,which precedes worldly, contact-boundary-based, relation and contact, and in terms of which those have to be grounded .  This will be explained in what follows, and first as it breaks up into the key statements of position.

Creating space for difference in the field
However, the description of these things is in danger of rupturing the gossamer indescribability of the realities, and many of our theoretical differences are more apparent than real.  The jury will remain out on the significance of such apparent paradigm shifts.  Some of the significance of the realignment I am attempting is to create the space of a spectrum of difference in Gestalt, where different positions would complement one another, not simply explore their differences or compete, and where traditional emphases will be given a basis in the altered grounding, not swept aside.  As Wheeler commented regarding his innovations, this altered model mainly systemises and articulates what is happening already, or must happen, in practice, rather than pointing the way to new practice.  Some degree of practical novelty, however, emerges, which is illustrated in the clinical section.

1. Gestalt theory is itself caught in the dichotomising it seeks to dissolve
We begin with the recognition that Gestalt, which claims to be against dichotomies, has one of the most paradigmatically dichotomising therapeutic models there is, with a formidably normative and naturalistic criterion of value.  This takes the form of the ‘good figure emptying the ground’ model of increased awareness leading towards contact, against which failures or fallings away are measured, both in theory and even more in practice.  This model frequently proclaims itself as norm-free, but its implications are starkly normative  (nor is a ‘norm-free’ psychotherapy possible;  all we can offer are more spacious norms).  The implications of this are that, in the light of the deeper analysis of Gestalt principles, this is a classic attempt, of the very kind Gestalt diagnoses, to restrict the full and free movement of gestalt process, by pinning it down to an artificial dichotomising boundary, which its fuller realisation deconstructs.  

The reason for Gestalt’s discrepancy in this, with its own core principles, has to do with the enormous depth of avoidance in which we are all caught when we attempt to express our relation to our own ground.  Human attempts at truth are caught in the untruth they are trying to escape, as are our attempts at diagnosing why this is so.  PHG is a serious attempt at truth, which both uncovers, but then also oversimplifies and distorts, a profound source of insight, and Gestalt is certainly no different in this from its cousins, psychoanalysis and existentialism, of which it is an integration.  (This avoidance perhaps has relation to its modelling of time issues.)

2.  Existing Gestalt theory mostly presupposes existing identity organisation, inadequately 



grounding relationship, instead of grounding it primally in Gestalt terms
Virtually all modern Gestalt formulation, of especially the dialogical, or I-Thou based, relationship (Hycner, Jacobs, Yontef), starts from already existing self-organisation (in what follows, to achieve graphic emphasis, we call this the ‘post-relational’ or ‘post-relational analysis’), rather than asking what is the basis of self-organisation in the first place (this we label the ‘pre-relational’), as Freud does in Beyond the pleaure principle, and as PHG does, though both partially.  

The priority of the ‘pre-relational’, in our sense, misled both Freud and the Freudians, who equated it with non-relationality, and the relationalists, who in making the same equation, felt they could only preserve the essential recognition of the relational through a confusion between a relational analysis, and a relational norm. This is part of what accounts for the depth of the dichotomisation we have already noted within Gestalt.  But the relational is grounded in that which is neither relational nor non-relational, but simply primary and makes relation possible. This also makes possible, in the outcome, a wide pluralistic spectrum of relational positions, from the profoundest attachment, to solitude and non-attachment, which should neither be subjected to Euro-centric relationship-normativeness, as is too normal in Gestalt and elsewhere in psychotherapy, nor to a non-attachment dominance from the East.  (Of course, pluralism and tolerance of diversity are value positions also.)

We call this basis of self-organisation, at the level of the pre-relational, grounding causation (Wilkinson, 1998), and this therefore makes the Gestalt concept of the ground central, though not at the expense of figure - however, along with ‘ground’, the concept of figure is freed, extended, relativised, and multiplied (for there are many ‘figures’). 
3.  Gestalt process requires analysis in terms of a temporal, not spatial, paradigm
Thirdly, the ground of Gestalt insight is time, and not space, process not contact.  On the basis of this we therefore claim that the contact-boundary model, which is construed in spatial terms, cannot be the paradigm of gestalt process, but is at best a consequent and secondary phenomenon.  In this connection it can be asked whether the analysis of contact itself has been skewed by the desire to construe it as a primary paradigm.  There is a profound, and nearly, but not quite, complete omission, in PHG,  of how the contact-boundary analysis changes, or ought to change, when it addresses the symbolic realm - an analysis we feel can only be validly undertaken in terms of the priority of time, not space.  

Ordinary time concepts are based upon the time of the objective, spatial realm.  Ordinary concepts of the immediate present and present moment are derived from this.  Therefore, the  exaggerated Gestalt emphasis upon the reality of time being the present moment cannot be sustained in the light of this analysis, and is replaced by a three mode analysis indebted to Heidegger (1961, 1990).  There is, however, (perhaps still hidden within the classical Gestalt emphasis), another ground for an emphasis upon the present, which concerns the structural relationship of the present processing of experience, which is not, as experienced, organised in terms of memory traces (c.f., Freud, Note on the mystic writing pad, in Freud, 1984), and the organisation of the grounded structuring of experience, which is organised-memory-based, and makes possible both the Heideggerian structuring of temporality, and the structuring of conceptualisation or conceptual mapping of the whole, whose mightiest exponent is Hegel, to whose paradigm we shall come below.  This present process/grounding structure contrast has kinship, but not identity, with, and should nor be confused with, the figure/ground contrast and also with Freud’s analysis of present consciousness in relation to long term remembrance in A note on the mystic writing pad.  Huge complex issues are opened up here to which we shall return at the end of this paper.

The failure of Gestalt to grasp that the old, present-mode, analysis of temporality has also to be superseded, on any serious existential analysis, is the result of its naturalistic, spatially-based, preoccupation with figure, contact, and the contact boundary, a vicious circle which prevents any full escape from the old objectivist naturalistic paradigm in PHG, and actually prevents the clarification of the nature of experiencing in the present.  For, in terms of the three-temporal-mode  model the old, present-mode, analysis of temporality is revealed, paradoxically, as derived from the past-based objectivising model, from the permanencing model (whose analysis was pioneered by Hegel, see below), and is therefore, by default, more indebted to Parmenides than to the Herakleitos who is routinely invoked as the first Gestaltist, but without paying the price of proper understanding in terms of a transformed analysis of temporality (e.g.,Clarkson, 1993).

4.  Gestalt ‘destruction’ and ‘annihilation’ process are more primary than contact process
What this, fourthly, amounts to is that, in the Gestalt analysis of process, in primarily temporal terms, the analysis of Gestalt destruction or annihilation (which, in the absence of the contact-paradigm, are not as opposed ot one another as PHG asserts), takes priority over the normative analysis of contact.  Dissolving of the old constructs is more fundamental than forming the new ones.  Arguably there is something deeply conservative - more of the same, as it were! - about the latter.  Of course something new emerges, and becomes relatively more figural, but this does not have to acquire or have the kind of Darwinian ‘dominance’ (interesting word!!), which PHG attributes to good figural contact.  Conversely a conservatism of the ground, accepted often enough in PHG, becomes more central, but on a much more pragmatic basis.   The  relativity which pervades these differences is, if one wishes, precisely the issue. 

This analysis is parallel to the Buddhist analysis of the self.  In Buddhist terms the PHG notion of self as a system of contacts, which are analysed in ground-emerging-into-figure terms, is itself as much an introject leading to dichotomisation as any which is analysed by Gestaltists, as in contrast with some presentation of good contact.  Nor is it possible to analyse the self, in any case, as the system of its contacts, once one places the temporal and symbolic at the centre of the analysis, unless of course we extend the concept of contact to mean any form of process of assimilation of contents.  And the ground itself, in Buddhist terms, is simply the itself ungrounded void, the nothing from which everything emerges, which has no ‘intrinsic being’, yet is perfectly sustainable as ground .  Here and there in Gestalt there is allusion to this, - for instance the frequent references to the ‘fertile void’, and also the Tao.  But its implications are not assimilated, for, in its light, the emphasis on the classical model of the ‘good figure emptying the ground’, on the basis of increase in awareness leading towards contact, appears as an attempt to ‘regain Being in Gestalt’, and to avoid the primacy of annihilation and of groundlessness (c.f., Varela, et al., 1991).  

This analysis in Buddhism may well be associated with a world-denying aspiration, but it does not have to be, as the world-affirming philosophy of Nietzsche, which offers a similar analysis of ‘the self’, and perhaps also Heidegger, illustrate.

5.  The increased emphasis on the primal ground results in a rehabilitation of ‘confluence’ in 



Gestalt

Fifthly, this results, within our analysis, in the recognition of confluence as primary along with differentiation.  Differentiation is made over-exclusively connected with contact at the post-relational level in the usual analyses.  Our ‘Being-in-the-world’ (Heidegger, 1961) is an infinitely contextualised, and indefinitely horizoned, ground or background, which is based, through grounding causation, upon pre-reflective primary identification, and difference, and therefore upon a relating which cannot be de-intentionalised, and will never be reducible to a ‘brute fact’.  This would be a pure background, based impossibly in pure difference, as it were, in (to take a representative and clear exponent) Searle’s sense (Searle, The construction of social reality, 1995), who, accurately seeing the background, yet argues that all intentionality has to be grounded  (somehow!) in a Background which is mysteriously  ‘non-intentional’.  Whereas, on the contrary, on a genuine field theory, there is, as PHG recognises, a kind of primary confluence  (PHG p451), which is just the primordially constituted background, pre-relationally (but not non-intentionally, non-relationally) grounded, almost from conception onwards.  This links with the symbolic realm, in terms of context and horizon, and the primacy of time, grounding causation, discussed above, and the ‘deconstruction’ of the contact boundary.  The symbolic is based upon the primacy of possibility, and this primary identity or confluence also draws upon this, in the form of potentiality, which is not distinguished from actuality at this level.  At this level there is simply equi-primariness of identity and difference.  Neither can be grasped as more primary, since either depends upon the other.  

The cutting edge of this difficult conception is that this is all presupposed in the holistic field theory aspect of Gestalt which otherwise dissolves back into positivism or objectivism.  There is an interesting question of the relation of the pre-relational presuppositions of the primary organisation, and their post-relational manifestations in the forms of interrelation within the realm of separated personhood.  

6.  The ground as possibility is included as prior to the ground as real
Sixthly, in connection with this, we therefore affirm the fundamental importance in gestalt-analysis of potentiality and possibility. These take precedence over factual reality, (‘brute fact’, in Searle’s sense), which is modelled as primary in terms of the primacy of the spatial and the contact paradigm, despite the conjuring trick of the ‘contact-boundary’ emphasis that both sides of the boundary are subjectively experienced (by both?).  This emphasis on possibility results in a brilliant rehabilitation by Gestalt, in the form of the Gestalt conception of the Freudian ‘id’, to which we shall refer in its natural translation as the ‘it’ (c.f, Bettelheim, Freud and man’s soul),  which transforms it, and whose role as ‘possibility in the ground’ in PHG  has been left in an embarassed limbo by relational, anti-classical-psychoanalytic, Gestalt.

From these central assertions derivative consequences in the understanding of Gestalt follow.  
7.  With all this goes acceptance of recent reconstructions of the resistance model
There is a fine instance of the new understanding of resistance - which is actually a lively, though not  consistent, presence in PHG - in Wheeler’s absorbing and brilliant reconstruction (Wheeler, 1991), of the resistance model - his central immediate innovation - in terms of contact-styles, which  would now be accepted by all but a few respectful therapists.  His emphasis is congruent with this paper’s existential focus on temporality, but he does not yet grasp it.  He indeed in fact upholds the Perlsian present, and makes the link with what he calls the ‘Trojan horse’ into Gestalt, of the Freudian transference  recognition - ‘past’ operating in present - on this basis.  

But once the time focus becomes central, this emphasis on the present can open up as the three modes/dimensions,.  The opposition over transference models he postulates then becomes the bridge, through the non-dogmatic use of the different time emphases, between Gestalt and Psychoanalysis - even more than Wheeler thinks.  Here there is specific room for the spectrum of options and personal styles to be defined in terms of the temporal emphases within the total time organisation, thus grounding a degree of orientational mutual tolerance.

8.  Awareness is interwoven with reflective consciousness
In Wheeler’s reconstruction he makes the assumption of the priority of awareness central, which is bound up with the priority of the symbolic and of process (Jaynes, 1990, brings out the relation of this to consciousness), and therefore awareness is here understood in relation to consciousness.  There are many undiscussed issues here, especially in relation to PHG’s implicit linking of consciousness (compatibly with the Jaynesian analysis) with the  Freudian concept of ‘deferral’, on the grounds that consciousness is highlighted and intensified when one is stuck in a difficult or emergency situation (PHG. pp258-263).  Awareness is intensified, in analogous manner, in the ‘safe emergency’ of the therapeutic session, yet is also evoked as at the heart of the Darwinian  ‘naturalness’ of the Gestalt model.  In actuality, awareness is really linked with the phenomenological method, which, far from being ‘natural’, or pre-’consciousness’, is one of the most advanced and sophisticated frame reversals of which a human being can be capable.  This does not preclude its including, or tapping into, much more primary and non-verbal awarenesses, since accessing these too is, as indeed therapy itself is, a highly sophisticated process, though founded on previous and pre-human modes.

9. Choiceful awareness simply opens up exploration, not prescription of closure
Gestalt process in awareness enables choice, including choice to explore, not necessarily to close in contact (in the classical sense of contact where it is identified with bright figure and the contact-boundary).  We may indeed widen the concept of contact to mean either a. the whole process, as Wheeler does, or b. the awareness process, also on Wheeler’s lines.  This latter begs the question against animals and the preverbal.  In the revised model, this is to be dealt with in terms of the primacy of time not space.  Once we recognise that, through grounding causation, our human experience of time has both a primary, and an idiosyncratic, structuring, which is complex, and hence without the idealised simplicity of the ‘here-and-now’ present time model of PHG, it is possible to envisage, if not to imagine, modified time-structurings, and modes of awareness, for infants, children, and animals,   
10. Figure never fully supersedes ground

Figure never fully supersedes ground in humans.  (If it virtually does, then ‘ground’ will have virtually gone also - as in the extremes of addiction.  Frogs during the mating season, completely unaware of any danger whilst mating, sticking to each other limpet-like, and easily picked off or run over, illustrate what for humans is virtually impossible to imagine, however profound the passion or sensation.)  The idea that it does is an illusion derived from the need to be, to finally exist in the spatial world.  Four illusions support one another - the desire for an autonomous norm;  the epistemic desire for a direct relation to the real world;  the desire for a simplified model of the attainment of figure in the figure/ground relationship;  and the desire for a pure model of contact as such .

11. There is a traumatic basis for introjection, and conceptualisation, and repetition in general

PHG misconstrues trauma in terms of the pre-1914 Freudian model of desire.  But the Freudian discovery or identification of repetition, the unfinished gestalt, arose in the context of trauma.  This recognition of trauma goes with the creation of an objectivised time concept, having been developed in relation to the past, as a fixed defence.  The conception of the exclusive present in Gestalt is based on this objectivism, odd as that may seem.   

All this, here stated in very condensed fashion, was first formulated, in massively influential seemingly definitive form, by Hegel (Phenomenology of spirit, 1977).  On the Hegelian model (see also below, where the complexity of this is unravelled), the emergence of consciousness itself is based upon the unassimilated introjection of the dominating other when surrender is the only defence.  Thus memory dawns, and with it consciousness.  Memory itself is a repetition.  Repetition, the unfinished gestalt,  is primarily not based on desire, but on the need to master, or bring closure, as Freud said.  The need for closure is not subordinate to achieving contact, but intrinsic to all process, including awareness and aware process.

The temptation to construe contact and bright figure as the paradigm, and, as PHG does, to analyse repetition as the desire to consummate contact, is inadequate to traumatic repetition.  If one still construes contact as the paradigm one is more vulnerable to the Philippson challenge (Philippson-Wheeler dialogue, BGJ, 1991-1992) to pull it all back from the recognition of ground as ground to the classical model of the ‘good figure emptying the ground’, on the basis of increased awareness leading towards contact.  

12. Gestalt makes the bridge, via annihilation, between psychoanalysis and existentialism

Through his return, after twenty years, to the understanding of trauma, in Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984), Freud gets in touch with primary annihilation and creation, which he calls thanatos and eros, this latter forming the bridge back to the erotic attachment process, the basis of object relations, which had been his earlier foreground preoccupation, but which is here grounded now in ultimate principles of difference and sameness, being and nothingness, conservation and change.  These - in that they bring in the element of time and pure process - take us back to the cosmica of the early Greek cosmologies of Parmenides, Herakleitos, and Holderlin’s and Nietzsche’s tragic hero, Empedocles (with whom Freud hmself makes the connection in Analysis terminable and interminable, Freud, 1961), and which reappear in the existential-ontological concerns of Heidegger and his successors.  Because these are ubiquitous ineradicable principles of health as well as sickness, here Freud escapes from his own version of the normative model, the idea of the complete undoing of repression, besides that he is able to reclaim the trauma model in the process (which is crucial, since the desire model alone is more likely caught in the figure/ground illusion, especially, in desparation, when desire is infected with interminability).  

The trauma model validates defense;  it makes sense of interruption;  it makes sense of the inability to play and to destroy, to be Dionysian;  and, by the same token, the inability to create;  and it brings into the foreground the whole issue of primary organisation we have been raising.  The ‘confusional arrest’, and halting of time, of the traumatic situation, opens the door to the full recognition of gestalt process, in a way that desire, even on an Hegelian/Sartrean model, (it is, however, actually a traumatic model of desire, as Freud’s also implicitly is), cannot.  

As is nowadays well recognised, trauma demands a way of work which initially strengthens the ground, supplementing the resources which are absorbed in the struggle to master, or bring closure.  This so far is a compensatory model, but one which is about supplementing, through core field confluence, or tracking, the traumatised client’s own resources in their ground, which is not theirs alone (it has much analogy to the mother-child ballet evoked so deeply by Stern).  It is this, unrecognised, which arguably makes sense of so much of the effectiveness of cognitive, rational-emotive, constructivist, and hypnotherapeutic, approaches.  The either/or of self and environment, as so much of contra-individualistic Gestalt has emphasised, is a non-starter here.  But this makes sense through the community in the primal ground, and the primary impulse of ‘bindung’ (binding, mastering, managing, organising) which becomes so crucial for Freud.  In this wider conception of Gestalt so much that Gestaltists know in their work by instinct slides into place , as Wheeler also found.  

In The ego and the id, (Freud, 1984), Freud returns for the most part to object relations, and assimilates his tentative cosmology (now taken no longer in interminably unresolved speculation, but as ostensibly assimilated theory) into the object relations framework, which is normative in part, in the previous way, and from which it - the cosmology - is only intermittently released in successor psychoanalytic writings.  Much the same fate befalls PHG.  But here, at the heart of his work, in Beyond the pleasure principle, Freud is on the same ground, of life and death, being and nothingness, as Heidegger, and there is no opposition between the psychoanalytic and the existential (c.f., Derrida, 1987).  

Here Gestalt, taken in the way we are suggesting, is the true successor of Freud, and this connects with the amplification of the idea of the ‘it’ of which we spoke earlier, since PHG effectively construes the ‘it’ as the realm of indeterminacy, and accessible possibility, based in the primary ground in our terms, which is the outcome of the annihilation of what was fixed,  and thus made available for future process.  In other words, in Freudian terms, PHG assimilates the ‘it’ to the working of thanatos.  This is a great unification, even if, in the unconscious which precedes, not follows, annihilation, we have a domain of the ‘it’ which perhaps at first sight cannot be dealt with in this way.  But this is not on reflection true, since either it is potential creation, in which case its possibility-relation can make sense, or it is traumatic, in which case it can be unpacked in the way we are attempting, as the objectified and repetitional past, requiring supplementation in the work, on which consciousness, as a survival defence, is based.

Transition

We shall now track all of this differently, through three partly imaginary speakers, whose startiing positions become  clear quite quickly.

Dialogical Gestaltist

I suggest we begin by roughly defining our positions.  For me, for ordinary purposes, I agree with Yontef.  A Gestaltist (Yontef, 1993) is one who embraces:  a. working with phenomenological awareness;  b. working dialogically in openness to the I-Thou encounter (and in that sense working as far as possible in contact);  and c. working with awareness of the field or total context.  This does not exclude drawing from any other approach which is congruent with those assumptions and, as I believe Gestalt is now gradually making up its deficiencies in respect of developmental understanding, I draw, among other things, from both object relations and self psychology in psychoanalysis;  from attachment theory and Daniel Stern;  also from the developments in dialogical theory in the wake of Martin Buber;  from the existential-phenomenological traditions in philosophy;  and from Eastern psychospiritual traditions, especially Buddhism.   All are assimilated in terms of the criteria I have mentioned.  Gestalt always was acquisitive, and a veritable magpie in therapy,  and there is nothing alien or foreign to Gestalt in doing this, as far as I am concerned.  So that’s my position, in outline.

Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist

Mine is more complex.  But I’m very interested in what you have just said. You’re implying that something gives Gestalt a huge power of assimilation.  I agree;  I’d even suggest that this is part of what defines Gestalt.  This, for me, is connected, I have always felt, with the fact that Gestalt is like psychoanalysis, in that both are ‘bible-based’ approaches.  Psychoanalysis draws in a biblical, sacred text, way, on the writings of Freud, and likewise Gestaltists return to the text of Gestalt therapy, Perls, Hefferline, and Goodman - shall we refer to ‘PHG’, henceforth? Yes? OK! - (Perls, et al, 1972), as their touchstone.  There is here the problem of the potential authoritarianism, but there is also something positive.  Where this attitude, that the text contains something absolutely essential, prevails, and is sustained, there is likely to be something radically unitary, yet open-ended, and generative, at some level, in an approach, something which is embedded in the text.  Sacred texts, however contradictory, don’t get ‘canonised’ for nothing, and can always become afresh sources of renewal.

In psychoanalysis the combination of the core concepts of transference, defence, and the unconscious, are shared by all specific psychoanalytic approaches, whatever they are focussed on in terms of their fundamental concepts of the contents of the psyche - drives, signifiers, relationship, unconscious phantasy, archetypes, and many others.  They have shown endless capacity for assimilation into new formulations.  These concepts, of transference, defence, and the unconscious, are the concepts which are so alive, so ever-living, so subtly and profoundly evoked, in every word the mature Freud ever wrote, that these  writings do retain the touchstone status of a quasi-sacred text, around that thematic.

Now, it seems to me that what is fundamental, in Gestalt and in PHG, is the concept of  the primary tendency of all gestalts/gestalten to push towards completion, together with - what is practically perhaps even more important - the account of the unfinished gestalt.   Though the accounts of contact, awareness, and the field, emphasised by Yontef as you say, are also important, they are, as they stand in PHG, both secondary to these, and also highly contentious, but the unfinished gestalt concept is the core concept, and the most well-grounded concept, of the book, the one which most accounts for PHG’s scriptural status, and the one which gives it its identity as a genuine process-psychotherapy.  As such, it is also the criterion, the acid test, of the ‘watering down’, where it occurs, in later versions, of Gestalt.  

Now, it has long seemed to me that this account of the unfinshed gestalt is fundamentally similar to Freud’s account of ‘deferral’, which is most fully expressed in Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984), in terms of the concept of the repetition compulsion, and that the difference between the accounts of the  repetition compulsion in Beyond the pleasure principle, and the unfinished gestalt, is much exaggerated in PHG.  This is partly due also to the fact that PHG underestimates the difficulty in accounting for the nature, generated by the response to trauma, of the unfinished gestalt.  Given that Gestalt’s account of the psychoanalytic core concepts, of transference, of ‘the repressed unconscious’, and of defence, are all founded on its account of the repetition compulsion, which is in terms of the unfinished gestalt, to me this means that Gestalt is a psychoanalytic psychotherapy, and that, where watering down of Gestalt occurs, the watering down of Gestalt is therefore also the watering down of precisely the psychoanalytic aspect at its core.  

In Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984) Freud similarly grounds the three core concepts of transference, defence, and the unconscious in his account of repetition, and thence in the attempt at a metaphysic, which Freud grafts into it.  This I call an attempt because, in its endless wavering, it enacts the repetition compulsion it is describing (c.f., Derrida, 1987).   PHG construes the entropic tendency of the contact function to eliminate/assimilate difference in final (healthy) confluence as a life-drive function;  Freud construes it as the expression of the death drive, the drive to return to an original state of affairs, but inseparably from life drives..   PHG, on its side, recognises an intrinsic inherent polarity, between differentiation and its reduction, indeed extinction, in the process.  To say the completed gestalt dies, and is cannibalised and digested, would not be too exaggerated a metaphor for PHG’s account of destruction and assimilation.  Is the difference in language, however suggestive, indicative of any genuine functional difference which would entail a different view, or prediction, of the phenomena?  

I personally doubt it.  Is it not precisely here, at the heart of the Freudian myth, that PHG  - absolutely unerringly - gets its central inspiration to connect the concepts of Gestalt Psychology with Psychoanalysis?  Gestalt has a more confident and clearer - though perhaps more oversimplified - theoretical formulation.  As such it is the leading out of something not fully expressed in Freud.  In similar vein, implicit recognitions of the ‘unfinished gestalt’ concept, in slightly different language, are readily to be found in Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984).  Again, the explicitness in PHG makes the conceptualisation more readiliy available.
Now, as a psychoanalytic-relational psychotherapist, I use active, need-evoking, and need-meeting or need-affirming, - unfinished gestalt-completing! - approaches and techniques in my work, in which transferential process, interacting with dialogic, is freely present at the heart of what happens.  It follows that I personally see no reason why I should not think of myself as a Gestaltist, and indeed that many more therapists are in practice Gestaltists, without knowing it, than are formally acknowledged as such.  And in one way and another this is acknowledged on page after page of PHG.  I would add that modern relational integrative psychotherapists, who also draw in depth on the kinds of developmental theory you mention, Dialogical Gestaltist, and who work to evoke realisations of implicit relational tendencies in their clients, are also in my view implicit or closet Gestaltists.  

Some Gestaltists would dispute all this, on the grounds that neither such integrative psychotherapists, nor psychoanalytic-relational psychotherapists, work with pure awareness in the pure present, that we use interpretation, and cautious reconstruction of the past as the past, as well as the pure present.  But I shall argue that this is a typically purist type of confusion of theory and technique, partly but only partly enshrined in PHG, which parallels that by which psychoanalysts exclude active, interactive, and physical contact, approaches in their work. 

Why psychotherapies do this I would dearly like to find out.  Nothing in the core position in PHG warrants such a restriction.  Indeed, the evocation of the past itself in the work follows gestalt patternings.  Given that, as you say, Gestalt is arguably - over and above its core concept - the ultimate assimilative magpie approach, such abstract purism is completely at odds with its essence.  Its actual, as opposed to abstract, purity lies in the fact that, as already suggested, the core concept, of the unfinished gestalt, has almost unlimited power of assimilation, without losing its identity.  

So that is my general position.  Now I’m curious what brings you into this discussion, Philosopher?
Philosopher

Well, I can’t resist a good discussion.  What brings me here is a fascination with the process, and the thinking, involved in ideological disputes and dialogues in psychotherapy. Both psychoanalysis, and Gestalt, have a profoundly philosophical dimension, of which they are only incompletely aware, and indeed both partly suppress;  there is a deeply significant avoidance in both approaches here, both of the acknowledgement of the major influences upon them, and of the examination of both the philosophical implications, and grounds, of core concepts.

The deeper reasons for such avoidance, I will explore as we go forward, but they are connected with the nihilistic uncertainty of the modern world concerning acknowledging the grounds of its experience.  Psychotherapy is a crucial part of the thrust, and ideological grounding force, of the modern world.  It offers a purely normative model of transformation which leaves both a fundamental ethic of the life-world order, and an overviewing metaphysic, hanging in the air.  Yet this normative model is nevertheless, almost by default, the model of personal transformation in the modern world, with an implicit, yet hardly articulated, normative ethic of transformation and dissolution of the life-world order.  It almost totally fails formally (as opposed to often in good practice) to addresse reconstruction and how this is to be related to the ethic, the maintenance-ethic, of the life-world order.   By maintenance ethic of the life-world order, I mean that life goes on, and has fundamental ethical institutions, and that these require an ethic, whether provisional, as for Christianity and Buddhism, or a basic secular ethic, as for Roman types of ethic.  This is a primary ethic, and a transformational ethic is secondary to it (except in a religious frame).  The hidden prescriptivism of psychotherapeutic ethics undermines that secondary status.  

Therefore,  I am very interested in the attempt you are both making, to explore the deeper relationship between Gestalt and Psychoanalysis, conceived open-endedly, and so as also interacting with, and related to, many other fields of knowledge and praxis, because such attempts expose and open up to view the basic assumptions, which connect all the relevant psychotherapies with their place or location  in the wider modern world, and its predicament, as well as opening up their foundations in theory.   I shall chip in, whenever I sense you are touching on these deeper layers.  

I will just give one illustration, to make this type of point more concrete;  PHG says the following:



Intrinsic evaluation is present in every on-going act;  it is the end directedness of process, the 


unfinished situation moving towards the finished, the tension to the orgasm, etc.  The 






standard of evaluation [my emphasis] emerges in the act itself, and is, finally, the act itself as a 



whole.


































(Perls, et al., pp288-289)

Now, this is the fundamental model, by which PHG aims to avoid the fate of having, and imposing on the client, any kind of external standard of evaluation.  But this did not spring fully grown, like Athene, out of the heads of the authors of PHG.  This model goes back to Nietzsche’s doctrine of truth and reality as evaluation (c.f., Heidegger, 1991).  It is a highly contentious model.  Evaluation is imposed as essential to the process of self-realisation.  This view has hidden roots which shape the retained objectivism and naturalism (in the account of the contact-boundary, for instance, in PHG), an objectivism and naturalism which remains in both Nietzsche and PHG.

In a sense, then, I haven’t got a position, but rather a focus, and yet I see the deep substrata of where you are going with a certain radical awareness, too, as well as the reconstruction required to put the core positions upon a viable basis.  It is as if the philosophy can lay bare and reveal the underlying or deep structure of the reasoning involved in the discussion, and sometimes this will reflect back implications into the relevant actuality.  Of course, I may not remain as ‘above the battle’ as that!
Dialogical Gestaltist

What I am not sure about, after all that, is do we disagree, or do we just have differences of emphasis, which we can fruitfully explore - and, indeed, does it matter?  I am wondering if it might be good to continue with the following:  we seem, between us, Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist, to have some rough agreement that there is nothing ‘un-Gestalt’ in drawing quite extensively on, in particular,  psychoanalytic sources to enrich our practice of Gestalt (significantly, drawing on other sources seems relatively uncontentious in our orientation’s culture by comparison).  

I suspect there is a clear difference of emphasis in our work, in that you would more routinely start with an historical enquiry if you noticed, or became aware of, something happening in the transference process between you and your client, though you might well supplement it with a present time enquiry as to what is going on or happening, or what are you aware of right now.  On the other hand I would be more likely to start with the present tense enquiry or interaction.  (I would explain how I work, in contracting initially, but of course it needs to be experienced, - and I would be willing to go on explaining, in response to live, and even unspoken, enquiry, if for instance that were the unfolding gestalt.)  I might well supplement it with an historical enquiry at the time of assimilation of the interaction, or if I felt that the severity of my client’s process of interruption of contact required me to step back from the full here and now process, to give it some cushioning and grounding, by reference to a past, memory-based, space.  

Now, for me, this difference is not enough to make it that you are not a Gestaltist, but for some it would be, and some would go further than I and make a sustained attempt to do everything in the first person/present tense,  with additionally a much stronger emphasis on experiment in the equation as well.   Now, surely this corresponds to something in Gestalt;  surely it is not pure confusion between theory and methodology?  Even if we can admit that we calibrate down as well as up, is there not, in this notion of calibration or down-grading and up-grading (Zinker, 19??) some real Gestalt criterion implied here, in terms of present tense, first person, aware, here-and-now contact and encountering, and presence?  Why don’t we start with this?

Philosopher

May I come in here?  I think this is near the heart, or the nub, of the ‘fault line’ issues about Gestalt.  By ‘fault line’ issues I mean identity issues, issues that evoke such passion about identity that they are issues over which the community of the orientation may split.  But it immediately forces us to face something, which is that PHG, whilst manifesting much evidence of highly aware philosophical positioning in its text and enquiries, is also philosophically extremely slipshod.   Now, this poses a problem.   For if we get right into the philosophy we’ll end up doing pure philosophy, like Heidegger or Wittgenstein;  the issues do invite this.  And, on the other hand, we can’t avoid it;  it has to be addressed.  There are such monumental unaddressed confusions right around the issues, which you are beginning to focus upon, that we cannot skirt round them.  They go to the very heart of it.  This also means taking PHG seriously as a text. 

What the text apparently says, and what it actually does, in its movements, may be two quite different things.   As DH Lawrence wrote in a different connection, trust the tale not the artist!  An innovating psychotherapist is as much invented by the therapy he or she discovers, as inventor of it, and may therefore misconstrue it and fail to adequately express its true insight;  the formulations may still be caught in precisely the old frameworks that the new discovery undermines.  

For instance, let’s take your Gestalt criterion, Dialogical Gestaltist, of “present tense, first person, aware, here-and-now encountering and presence”.  This would form the basis of a moderate non-persecutory Gestalt, in that movement towards, and away from, the pure present contact is tracked, without violating the current position of the client.  It offers a way, and criterion, of respectfully calibrating, as you say, the relation to the defences.

Dialogical Gestaltist

Interruptions to contact!

Philosopher

Interruptions to contact?  That begs the question, I believe, about the criterion.

But PHG does speak of an ‘autonomous criterion’:


The fact that the gestalt has specific observable psychological properties is of capital 
importance for psychotherapy, for it gives an autonomous criterion of the depth and reality of 
the experience.  It is not necessary to have theories of ‘normal behaviour’ or ‘adjustment to 
reality’ except in order to explore.  When the figure is dull, confused, graceless, lacking in 
energy (a ‘weak gestalt’), we may be sure [my emphasis] that there is a lack of contact, 


something in 
the environment is blocked out, some vital need is not being expressed;  the 


person is not ‘all 
there’, that is, his whole field cannot lend its urgency and resources to the 


completion of the figure. 

































(Perls, et al., 1972, pp 231-232)

This ‘autonomous criterion’ is of a piece with the doctrine of ‘intrinsic evaluation’ which I have already quoted.  But, the ‘we may be sure’, which I have emphasised, reflects an uncertainty that this is indeed an autonomous criterion, or whether it simply provides good solid evidence for good gestalt-formation.  When this difference is pursued it opens up huge differences in the understanding, and the model, of gestalt-formation, and indeed PHG’s whole notion of ‘evaluation’. 

To put more of the pieces into place, PHG also offers a model of the process of this:


The past is what is unchanging and essentially unchangeable.  In concentrating awareness on 
the actual situation, this pastness of the situation is given as the state of the organism and the 
environment;  but at once, at the very instant of concentration, the unchanging given is 
dissolving into many possibilities and is seen to be a potentiality.  As concentration proceeds, 
these possibilities are reforming into a new figure emerging from the ground of the potentiality;   
the self experiences itself as identifying with some of the possibilities and alienating others.  The 
future, the coming, is the directedness of this process out of the many possibilities toward a new 
single figure. 
































































(Perls, et al., 1972, p375)

Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist

It is important to remember that  PHG identifies those open possibilities emerging from the dissolving/dissolved past, with their understanding of the Freudian ‘id’ or, better translated, ‘it’ (c.f., e.g., Perls, et al., 1972, pp 380-1& 385).  I find this connection a genuinely creative identification and integration, which is capable of much further exploration.  A comparison with Fairbairn’s relational reconstruction of the ‘it’ (Fairbairn, 1952), for instance, would be illuminating.  Briefly, Fairbairn turns the ‘it’ into into simply a specific libidinal sphere, that of the libidinal ego, and misses the issue Gestalt grasps of the ground of organisation of experience as a whole.  This is the realm Lacan refers to as the ‘subject’, in contradistinction to the ‘me’ (Lacan, 1988), that is, the ‘ego’, (in the latinised translation).  Gestalt here, then, grasps something essentially Freudian, and preserves it, but also makes sense of it, better than some other psychoanalytic successors, being here, then, more psychoanalytic than some official developments in psychoanalysis.  Another comparison would be one with Melanie Klein’s doctrine, or, rather, on her behalf, Susan Isaacs’, (c.f., King and Steiner, 1991, pp272-273, 276-277, where she makes the link with Freud’s view of the ‘it’) that ‘the primary content of all mental processes are unconscious phantasies’.  ‘Unconscious phantasies’, indeed, have many of the features of gestalt formation and process, when grasped in conjunction with their embodiment aspect, an aspect which is somewhat liable to be passed over, in virtue of the dualistic tendency of psychoanalysis.

Philosopher
There you have a beautiful illustration of the creative relationships between orientations, where the rich space of the conceptualisation of the approach is further developed and explored.  Such a creative relation, like that between one composer, artist, or novelist, and another one, one who has been influenced by the former, cannot be reduced to a single formula.  It is a relation between languages, and a development within a language.  Now, it is in the light of that creative, non-simplistic, non-dogmatic, way of thinking, so very well exemplified at its best by PHG, and so very different from most of the stereotyping mutual dismissals and marginalisations which later became so common, that I wish to offer the alternatives, with which we may make sense of this model and criterion.  For it is far from self-explanatory, or obvious where its context is.
Now these are some of the possible alternative understandings here:

i. The  emerging gestalt organises and shapes a kind of ‘primal chaos’, the flux of the ‘dissolving into many possibilities’, or potentiality, which PHG identifies with the ‘it’.  The Freudian ‘it’ is another version of this model, incidentally, and, as you say, Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist, it is more fully clarified, and much more richly developed, in terms of the ‘possibilities in flux’ model of Gestalt.  

The famous Freudian formula, “where ‘it’ was, there shall ‘I’ become”  (Freud, 1971),  has, however, in this sense, a truly quintessential affinity with Gestalt.  The ‘it’ is here no longer the ‘it’ of chaos, but of the prepersonal, ‘primary process’,  realm, of the animated ‘it’ of the schizoid self, to our understanding of which both Fairbairn and Klein have contributed, but for which, also, the authors of PHG have a good instinct, though only marginally developed here and there in PHG (e.g., p432, on psychosis as annihilation of the givenness of experience), unfortunately for the development of Gestalt.  This looks onward to a  model more true to the main tendency of PHG.  The ‘organisation of chaos’ model derives from Nietzsche, who in turn derived it from Kant, and there may be some elements of drift towards this kind of vision (e.g., p411, the reference to ‘chaotic environmental parts’) in PHG.  
The broader evidence of PHG, however, as is emerging, suggests rather that it does not assume an ‘original chaos’ model, but, rather, the existential-phenomenological model of a total thoroughgoing organisation of the life-world in experience.  This does not preclude that there may be many different levels of such organisation;  some may be very alienated indeed, but alienation and foreignness are still forms of order, as in the ‘it’ of Freud’s formula.  Thus, for instance,  PHG asserts that the value to the client of free association:


-- is this:  he learns that something, not known as his, comes from his darkness and yet is 


meaningful;  thereby perhaps he is encouraged to explore, to regard his unawareness as terra 
incognita but not chaos.  From that point of view, he must of course be made a partner in the 
interpreting.





























(Perls, et al., 1972,  pp329-330)

For PHG, in this sense, there is nothing fundamentally foreign to man;  they would certainly endorse the famous statement of Protagoras (the translation is Heidegger’s formulation in Heidegger, 1991):


Of all ‘things’ man is the measure, of things that are present, that they are thus present as they 
come to presence, but of those things to which coming to presence is denied, that they do not 


come to presence.






























(quoted in Heidegger, 1991, vol iv, p 91)

They would almost certainly see the account of gestalt process, as possessing an autonomous intrinsic criterion, as the very enactment of this principle. The already quoted statement about evaluation is a paradigm of this:



Intrinsic evaluation is present in every on-going act;  it is the end directedness of process, the 


unfinished situation moving towards the finished, the tension to the orgasm, etc.  The 






standard of evaluation emerges in the act itself, and is, finally, the act itself as a whole.


































(Perls, et al., 1972, pp288-289)

But the Protagoras formulation significantly relates both to being and non-being.
Dialogical Gestaltist

Now, this is the moment to return to my point.  We really have failed so far to get hold of the fundamental unity of the Gestalt model.  The gestalt/figure-ground process is not prior to, but simultaneously it unites awareness, contact, and the field, the three criteria I mentioned.  These are not separate from the gestalt process.  This may all be brought out by an extended quotation:


Final contact is the goal of contacting (but not its functional ‘end’, which is assimilation and 


growth).   In final contact the self is immediately and fully engaged in the figure it has 


discovered-and-invented;  momentarily, there is practically no background.  The figure 


embodies all the concern of the self, and the self is nothing but its present concern, so the self 
is 


the figure.  The powers of the self are now actualised, so the self becomes something (but in so 


doing it ceases to be self).



Clearly such a point can be reached only under the following
conditions:  1. The self has been 


selecting the reality toward its own reality - that is, it has been identifying with what activates 


or mobilises the background, and alienating the rest.  2. It has been addressing the 


environmental reality and changing it, so that no relevant concern remains 
unchanged in the 


environment.   3.  And it has accepted and completed the dominant unfinished situations of the 
organism, so that no appetite remains in the body-awareness.  4.  And during this process it has 


been not merely an active-artificer of the situation, nor a passive-
artifact of it (for these are 


extrinsic), but it has more and more been assuming a middle mode and growing into the 


solution.































      (Perls, et al., 1972, p416)

The most crucial sentence is:


In final contact the self is immediately and fully engaged in the figure it has discovered-and-
invented;  momentarily, there is practically no background.

And elsewhere even the ‘practically’ is omitted:


- a clear bright figure freely energised from an empty background


































(Perls, et al., 1972, p255)

Philosopher

But notice ‘empty’ does not mean ‘non-existent’!!  I shall come back to this.

Dialogical Gestaltist

I’m not sure of your implication.  But I’ll go on.  Here the absorption of the ground by the figure is the essence of the contacting process.  It is pure assimilation by and to the self (and the self is pure contacting) of the organism/environment field, and the self is therefore dissolved momentarily in the assimilation.  It offers a complete evaluation system within experience, which is intrinsic to the process and not imposed upon it.  

Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist

But notice that the first sentence does not say, there is no background, but only, there is practically no background [my emphasis].  This is the kind of hesitation which gives the game away.  It is a very pure model but it slides away.  Philosopher’s point about ‘empty’ is also relevant.  Notice also that it is all presented here from the point of view of the contacting self.  It is egoistically framed.  But, if the implications of that ‘practically’ were activated we would have a much more pragmatic, free-flowing, non-prescriptive, Gestalt. Now, other passages of PHG give a very different emphasis, such as some 

emphasising the field as such:


There is no function of any animal that is definable except as a function of such [an 


organism/environment] field.  Organic physiology, thoughts and emotions, objects and persons, 


are abstractions that are meaningful only when referred back to interactions of the field [my 


emphasis].




The field as a whole [my emphasis] tends to complete itself, to reach the simplest equilibrium 
possible for 
that level of field.  But since the conditions are always changing, the partial 


equilibrium achieved is always novel;  it must be grown to.  - - - - So the materials and energy of 


growth are:  
the conservative attempt of the organism to remain as it has been, the novel 


environment, the destruction of previous partial equilibria, and the assimilation of something 


new.































(Perls, et al., 1972, pp 372-373)

This is only a brief flash of recognition of the role of the total field, and of its absolutely reciprocal role with any self or organism which is part of it.  Mostly the self and its contacts are dealt with in the very abstraction deplored here, as in the passage you quoted, Dialogical Gestaltist.  But it is there.  PHG offers affinity to Freud, also, in this type of expression in terms of very brief formulations.  It is most unlikely that ‘the field’ is totally definable in terms of actual consumnated, ‘pure figure’, gestalt processes, as described in that quotation.  But in that case there is a permanent background aspect, even at the height of contacting, for all organisms.  The whole distinction, which remains very important and not to be dismissed, a great discovery, will vary immensely in different applications.  In human beings it is possible - particularly in meditation, and mystical, and aesthetic, experience, - to be absorbed in the figure, without self-conscious detachment, but also without losing awareness of the ground.  And there are a million variations here.

Another very important passage, giving a  similarly more subtle counter-emphasis from the ‘pure figure’ model, accordingly illustrates this:


The distinction between the healthy and the neurotic confluences is that the former are 


potentially contactful (e.g., available memory) and the latter cannot be contacted because of the 


repression.  Yet obviously immense areas of relatively permanent confluence are indispensable 


as the underlying unaware background of the aware backgrounds of experience. [my emphasis] 


We are in confluence with everything we are fundamentally, unproblematically, or 


irremediably, dependent on:  where there is no need or possibility of a change.































(Perls, et al., 1972, p451)

Philosopher

Once you go down this path the whole picture opens up.  For instance, we are no longer tied to the ‘contact-boundary’ model.  For instance, towards the latter part of PHG, perhaps when it is off guard or simply allowing in actual realities, we start to find comments like this:


In learning something, for instance, the energy comes from the need to learn it, and from the 


social milieu and the teaching, and also from the intrinsic power [my emphasis] of the subject 


matter:  it is common, but we think misleading, to think of the ‘interest’ of the subject-matter 


as being completely cathected to it from the learner and his social role.































(Perls, et al., 1972, p403)

Here the Platonic ‘essence’ - nothing whatsoever to do with the environment! - of the subject matter becomes intrinsically effective.  And again:


- - -  in a moment of insight, there are no more hypotheses, for one sees how the parts work 


together (one has grasped the ‘middle term’);  and thus, as a problem approaches the insightful 


moment, everything begins to fall into place;  and after the insight, the application to further 


cases is immediate and habitual - the problem has been contacted once and for all.






























(Perls, et al., 1972, p 417)

If, in such cases, - which are of course classic instances of ground/figure gestalt resolution in Gestalt Psychology, - if there is meaning at all in the notion of the organism/environment contact boundary, it is clearly not a physical-environmental naturalistic Darwinian contact-boundary, on the preferred model of PHG, but rather one which is, as it were, internal to the contacting or rather exploratory process, which is also conversely ‘addressed’, or ‘summoned’, as it were, from the meaning being explored, as is conveyed in the first quotation.  Self amd other are kaleidescopically interchangeable here. 

For here  we have reached the symbolic realm. But this, now, applies to almost the entirety of the human world, the life-world.  Perhaps it does not altogether apply to the preverbal realm of the infant - the jury is out on this I think! - but even here, in the dance, or ballet, between mother and child, of which Stern (1985, 1995 - c.f., his ‘proto-narrative envelopes of temporal experience’) writes so profoundly, there is a gradual joint creation of form and meaning.  

We have to reconstruct the gestalt process - no longer simply reliant upon the few hints in PHG, but not in opposition to the implication of the latter ones to which we have been alluding, - and giving ourselves more space in the process.  We are not rejecting Gestalt, and Gestalt insight, only a too tight and circular  model of interpretation, of Gestalt.  That may indeed be the official strand in PHG and our focus may only be on an undercurrent - though I think it is not as clear as that - but it is a genuine undercurrent and, indeed, it has to be there, for otherwise the conception just does not hold up in face of the data.

Here, now, are some of the recognitions we now have to let in:


i.  The background is never completely out of awareness;  the single  pure figure model is mythology for human beings.

ii.  The gestalt process is not a myth.  If we think of Stern’s views about the intrinsic rhythm and temporal patterning of experience (Stern, 1985, 1995), this completely tallies with the broader Gestalt analysis, and this does not depend upon pure figure but upon a tendency within any aspect of experience .  Also several may be running at once, and there is also a tendency to integration of these, but whether this is successful depends on the level of disintegrative/traumatic factors which oppose this type of organisation.   Broadly, if there is successful organisation, it is upon a gestalt pattern.  This is a crucial truth about the organisation of any experience.  It has a tendency to come to a focus and figure and then to diminish from it, but really this only means, in the first instance, that experience is rhythmically organised, in peaks and troughs, as Stern indicates.  

There is a tendency to normativeness, to an organisation of experience which exploits this tendency;  and this is only one mode of use of this patterning.  But it is one which partly explains the tendency to normativeness, from a different point of view, - which is to acknowledge simply that developing instinct itself has the kind of tendency to oversimplified opportunistic imposing of a use, on the potentials in a previous pattern, which later finds expression in the oversimplifications of normativeness.  

This is a more pragmatic, Nietzschean, model than that of ‘intrinsic valuation’, but it does ground the normative tendency in nature nevertheless.

iii.  Another element in Gestalt itself would tend to acceptance of just the ebbing and flowing, which may have smaller and larger peaks and troughs, and PHG takes little or no account, unlike Freud and Nietzsche, who are more preoccupied with mastery/will-to-power than with consumnated contact, of the pleasure that is often sustained by delay, in (espeically tantric) love-making, in music, in meditative walking, in being immersed in a painting, in the subtle ebb and flow of the therapeutic encounter, and so on.  We don’t have to share this preoccupation with mastery/will-to-power (despite PHG’s reference to the ‘dominant figure’!)  to allow it to help us to break the hold of the the contact/consumation model, which simply works better in some instances and worse in others;  it is not the sole norm.  Only the grip of the normative model will force us to say that these delay processes are, for instance, as Freud does sometimes say, sublimations, or endeavours at control of trauma, and so forth.  

iv.  Here the Gestalt authors of PHG  may have been misled by an artefact of the therapy process - the breakthrough into release of the unfinished gestalt, which is so compelling, but of course tends to give us a model based purely on finally resolved frustration.  I think also, in line with this, the male authors of PHG, following Reich,  are rather obsessed with a male paradigm of orgasm as the goal of sexual encountering  (Wheeler says this is Goodman, whilst Perls was preoccupied with eating, oral aggression).  Caught in this model, they do not recognise the full range of phenomena which are to be included in the repetition compulsion.  They do not grasp the point of Freud’s conjectural implied intuition that the repetition compulsion reflects a universal reality, not merely a defence.  Hence the emphasis upon figural resolution.  

v. Another interpretation is possible, of the figural emphasis:  it is that the emerging present is simply the focus of the gestalt process and not its total being.  The being of the gestalt would then be free to be the whole movement, nor would we be tied to a ‘single gestalt’ model.  This position will be superseded  when we address the aspects of the time dimension of Gestalt, for it remains a compromise position which does not do justice to the full range of the insights.

vi.  Some further aspects of the complexity of what is actually involved in the gestalt process can now be summarised:  the actual non-normative character of the consumnation/contact model;  the relativity of the figure/ground contrast, with an associated second look at the whole issue of awareness;  the complexity of the relation between consumnation/contact and figure/ground;  the multiplicity of the gestalt process;  the complex relationship to delay, deferral, trauma, defence, and the non-simple breakdown of the fixed versus open gestalt antithesis;  the impact on the model of the introduction of the symbolic realm, on which we have already touched (in the latter part of PHG it is creeping in, its significance not realised), with the modification of the entire concept of the ‘contact-boundary’;  the alteration of the model in virtue of the role of frame, for the pure environmental contact-boundary model is totally unable to account for the ‘as if’, experimental theatre aspect, itself very Gestalt, of the psychotherapeutic encounter, and the deeper reasons for non-consumnation in that frame (it cannot even account for the children’s play, and the work of artists, of which it rightly makes so much);  the fact that the model, if not tied to a ‘contact-boundary’ assumption,  is also no longer necessarily tied to a pure Darwinian assumption, and therefore that Gestalt can encompass,  if it chooses, the transpersonal and psychospiritual;  and the whole effect on the model of letting into its compass the nature of such ‘infinitely reflexive systems’, like Escher paintings writ large, and so totally and everlastingly ‘uncompleteable’, as those of, say, Proust, Joyce or Derrida.  Along with all this will go an openness about methodology, since the ‘classical’ model of Gestalt methodology rests entirely upon the normative/naturalistic either/or paradigm.  The value of Gestalt will consist in a certain all-pervasive free awareness in the work, not of a set of prescriptions (which is against the deeper thrust of Gestalt anyway).  The three tense time dimension also needs to be woven into this.  

Dialogical Gestaltist
I’ve been listening to you, and something has been working in my mind all through it.  At first I was thinking, this is throwing it all away.  You’re watering it down, changing it, in the guise of honouring the hidden layers of PHG, like any revisionism.  And all the time another voice in me was saying, no, there’s something else.  For this is a great clearance you’ve been making.  Then it dawned - the ‘aha’ came, and it is a great and wonderful overturning of the whole thing.  I realised that what we have been doing up to now is a gestalt destruction precisely of classical Gestalt.  And next I realised what all this opens the way towards - the true coming into its own of the emphasis on gestalt destruction in PHG, which means the acknowledgement of the true priority of time in the Gestalt analysis (and this goes with what you were saying about Stern’s understanding).  We have now realised that this is not subordinate to the contacting process, though it sometimes is, but is a process in its own right, which has all manner of relationships with creation and contact.  

In the first part of the discussion what was fascinating was the premature closure of the classical model and the reasons for it.  Those  reasons have not yet been fully explored, and we may not get to them.  But to get hold of what is fascinating in the opened up version of the gestalt process is harder - for there is nothing to ‘deconstruct’.  But the fascination is precisely that the gestalt process is deconstruction itself.  The Gestaltists have got hold of the heart of the matter - that they partially and prematurely misconstrued it does not affect this.  

What emerges from this for me and for the movement onward is now the following:

i.  The process of the first part of the discussion is deconstruction, deconstruction of the narrow model of Gestalt in terms of the figure of contact completely absorbing the ground, and therefore we have also to rethink the ‘unfinished gestalt’ and repetition.

ii.  What this both enacts, and releases, is the core of gestalt process in terms of destruction/deconstruction;  this is the connection between part I and part II.  

iii.  The annihilation impulse draws Gestalt even closer to the Freud of Beyond the Pleasure Principle  (Freud, 1984) than PHG allows.  For what Freud is talking about is precisely reduction to simpler layers and levels of existence - to elements, as it were.  Once the gestalt destruction process is uncoupled from having to liberate the contacting process, though there is nothing to prevent that linkage very commonly in practice,  then this can be seen, as much as Freud’s, as the other side of the ‘synthesis’ coin.  PHG’s attempt to firmly separate annihilation and destruction (c.f., Perls, et al., pp 340-344) is tied to their endeavour to link destruction and the contacting process.  But, once this link is uncoupled, there is something basic here, more of a spectrum than a duality, which links them back to Freud.   In this light, Freud was a Gestaltist and the authors of PHG remain Freudians - but have taken Freud further.  

Philosopher

This is very exciting.  For now we can link all this to the  modern philosophical insight at the heart of PHG, - trusting the tale not the artist, - and say:

iv.  The annihilation impulse is the pure expression of Nietzsche’s will-to-power, and of the ‘bindung’ (binding) and ‘mastery’ of the last part of Beyond the Pleasure Principle  (Freud, 1984, c.f., Derrida, 1987), which does not contradict the pleasure principle but is ‘preparatory’ to it, and in turn both are in the service of the death drives (to return to the quiescence of the inorganic world - Freud, 1984, p336):


The binding of an instinctual impulse 
would be a preliminary function designed to prepare the 


excitation for its final elimination in the pleasure of discharge.

































(Freud, 1984, p337)

(Freud too is obsessed with the orgasm model!)

This is Dionysian, both creation and destruction, or Buddhist, both form and emptiness, and has no final goal in relationship.  It is not anti-relational either, but does not have a goal in relationship.  It is not anti-dialogical but has not its goal in dialogical encounter either;  it is much more open-ended than that, and that is its nature.  In that sense it pursues and opens up what was always implicit in Freud, in such passages as the above, but never fully clarified, the conception of primary organisation of experience, making possible both attachment and separateness.  This is why both dialogical approaches, and Buddhist preoccupations with non-attachment, the no-reality of self, with realisation of truth in personal non-connection and creative solitude, are neither of them normatively preferred, nor are forbidden and repudiated, by the gestalt process.  

Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist

You are going up a blind alley here.  Both attachment and separateness are relational - modes of being-in-the-world-in-relation.  “In that sense it [Gestalt] pursues and opens up what was always implicit in Freud, in such passages as the above, but never fully clarified, the conception of primary organisation of experience, making possible both attachment and separateness.”   Your point is not aimed at the right target.  The process of gestalt organisation has a dimension that is pre-relational, but not non-relational.  

Philosopher
OK, touché!  Wilkinson (1998) calls this ‘grounding causation’.  This is what Nietzsche’s ‘will-to-power’ is really about, shed of its shards of dominance-submission preoccupation, - for these too are normative in precisely the way we are criticising in Gestalt, a foreground reality which deceived Heidegger (1991) in his critique too, - the making possible, on Kantian lines, the creating the basis for, any experience at all, the primary organisation of experience.  ‘Grounding causation’ (Wilkinson, 1998), is the transtemporal, pre-temporal, (not in the time sequence, but informing it, for this is part of what is thus created), primary imagination, primary shaping of experience, so fundamental and mysterious and ouside the causal frame that the East called it ‘maya’, the inexplicable illusion created by the conjurer (only there is no conjurer)!

v.  Because the gestalt process is now placed on the basis of ‘nihilation’ rather then upon ‘being’, upon ‘nothing’ rather than ‘something’, this can no longer be represented (other than as a source only of metaphor) as a spatially located process.  There is only one medium (Heidegger, 1961) in which the process can be realised and unveiled and that is time.   The vision moves the focus away from the primacy of spatial models in the organism/environment field, to the sheer nature and complexity of temporal process as such.  Gestalt is time-based, not space-based.  When followed up, the overexclusive emphasis on the pure present is based on spatial, objectivised, models.  

Psychoanalytic-Relational Psychotherapist

vi.  And thus there is no need for Gestalt to borrow from relational psychoanalysis;  it is connected to psychoanalysis in a much more primary way.  It is the next step in the development of primary psychoanalysis.  

vii.  It also makes the bridge, via annihilation, between psychoanalysis and existentialism.  In Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984), Freud gets in touch with primary annihilation and creation, which he calls thanatos and eros, this forming the bridge back to the erotic attachment process, the basis of object relations, which had been his earlier foreground preoccupation, but here now grounded in ultimate principles of difference and sameness, being and nothingness, conservation and change, the cosmica of the early Greek cosmologies of Parmenides, Herakleitos, and Holderlin’s tragic hero, Empedocles (with whom Freud hmself makes the connection in Analysis terminable and interminable, Freud, 1961), and which reappear in the existential-ontological concerns of Heidegger and his successors.  

PHG grasps this link even better than it realises, because it incorporates Freud even better than it acknowledges.  It has successfully cannibalised Freud here, and perhaps all cannibalism is so close to the source of guilt that it has to be partly repudiated.  Here Gestalt is the true successor of Freud, and this connects with the amplification of the idea of the ‘it’ of which we spoke earlier. This is a great unification.  For this reason PHG turns out to be far more significantly philosophical and prescient in its hidden undercurrents than might have initially appeared.  

viii.  It is therefore possible in terms of Gestalt to consider the whole nature of modern psychotherapy, and its relation to the movement-enactment of modern philosophy.  Gestalt is a much bigger therapy than it allows itself to be even in PHG.  It allows itself to become small in the follow-up and attenuation, and then the apparently extraneous borrowing from psychoanalysis.  Gestalt can now rather be seen as having anticipated these innovations in the first place, and in a more fundamentally psychoanalytic way.  We would have to explore the relation to Fairbairn in particular, and this relates to the issue of the ‘it’, in connection with the annihilation impulse, on which we have already touched. Gestalt cut itself off from its intrinsic psychoanalytic character, - understandably, to be sure, - and so it became smaller and less mainstream than it needed to be.  Gestalt was, and could have become, the next and most radical development in psychoanalysis.  The methodological limitations, and the authoritarianism, of so-called mainstream Psychoanalysis are an irrelevance, except politically.  Gestalt should have seized the main ground, not ceded it, nor allowed itself to be limited by purely political considerations, by motives of retaliation, or protectionism.  The partial obliteration of the continuity, which is already beginning, under the influence of the normative model, in PHG, is carried to such sectarian lengths by the successor orthodoxy, that people were accused of going outside Gestalt when they borrowed from psychoanalysis.  Gestalt is more deeply psychoanalytic, in terms of Freud’s core vision, than Fairbairn, or Kohut, but more integrated, on the other hand, than Klein or Lacan.

Dialogical Gestaltist

ix.  In what direction, then, does this discussion go as an evocation of original thinking about Gestalt?  Like Grotstein’s (1997b) creationism, like the implicit position of Freud in Beyond the pleasure principle, and certain elements in Fairbairn, this line of enquiry in PHG  invokes a level of synthetic organisation beneath and beyond the opposition between relationalism and solipsistic narcissism.  To open the way to this, however, Gestalt has to throw out its present tense time concept.  Is there anything that points, however obscurely, this way in PHG?  The material (e.g., PHG p245) concerning the middle mode is relevant, but needs to be seen and analysed differently.  As with Nietzsche and Freud the old time concept is retained, but there is a deep implicit movement towards the Kantian mode of synthetic organisation which requires a different time concept - one which Heidegger (1990) alone has really opened up.  This is based - as surely, on  reflection, gestalt formation is based, - not on the present, but the intrinsic opening to the future and the call from the future, which shapes and organises our relation to the three modes of time.  What we are ‘now aware of’ are these three modes organised from the call from the future.  And clearly this primary organisation of time is not constituted in time, but presupposed as the ground. 

The shift to the future privileges the annihilation process - and perhaps here is where the ‘emptiness’ you rammed down my throat, of the ground, takes on its fuller meaning, for it does not mean ‘non-existence’, but dissolution and emergence.  In this (Buddhistic!) sense the figure is just as empty.  What is striking in Gestalt awareness experiment is that there is nothing to get hold of in the  figure, when awareness plays upon it;  it slides away from us.  The sense of well-being that may emerge is to do with expansion into the security and transparency of the ground, not the fiction of a single figure.   
x.  This is, finally, the point to look at the modes of time as they emerge in relation to traumatic experience and repetition (the past), the phenomenological or meditative mode (the present), and the projective (futurising) mode  (with the process of desire).  The analysis of traumatic introjection and repetition is pioneered by Hegel, who anticipates Freud in many ways,  in the Lordship and Bondage chapter of Phenomenology of spirit  (Hegel, 1977), and implicitly connected to the past as experienced in consciousness - as duly protested by Heidegger (1994).  The ‘perpetual perishing’ (Locke) of the present in consciousness is the presence of the past in memory as repetition.  It appears as already having been.  What emerges in Hegel is that the internalised experience of the other as other, as foreign, as alien, is intrinsic to such self-consciousness, which then adaptively further differentiates itself into its identifiably ‘own’ (and ‘owned’) space through shaping and altering of objects/tools/artefacts in the world.  The Freudian parallel to this in Beyond the pleasure principle (Freud, 1984) is the boy’s repetitional play with the reel, since, both in Hegel and Freud, this is not true creation but heroic retrieval of partial space within a space of abandonment, lostness, or of violation, retrieval of ones own now alienated identity.  

This whole movement of thought anticipates Wittgenstein’s famous ‘private language’ argument (Wittgenstein, 1967, §243 et.seq.), but dialectically from the very heart of consciousness itself.  Indeed, in the light of Hegel’s argument, the famous Wittgensteinian, and indeed the general functionalist, emphasis, on the primacy of the social, reads simply like the vassal’s retrieval of an alienated space, still based upon an introjection, through work in the world, of the master’s model of reality.  Here the model of the master, by an inversion, is paradoxically the  ‘commonsense world’, the world of Heidegger’s ‘they’ or “the ‘one’”, merely adaptively endorsed by Wittgenstein the schizoid man;  similar remarks apply to Marx’s inversion of Hegel!  The ‘master’ is generalised and transformed through inversion to where his origins are lost.  

This whole analysis is based upon an alienated introjected concept of the other.  The 
vassal is one who, in effect, traumatically in fear and judgement, has already died, and been annihilated.  The whole analysis, even of the work and labour which creates the new consciousness to which the master in turn succumbs, because the vassal is the truth of the master, is that one is known, and introjects knowing of one, as ones past, as the past of oneself.  The astonishing analysis of work - creator of the ‘having been done’ - as the successor of dominance and submission, here, thereafter overtly or hiddenly dominates the analyses of Marx, Heidegger, Freud, and the later Wittgenstein.  The stuggle within psychotherapy as to whether this is ‘work’ or ‘play’ (c.f., e.g., Winnicott, Playing and reality) is part of this legacy!! 

In the transformation of this  dialectic in the mediaeval Christian doctrine of creation, it makes possible the final objectification of the world, (for which the way, in the form of techne, had been paved by the Greeks), as the basis of natural science.  And this simultaneously locks into place the analysis of time in terms of the present, which becomes the official account in both Freud and PHG. This is the metaphysical present - which dominates PHG, and is modelled out of the  clay of the past.  

Its paradoxically unobserved merit is, by inviting its own collapse, and its own destroying/dissolving, (when the ground has been developed enough in working with trauma, the tight-impacted past), to open the way to the emerging future breaking through, which is what constitutes the actual significance of the ‘good emergent figure’ model of gestalt process.  Here the goal-seeking future is seen as the flip side of the blocked and impacted traumatic past, which is objectified into ordinary repetitional consciousness.  It is the reawakening of desire, which had been frozen in the trauma, (often replaced by repetition or work), and thus the PHG analysis in terms of unfinished desire is partly understandable.

The psychological danger of it is that it is seen as another model of permanence - a new version of the old model.  This is why joy is so readily lost, and partly why destructive introjects renew their assault so readily after the renewal of delight (c.f., Mairi’s epitaph!!).

There is another mode of the present, that which, without denying the other aspects of time, or saying only it is real, in the normative way found in much Gestalt, simply suspends them in an endless approximation to ‘the eternal moment’.  There are many variations on this, including meditation, Husserlian phenomenological bracketing, certain kinds of dance, and the rapture of the gaze in one context or another, e.g., between mother and baby.  This ‘pure present’ is at the same time absolutely translucent to the ground.  It needs not to channel it into figure - for the ground shines through it all.  This is ecstasy, rapture, trance of certain kinds, not in unawareness but enhanced awareness.  Of course in practice many Gestaltists know this present.  But the embargo on the primary confluence of the ground prevents its proper recognition.  
He who kisses the joy as it flies

Lives in eternity’s sunrise.

We are not saying Gestalt does not know this;  it knows it very well.  But it cannot make sense of it in terms of the metaphysical present, and the goal-orientation which, in spite of all aspiration to a non-invasive attitude, still pervades the ‘good figure’ model.  We have to rethink liberation from the past aswell as (partially) refeel it - or our feeling of it will not be a full gestalt. 
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