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Preface

THis BOOK represents the fruition of four years” labor—most of it, for-
tunately, a labor of love. The idea of translating these papers, originating
with Ernest Angel, was welcomed by Basic Books because of their enthusiasm
for bringing out significant new material in the sciences of man. I was glad
to accept their invitation to participate as one of the editors since I, too, had
long been convinced of the importance of making these works available in
English, particularly at this crucial moment in the development of modern
psychiatry and psychology.

We asked Dr. Ellenberger to join us as the third editor because of his ex-
tensive knowledge of the literature of phenomenological and existential psy-
chiatry and his clinical experience in using these methods in Switzerland. He
and Mr. Angel are chiefly responsible for the selection of the particular
papers translated. In our introductory chapters, Dr. Ellenberger and I have
undertaken the task of making a bridge between these contributions and
American psychiatry and psychology, while Mr. Angel has borne the major
weight of the translations themselves.

But no sooner had we commenced work than we found ourselves up against
grave difficulties. How could one render into English the key terms and con-
cepts of this way of understanding man, beginning with even such a basic
word as Dasein? We were indeed facing what has often been called the genius
and demonic character of the German language. I vividly remember a com-
ment made by Dr. Paul Tillich, who is himself a representative of one wing
of the existential movement and who likewise possesses a penetrating under-
standing of psychoanalysis. Driving together to East Hampton one day during
the early stages of this work, Tillich and I stopped at a ‘“‘diner.” Over our
coffee I handed him a list of some of the key terms and their proposed equiva-
lents in English.

Suddenly he exclaimed, “Ach, it is impossible!” I hoped he meant the
coffee and not the definitions! But it soon became clear he meant the latter.

“It is impossible,” he continued. “But you must do it anyway.”

The present volume is proof that we kept to the task, and we trust that by
and large we have achieved success in rendering into clear English the pro-

Vil



Preface vin

found and oftentimes exceedingly subtle meanings in these papers. The most
severe obstacles arose in ‘“The Case of Ellen West.” This remarkable paper
by Binswanger was generally considered to be untranslatable into English,
chiefly because the key terms in the analysis of the patient are built up—as
is so often the case in German philosophical and scientific writing—out of a
complex interrelation of concepts. We had reluctantly decided in our original
plans to omit it from this volume. Then we heard that Dr. Werner Mendel
and Dr. Joseph Lyons in Topeka had had the courage to undertake a trans-
lation of Ellen West. We warmly appreciated their willingness to offer us
the results of their labors. So great are the difficulties inherent in this paper
that their draft was revised by Professor Bayard Morgan and reworked in
part by Dr. Ellenberger and, in connection with special problems, by Dr.
Straus. Finally, Mr. Angel and I worked through the ultimate version in
detail. Despite the travails involved in such combined efforts, we are indeed
happy—for reasons the reader of this case will quickly see—that the paper is
available in English. Due to pressures of time, Dr. Binswanger was unable
to study this translation in detail, and hence it is not termed authorized
although it is published with the author’s permission. All of the other trans-
lations are authorized versions.

On completing such a labor, the moods of editors and translators are of
course complex. But, for myself, may I say that time and again in working
on these papers during these years I have had the experience of discovery that
Keats so beautifully describes:

“Then felt I like some watcher of the skies
When a new planet swims into his ken .

»

This indeed is its own reward. But we are also deeply gratified if we have
made it possible for our colleagues and others to have this same experience
of discovery.
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The Origins and Significance
of the Existential
Movement in Psychology*

by Rollo May

IN RECENT YEARs there has been a growing awareness on the part of some
psychiatrists and psychologists that serious gaps exist in our way of under-
standing of human beings. These gaps may well seem most compelling to
psychotherapists, confronted as they are in clinic and consulting room with
the sheer reality of persons in crisis whose anxiety will not be quieted by
theoretical formulae. But the lacunae likewise present seemingly unsur-
mountable difficulties in scientific research. Thus many psychiatrists and psy-
chologists in Europe and others in this country have been asking themselves
disquieting questions, and others are aware of gnawing doubts which arise
from the same half-suppressed and unasked questions.

Can we be sure, one such question goes, that we are seeing the patient as
he really is, knowing him in his own reality; or are we seeing merely a pro-
jection of our own theories about him? Every psychotherapist, to be sure,
has his knowledge of patterns and mechanisms of behavior and has at his
finger tips the system of concepts developed by his particular school. Such a
conceptual system is entirely necessary if we are to observe scientifically. But
the crucial question is always the bridge between the system and the patient
—how can we be certain that our system, admirable and beautifully wrought
as it may be in principle, has anything whatever to do with this specific Mr.
Jones, a living, immediate reality sitting opposite us in the consulting room?
May not just this particular person require another system, another quite
different {rame of reference? And does not this patient, or any person for
that matter, evade our investigations, slip through our scientific fingers like
seafoam, precisely to the extent that we rely on the logical consistency of our
own system?

* I wish to thank Dxs. Henri Ellenberger, Leslie Farber, Carl Rogers, Erwin Straus, Paul
Tillich, and Edith Weigert for reading and making suggestions for these two chapters.

3



INTRODUCTION 4

Another such gnawing question is: How can we know whether we are see-
ing the patient in his real world, the world in which he “lives and moves
and has his being,” and which is for him unique, concrete, and different from
our general theories of culture? In all probability we have never participated
in his world and do not know it directly; yet we must know it and to some
extent must be able to exist in it if we are to have any chance of knowing him.

Such questions were the motivations of psychiatrists and psychologists in
Europe who later comprised the Daseinsanalyse, or existential-analytic,
movement. The “existential research orientation in psychiatry,” writes Lud-
wig Binswanger, its chief spokesman, “arose from dissatisfaction with the pre-
vailing efforts to gain scientific understanding in psychiatry. . . . Psychology
and psychotherapy as sciences are admittedly concerned with ‘man,’ but not
at all primarily with mentally ill man, but with man as such. The new un-
derstanding of man, which we owe to Heidegger’s analysis of existence, has
its basis in the new conception that man is no longer understood in terms of
some theory—be it a mechanistic, a biologic or a psychological one. . . 1

I What Called Forth This Development?

Before turning to what this new conception of man is, let us note that this
approach sprang up spontaneously in different parts of Europe and among
different schools, and has a diverse body of researchers and creative thinkers.
There were Eugene Minkowski in Paris, Erwin Straus in Germany and now
in this country, V. E. von Gebsattel in Germany, who represent chiefly the
first, or phenomenological, stage of this movement. There were Ludwig Bins-
wanger, A. Storch, M. Boss, G. Bally, Roland Kuhn in Switzerland, J. H.
Van Den Berg and F. J. Buytendijk in Holland, and so on, representing more
specifically the second, or existential, stage. These facts—namely, that the
movement emerged spontaneously, without these men in some cases know-
ing about the remarkably similar work of their colleagues, and that, rather
than being the brain-child of one leader, it owes its creation to di-
verse psychiatrists and psychologists—testify that it must answer a wide-
spread need in our times in the fields of psychiatry and psychology. Von
Gebsattel, Boss, and Bally are Freudian analysts; Binswanger, though in
Switzerland, became a member of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society at
Freud’s recommendation when the Zurich group split off from the Inter-
national. Some of the existential therapists had also been under Jungian
influence.

These thoroughly experienced men became disquieted over the fact that,
although they were effecting cures by the techniques they had learned, they
could not, so long as they confined themselves to Freudian and Jungian as-

1L. Binswanger, “Existential Analysis and Psychotherapy,” in Progress in Psychotherapy,
ed. by Fromm-Reichmann and Moreno (New York: Grune & Stratton, 1956), p. 144.
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sumptions, arrive at any clear understanding of why these cures did or did
not occur or what actually was happening in the patients’ existence. They
refused the usual methods among therapists of quieting such inner doubts—
namely, of turning one’s attention with redoubled efforts to perfecting the
intricacies of one’s own conceptual system. Another tendency among psycho-
therapists, when anxious or assailed by doubts as to what they are doing, is
to become preoccupied with technique; perhaps the most handy anxiety-
reducing agent is to abstract one’s self from the issues by assuming a wholly
technical emphasis. These men resisted this temptation. They likewise were
unwilling to postulate unverifiable agents, such as “libido,” or “censor,” as
Ludwig Lefebre points out,? or the various processes lumped under “trans-
ference,” to explain what was going on. And they had particularly strong
doubts about using the theory of the unconscious as a carte blanche on which
almost any explanation could be written. They were aware, as Straus puts it,
that the “unconscious ideas of the patient are more often than not the con-
scious theories of the therapist.”

It was not with specific techniques of therapy that these psychiatrists and
psychologists took issue. They recognize, for example, that psychoanalysis is
valid for certain types of cases, and some of them, bona fide members of the
Freudian movement, employ it themselves. But they all had grave doubts
about its theory of man. And they believed these difficulties and limitations
in the concept of man not only seriously blocked research but would in the
long run also seriously limit the effectiveness and development of therapeutic
techniques. They sought to understand the particular neuroses or psychoses
and, for that matter, any human being’s crisis situation, not as deviations from
the conceptual yardstick of this or that psychiatrist or psychologist who hap-
pened to be observing, but as deviations in the structure of that particular
patient’s existence, the disruption of his condition humaine. A psychother-
apy on existential-analytic bases investigates the life-history of the patient
to be treated, . . . but it does not explain this life-history and its pathologic
idiosyncrasies according to the teachings of any school of psychotherapy, or
by means of its preferred categories. Instead, it understands this life-history as
modifications of the total structure of the patient’s being-in-the-world. . . .” 8
If these phrases seem confusing, we may only remark that it will be the task
of these introductory chapters to make as clear as possible what this approach
means in the understanding of specific persons. Most of the succeeding chap-
ters in the book, written by the pioneers in this movement themselves, will
exemplify the method in case studies.

Binswanger’s own endeavor to understand how existential analysis throws
light on a given case, and how it compares with other methods of under-

2 Personal communication from Dr. Lefebre, an existential psychotherapist who was a
student of Jaspers and Boss.
8 L. Binswanger, op. cil., p. 145.
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standing, is graphically shown in his “Ellen West.” ¢ After he had completed
his book on existential analysis, in 1942, Binswanger went back into the
archives in the sanatorium of which he is director to select the case history
of this young woman who had ultimately committed suicide. The case is
rich not only in the respect that the eloquent diaries, personal notes, and
poems of Ellen West were available but also in the respects that she had
been treated over two periods of time by psychoanalysts before her admission
to the sanatorium and, while in the sanatorium, had received consultations
by Bleuler and Kraepelin. Binswanger uses this case as a basis for discussing
how Ellen West was diagnosed and understood first by the psychoanalysts,
then by Bleuler and Kraepelin and the authorities at the sanatorium, and
finally how she would now be undexstood on the basis of existential analysis.

It is relevant here to note the long friendship between Binswanger and
Freud, a relationship which both greatly valued. In his recent small book
giving his recollections of Freud, which he published at the urging of Anna
Freud, Binswanger recounts the many visits he made to Freud’s home in
Vienna and the visit of several days Freud made to him at his sanatorium on
Lake Constance. Their relationship was the more remarkable since it was
the sole instance of a lasting friendship of Freud with any colleague who
differed radically with him. There is a poignant quality in a message Freud
wrote to Binswanger in reply to the latter’s New Year’s letter: “You, quite
different from so many others, have not let it happen that your intellectual
development—which has taken you further and further away from my influ-
ence—should destroy our personal relations, and you do not know how much
good such fineness does to one.” ¢ Whether the friendship survived because
the intellectual conflict between the two was like the proverbial battle be-
tween the elephant and the walrus, who never met on the same ground, or
because of some diplomatic attitude on Binswanger’s part (a tendency for
which Freud mildly chided him at one point) or because of the depth of their
respect and affection for each other, we cannot of course judge. What was
certainly important, however, was the fact that Binswanger and the others in
the existential movement in therapy were concerned not with arguing about
specific dynamisms as such but with analyzing the underlying assumptions
about human nature and arriving at a structure on which all specific thera-
peutic systems could be based.

It would be a mistake, therefore, simply to identify the existential move-
ment in psychotherapy as another in the line of schools which have broken
off from Freudianism, from Jung and Adler on down. Those previous devi-
ating schools, although called forth by blind spots in orthodox therapy and

4 Included in this volume, published originally in 1945.

8 Grundformen und Erkenntnis menschlichen Daseins (Zurich: Niehans, 1942).

6 L. Binswanger, Erinnerungen an Sigmund Freud, just published in this country under
the title, Sigmund Freud: Reminiscences of a Friendship, trans. by Norbert Guterman
(New York: Grune and Stratton, 195%).
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typically emerging when orthodoxy had struck an arid plateau, were never-
theless formed under the impetus of the creative work of one seminal leader.
Otto Rank’s new emphasis on the present time in the patient’s experience
emerged in the early twenties when classical analysis was bogging down in
unvital intellectualized discussion of the patient’s past; Wilhelm Reich’s
character analysis arose in the late twenties as an answer to the special
need to break through the “ego defenses” of the character armor; new cul-
tural approaches developed in the 1930’s through the work of Horney and,
in their distinctive ways, Fromm and Sullivan, when orthodox analysis was
missing the real significance of the social and interpersonal aspects of neu-
rotic and psychotic disturbances. Now the emergence of the existential ther-
apy movement does have one feature in common with these other schools,
namely, that it was also called forth by blind spots, as we shall make clearer
later, in the existing approaches to psychotherapy. But it differs from the
other schools in two respects. First, it is not the creation of any one leader,
but grew up spontaneously and indigenously in diverse parts of the con-
tinent. Secondly, it does not purport to found a new school as over against
other schools or to give a new technique of therapy as over against other
techniques. It seeks, rather, to analyze the structure of human existence—an
enterprise which, if successful, should yield an understanding of the reality
underlying all situations of human beings in crises.

Thus this movement purports to do more than cast light upon blind spots.
When Binswanger writes, “. . . existential analysis is able to widen and
deepen the basic concepts and understandings of psychoanalysis,” he is on
sound ground, in my judgment, not only with respect to analysis but other
forms of therapy as well.

It requires no brilliance, however, to predict that this approach will en-
counter a good deal of resistance in this country, despite the fact that it has
been rapidly growing in importance in Europe and is now reported by some
observers to be the dominant movement on the continent. In the early period
when they were colleagues, Freud once wrote to Jung that it was always
better to identify and call forth openly the resistances of that still-Victorian
culture to psychoanalysis. We shall take Freud's advice and name what we
believe will be the chief resistances to this present approach.

The first source of resistance, of course, to this or any new contribution
is the assumption that all major discoveries have been made in these fields
and we need only fill in the details. This attitude is an old interloper, an
uninvited guest who has been notoriously present in the battles between
the schools in psychotherapy. Its name is “blind-spots-structuralized-into-
dogma.” And though it does not merit an answer, nor is it susceptible to
any, it is unfortunately an attitude which may be more widespread in this
historical period than one would like to think.

The second source of resistance, and one to be answered seriously, is the
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suspicion that existential analysis is an encroachment of philosophy into
psychiatry, and does not have much to do with science. This attitude is
partly a hang-over of the culturally inherited scars from the battle of the
last of the nineteenth century when psychological science won its freedom
from metaphysics. The victory then achieved was exceedingly important
but, as in the aftermath of any war, there followed reactions to opposite ex-
tremes which are themselves harmful. Concerning this resistance we shall
make several comments.

It is well to remember that the existential movement in psychiatry and
psychology arose precisely out of a passion to be not less but more empirical.
Binswanger and the others were convinced that the traditional scientific
methods not only did not do justice to the data but actually tended to hide
rather than reveal what was going on in the patient. The existential analysis
movement is a protest against the tendency to see the patient in forms tail-
ored to our own preconceptions or to make him over into the image of our
own predilections. In this respect it stands squarely within the scientific tra-
dition in its widest sense. But it broadens its knowledge of man by historical
perspective and scholarly depth, by accepting the facts that human beings
reveal themselves in art and literature and philosophy, and by profiting
from the insights of the particular cultural movements which express the
anxiety and conflicts of contemporary man. One has only to read the follow-
ing chapters to see with what intellectual probity and scholarly discipline
these students of man explore their fields. To my mind they represent a
uniting of science and humanism.

It is also important here to remind ourselves that every scientific method
rests upon philosophical presuppositions. These presuppositions determine
not only how much reality the observer with this particular method can see
~they are indeed the spectacles through which he perceives—but also
whether or not what is observed is pertinent to real problems and therefore
whether the scientific work will endure. It is a gross, albeit common, error
to assume najvely that one can observe facts best if he avoids all preoccupa-
tion with philosophical assumptions. All he does, then, is mirror uncritically
the particular parochial doctrines of his own limited culture. The result in
our day is that science gets identified with methods of isolating factors and
observing them from an allegedly detached base—a particular method which
arose out of the split between subject and object made in the seventeenth
century in Western culture and then developed into its special compartmen-
talized form in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries.” We in our day,
of course, are no less subject to “methodolatry” than are members of any
other culture. But it seems especially a misfortune that our understanding
in such a crucial area as the psychological study of man, with the understand-

7 Seep.22.
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ing of emotional and mental health depending upon it, should be curtailed
by uncritical acceptance of limited assumptions. Helen Sargent has sagely
and pithily remarked, “Science offers more leeway than graduate students
are permitted to realize.” 8

Is not the essence of science the assumption that reality is lawful and there-
fore understandable, and is it not an inseparable aspect of scientific integrity
that any method continuously criticize its own presuppositions? The only
way to widen one’s “blinders” is to analyze one’s philosophical assumptions.
In my judgment it is very much to the credit of the psychiatrists and psy-
chologists in this existential movement that they seek to clarify their own
bases. This enables them, as Dr. Ellenberger points out in a later chapter in
this book, to see their human subjects with a fresh clarity and to shed origi-
nal light on many facets of psychological experience.

The third source of resistance, and to my mind the most crucial of all, is
the tendency in this country to be preoccupied with technique and to be
impatient with endeavors to search below such considerations to find the
foundations upon which all techniques must be based. This tendency can be
well explained in terms of our American social background, particularly our
frontier history, and it can be well justified as our optimistic, activistic con-
cern for helping and changing people. Certainly our genius in the field of
psychology has been in the behavioristic, clinical, and applied areas, and our
special contributions in psychiatry have been in drug therapy and other
technical applications. Gordon Allport has described the fact that American
and British psychology (as well as general intellectual climate) has been
Lockean, that is, pragmatic, a tradition fitting behaviorism, stimulus and re-
sponse systems, and animal psychology. The continental tradition, in con-
trast, has been Leibnitzian® Now it is very sobering to remind one’s self
that every new theoretical contribution in the field of psychotherapy which
has had the originality and germinating power to lead to the developing of
a new school has come from continental Europe with only two exceptions—
and, of these, one was grandsired by a European-born psychiatrist.?® In this

8 Methodological Problems in the Assessment of Intrapsychic Change in Psychotherapy
(to be published).

9 Gordon Allport, Becoming, Basic Considerations for a Psychology of Personality (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1955). The Lockean tradition, Allport points out, consists of
an emphasis on the mind as tabula rasa on which experience writes all that is later to exist
therein, whereas the Leibnitzian tradition views the mind as having a potentially active
core of its own.

10 To see this one has only to name the originators of new theory: Freud, Adler, Jung,
Rank, Stekel, Reich, Horney, Fromm, etc. The two exceptions, so far as I can see, are the
schools of Harry Stack Sullivan and Carl Rogers, and the former was indirectly related to
the work of the Swiss-born Adolph Meyer. Even Rogers may partly illustrate our point,
for although his approach has clear and consistent theoretical implications about human

pature, his focus has been on the “applied” rather than the “pure” science side, if we may
make that distinction, and his theory about human nature owes much to Otto Rank. We
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country we tend to be a nation of practitioners; but the disturbing question
is, where shall we get what we practice? In our preoccupation with tech-
nique, laudable enough in itself, we tend to overlook the fact that technique
emphasized by itself in the long run defeats even technique. One of the rea-
sons that European thought has been so much richer in yielding original
and fresh discoveries in these fields is its tradition of broad historical and
philosophical perspective in science and thought. This is abundantly clear
in the specific area with which we are concerned in this book, the existential
psychotherapy movement. Binswanger, Straus, Von Gebsattel and the other
founders of this movement, though their thought is related to real problems
and patients, have the flavor of “pure” science. They search not for tech-
niques as such but rather for an understanding of the foundations on which
all technique must stand.

These resistances we have named, far from undermining the contribution
of existential analysis, precisely demonstrate its potential importance to
our thinking, in my judgment. Despite its difficulties—due partly to its
language, partly to the complexity of its thought—we believe that it is a
contribution of significance and originality meriting serious study.

II What Is Existentialism?

We must now remove a major stumbling block—namely, the confusion
surrounding the term, “existentialism.” The word is bandied about to mean

are not making a value judgment in the distinction between the “applied” science
tendency in America as contrasted to the “pure” science tendencies in Europe; but we do
wish to point out that a serious problem confronts us that goes far beyond the borders of
psychology and psychiatry. Professor Whitehead of Harvard, in his inaugural address sev-
eral years ago as Director of the Harvard School of Economics, undertook to list the twenty
outstanding contributors to the intellectual scientific development of Western civilization
during the last three centuries, such as Einstein, Freud; every one of them came from
Europe or the Near East; not one was born in America. One cannot explain this simply
on the basis of the longer time Europe has been training scientists, says Whitehead, for in
America in the last four decades we have trained more scientists and engineers than in all
the rest of Western civilization put together. Since the sources of “pure” science in Europe
may be drying up, this predilection for “applications” presents us with a serious problem
for the future.

We obviously have no desire at all to set up any “Europe vs. America” issue. We are all
part of modern Western culture, and for quite understandable historical reasons certain
aspects of the historical destiny of Western man fell more heavily on Europe and others
on America. It is precisely in this context that the existential approach may have a par-
ticular and significant contribution. For this approach combines the basic scientific quest
for understanding the underlying structure of human existence both with a suspicion of
abstraction per se and with an emphasis on truth produced in action. It seeks theory not
in the realm of abstraction but in the realm of the concrete, existing human being. Thus
it has a profound, potential (though as yet unrealized) affinity for the American genius for
combining thought and action (as shown so beautifully in William James). The chapters
which follow, therefore, may yield important help in our finding the “pure” science bases
we 8o sorely need in the sciences of man.
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everything—from the posturing defiant dilettantism of some members of the
avant garde on the left bank in Paris, to a philosophy of despair advocating
suicide, to a system of anti-rationalist German thought written in a lan-
guage so esoteric as to exasperate any empirically minded reader. Existen-
tialism, rather, is an expression of profound dimensions of the modern emo-
tional and spiritual temper and is shown in almost all aspects of our culture.
It is found not only in psychology and philosophy but in art, vide Van Gogh,
Cezanne, and Picasso—and in literature, vide Dostoevski, Baudelaire, Kafka,
and Rilke. Indeed, in many ways it is the unique and specific portrayal of
the psychological predicament of contemporary Western man. This cultural
movement, as we shall see later in detail, has its roots in the same historical
situation and the same psychological crises which called forth psychoanalysis
and other forms of psychotherapy.

Confusions about the term occur even in usually highly literate places.
The New York Times, in a report commenting on Sartre’s denunciation of,
and final break with, the Russian Communists for their suppression of free-
dom in Hungary, identified Sartre as a leader in “existentialism, a broadly
materialistic form of thought.” The report illustrates two reasons for the con-
fusion—first, the identification of existentialism in the popular mind in this
country with the writings of Jean-Paul Sartre. Quite apart from the fact that
Sartre is known here for his dramas, movies, and novels rather than for his
major, penetrating psychological analyses, it must be emphasized that he rep-
resents a nihilistic, subjectivist extreme in existentialism which invites mis-
understanding, and his position is by no means the most useful introduction
to the movement. But the second more serious confusion in the Times re-
port is its definition of existentialism as “broadly materialistic.” Nothing
could be less accurate—nothing, unless it be the exact opposite, namely, de-
scribing it as an idealistic form of thinking. For the very essence of this ap-
proach is that it seeks to analyze and portray the human being—whether in
art or literature or philosophy or psychology—on a level which undercuts
the old dilemma of materialism versus idealism.

Existentialism, in short, is the endeavor to understand man by cutting be-
low the cleavage between subject and object which has bedeviled Western
thought and science since shortly after the Renaissance. This cleavage Bins-
wanger calls “the cancer of all psychology up to now . . . the cancer of the
doctrine of subject-object cleavage of the world.” The existential way of
understanding human beings has some illustrious progenitors in Western
history, such as Socrates in his dialogues, Augustine in his depth-psychologi-
cal analyses of the self, Pascal in his struggle to find a place for the “heart’s
reasons which the reason knows not of.” But it arose specifically just over a
hundred years ago in Kierkegaard’s violent protest against the reigning ra-
tionalism of his day, Hegel’s “totalitarianism of reason,” to use Maritain’s
phrase. Kierkegaard proclaimed that Hegel’s identification of abstract truth
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with reality was an illusion and amounted to trickery. “Truth exists,” wrote
Kierkegaard, “only as the individual himself produces it in action.” He and
the existentialists following him protested firmly against the rationalists and
idealists who would see man only as a subject—that is, as having reality only
as a thinking being. But just as strongly they fought against the tendency to
treat man as an object to be calculated and controlled, exemplified in the
almost overwhelming tendencies in the Western world to make human
beings into anonymous units to fit like robots into the vast industrial and
political collectivisms of our day.

These thinkers sought the exact opposite of intellectualism for its own
sake. They would have protested more violently than classical psychoanalysis
against the use of thinking as a defense against vitality or as a substitute for
immediate experience. One of the early existentialists of the sociological
wing, Feuerbach, makes this appealing admonition, “Do not wish to be a
philosopher in contrast to being a man . . . do not think as a thinker . . .
think as a living, real being. Think in Existence.” 11

The term “existence,” coming from the root ex-sistere, means literally to
stand out, to emerge. This accurately indicates what these cultural repre-
sentatives sought, whether in art or philosophy or psychology—namely, to
portray the human being not as a collection of static substances or mecha-
nisms or patterns but rather as emerging and becoming, that is to say, as
existing. For no matter how interesting or theoretically true is the fact that
I am composed of such and such chemicals or act by such and such mecha-
nisms or patterns, the crucial question always is that I happen to exist at
this given moment in time and space, and my problem is how I am to be
aware of that fact and what I shall do about it. As we shall see later, the exis-
tential psychologists and psychiatrists do not at all rule out the study of
dynamisms, drives, and patterns of behavior. But they hold that these cannot
be understood in any given person except in the context of the overarching
fact that here is a person who happens to exist, to be, and if we do not keep
this in mind, all else we know about this person will lose its meaning. Thus
their approach is always dynamic; existence refers to coming into being,
becoming. Their endeavor is to understand this becoming not as a senti-
mental artifact but as the fundamental structure of human existence. When
the term “being” is used in the following chapters, as it often is, the reader
should remember that it is not a static word but a verb form, the participle
of the verb “to be.” Existentialism is basically concerned with ontology,
that is, the science of being (ontos, from Greek ‘“being”).

We can see more clearly the significance of the term if we recall that tra-
ditionally in Western thought “existence” has been set over against ‘“‘es-

11 Quoted by Paul Tillich, “Existential Philosophy,” in the Journal of the History of
Ideas, 5:1, 4470, 1944.
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sence.” Essence refers to the greenness of this stick of wood, let us say, and
its density, weight, and other characteristics which give it substance. By and
large Western thought since the Renaissance has been concerned with es-
sences. Traditional science seeks to discover such essences or substances; it
assumes an essentialist metaphysics, as Professor Wild of Harvard puts it.12
The search for essences may indeed produce higly significant universal laws
in science or brilliant abstract conceptualizations in logic or philosophy.
But it can do this only by abstraction. The existence of the given individual
thing has to be left out of the picture. For example, we can demonstrate that
three apples added to three make six. But this would be just as true if we
substituted unicorns for apples; it makes no difference to the mathematical
truth of the proposition whether apples or unicorns actually exist or not.
That is to say, a proposition can be true without being real. Perhaps just be-
cause this approach has worked so magnificently in certain areas of science,
we tend to forget that it necessarily involves a detached viewpoint and that
the living individual must be omitted.’¥ There remains the chasm between
truth and reality. And the crucial question which confronts us in psychology
and other aspects of the science of man is precisely this chasm between what
is abstractly true and what is existentially real for the given living person.

Lest it seem that we are setting up an artificial, straw-man issue, let us
point out that this chasm between truth and reality is openly and frankly
admitted by sophisticated thinkers in behavioristic and conditioning psy-
chology. Kenneth W. Spence, distinguished leader of one wing of behavior
theory, writes, “The question of whether any particular realm of behavior
phenomena is more real or closer to real life and hence should be given pri-
ority in investigation does not, or at least should not, arise for the psycholo-
gist as scientist.” That is to say, it does not primarily matter whether what
is being studied is real or not. What realms, then, should be selected for
study? Spence gives priority to phenomena which lend themselves “to the
degrees of control and analysis necessary for the formulation of abstract
laws.” * Nowhere has our point been put more unabashedly and clearly—

12 John Wild, The Challenge of Existentialism (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1955)- Modern physics, with Heisenberg, Bohr (see p. 26), and similax trends have changed
at this point, paralleling, as we shall see later, one side of the existentialist development.
We are talking above of the traditional ideas of Western science.

18 Reality makes a difference to the person who has the apples—that is the existential
side—but it is irrelevant to the truth of the mathematical proposition. For a more serious
example, that all men die is a truth; and to say that such and such a percentage die at
such and such ages gives a statistical accuracy to the proposition. But neither of these
statements says anything about the fact which really matters most to each of us, namely,
that you and I must alone face the fact that at some unknown moment in the future we
shall die. In contrast to the essentialist propositions, these latter are existential facts.

14 Kenneth W. Spence, Behavior Theory and Conditioning (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1956). ‘
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what can be reduced to abstract laws is selected, and whether what you are
studying has reality or not is irrevelant to this goal. On the basis of this ap-
proach many an impressive system in psychology has been erected, with ab-
straction piled high upon abstraction—the authors succumbing, as we intel-
lectuals are wont, to their “edifice complex”—until an admirable and
imposing structure is built. The only trouble is that the edifice has more
often than not been separated from human reality in its very foundations.
Now the thinkers in the existential tradition hold the exact opposite to
Spence’s view, and so do the psychiatrists and psychologists in the existential
psychotherapy movement. They insist that it is necessary and possible to
have a science of man which studies human beings in their reality.
Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and those who followed them accurately foresaw
this growing split between truth and reality in Western culture, and they
endeavored to call Western man back from the delusion that reality can be
comprehended in an abstracted, detached way. But though they protested
vehemently against arid intellectualism, they were by no means simple ac-
tivists. Nor were they antirational. Anti-intellectualism and other move-
ments in our day which make thinking subordinate to acting must not at
all be confused with existentialism. Either alternative—making man subject or
object—results in losing the living, existing person. Kierkegaard and the
existential thinkers appealed to a reality underlying both subjectivity and
objectivity. We must not only study a person’s experience as such, they held,
but even more we must study the man to whom the experience is happening,
the one who is doing the experiencing. They insist, as Tillich puts it, that
“Reality or Being is not the object of cognitive experience, but is rather
‘existence,’ is Reality as immediately experienced, with the accent on the
inner, personal character of man’s immediate experience.” ** This comment,
as well as several above, will indicate to the reader how close the existen-
tialists are to present-day depth-psychology. It is by no means accidental that
the greatest of them in the nineteenth century, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche,
happen also to be among the most remarkable psychologists (in the dynamic
sense) of all time and that one of the contemporary leaders of this school,
Karl Jaspers, was originally a psychiatrist and wrote a notable text on psycho-
pathology. When one reads Kierkegaard's profound analyses of anxiety and
despair or Nietzsche’s amazingly acute insights into the dynamics of resent-
ment and the guilt and hostility which accompany repressed emotional pow-
ers, one must pinch himself to realize that he is reading works written seventy-
five and a hundred years ago and not some new contemporary psychological
analysis. The existentialists are centrally concerned with rediscovering the
living person amid the compartmentalization and dehumanization of mod-
ern culture, and in order to do this they engage in depth psychological anal-
ysis. Their concern is not with isolated psychological reactions in themselves
16 Paul Tillich, op. cit.
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but rather with the psychological being of the living man who is doing the
experiencing. That is to say, they use psychological terms with an ontological
meaning.16

Martin Heidegger is generally taken as the fountainhead of present-day
existential thought. His seminal work, Being and Time, was of radical im-
portance in giving Binswanger and other existential psychiatrists and psy-
chologists the deep and broad basis they sought for understanding man.
Heidegger's thought is rigorous, logically incisive, and “scientific” in the
European sense of pursuing with unrelenting vigor and thoroughness what-
ever implications his inquiries led him to. But his work is almost impossible

16 For readers who wish more historical background, we append this note. In the winter
of 1841, Schelling gave his famous series of lectures at the University of Berlin before a dis-
tinguished audience including Kierkegaard, Burckhardt, Engels, Bakunin. Schelling set
out to overthrow Hegel, whose vast rationalist system, including, as we have said, the iden-
tification of abstract truth with reality and the bringing of all of history into an “absolute
whole,” held immense and dominant popularity in the Europe of the middle of the nine-
teenth century. Though many of Schelling’s listeners were bitterly disappointed in his
answers (o Hegel, the existential movement may be said to have begun there. Kierkegaard
went back to Denmark and in 1844 published his Philosophical Fragments, and two years
later he wrote the declaration of independence of existentialism, Concluding Unscientific
Postscript. Also in 1844 there appeared the second edition of Schopenhauer’s The World
as Will and Idea, a work important in the new movement because of its central emphasis
on vitality, “will,” along with “idea.” Two related works were written by Karl Marx in
1844—45. The early Marx is significant in this movement in his attack upon abstract truth
as “ideology,” again using Hegel as his whipping boy. Marx’ dynamic view of history as the
arena in which men and groups bring truth into being and his meaningful fragments
pointing out how the money economy of modern industrialism tends to turn people into
things and works toward the dehumanization of modern man are likewise significant in the
existentialist approach. Both Marx and Kierkegaard took over Hegel’s dialectical method
but used it for quite different purposes. More existential elements were latently present in
Hegel, it may be noted, than his antagonists acknowledged.

In the following decades the movement subsided. Kierkegaard remained completely
unknown, Schelling’s work was contemptuously buried, and Marx and Feuerbach were
interpreted as dogmatic materialists. Then a new impetus came in the 1880’s with the work
of Dilthey, and particularly with Friedrich Nietzsche, the “philosophy of life” movement,
and the work of Bergson.

The third and contemporary phase of existentialism came after the shock to the Western
world caused by World War I. Kierkegaard and the early Marx were rediscovered, and the
serious challenges to the spiritual and psychological bases of Western society given by
Nietzsche could no longer be covered over by Victorian self-satisfied placidity. The specific
form of this third phase owes much to the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl, which
gave to Heidegger, Jaspers, and the others the tool they needed to undercut the subject-
object cleavage which had been such a stumbling-block in science as well as philosophy.
There is an obvious similarity between existentialism, in its emphasis on truth as produced
in action, with the process philosophies, such as Whitehead’s, and American pragmatism,
particularly as in William James.

Those who wish to know more about the existential movement as such are referred to
Paul Tillich's classical paper, “Existential Philosophy.” For most of the above historical
material I am indebted to Tillich’s paper.

We may add that part of the confusion in this field is due to the misleading titles which
books are given. Wahl's 4 Short History of Existentialism is short but by no means a his-
tory of existentialism, just as the book by Sartre published under the title of Existential Psy-
choanalysis has very little to do with psychoanalysis or, for that matter, existential therapy.
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to translate. Only a few essays are available in English.1” Jean-Paul Sartre’s
best contribution to our subject are his phenomenological descriptions of
psychological processes. In addition to Jaspers, other prominent existential
thinkers are Gabriel Marcel in France, Nicolas Berdyaev, originally Russian
but until his recent death a resident of Paris, and Ortega y Gasset and Una-
muno in Spain. Paul Tillich shows the existential approach in his work, and
in many ways his book The Courage to Be is the best and most cogent pre-
sentation of existentialism as an approach to actual living available in
English.18

The novels of Kafka portray the despairing, dehumanized situation in
modern culture from which and to which existentialism speaks. T he Stranger
and The Plague, by Albert Camus, represent excellent examples in modern
literature in which existentialism is partially self-conscious. But perhaps the
most vivid of all portrayals of the meaning of existentialism is to be found
in modern art, partly because it is articulated symbolically rather than as
self-conscious thought and partly because art always reveals with special
clarity the underlying spiritual and emotional temper of the culture. We
shall frequently refer to the relation of modern art and existentialism in the
following pages. Here let us only note that some of the common elements in
the work of such outstanding representatives of the modern movement as
Van Gogh, Cezanne, and Picasso are, first, a revolt against the hypocritical
academic tradition of the late nineteenth century, second, an endeavor to
pierce below surfaces to grasp a new relation to the reality of nature, third,

17 Published, along with an introduction and a summary of “Being and Time,” by
Werner Brock, in Existence and Being (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1949). Heidegger dis-
claimed the title “existentialist” after it became identified with the work of Sartre. He
would call himself, strictly speaking, a philologist or ontologist. But in any case, we must
be existential enough not to get twisted up in controversies over titles and to take the
meaning and spirit of each man’s work rather than the letter. Martin Buber likewise is not
happy at being called an existentialist, although his work has clear affinities with this
movement. The readexr who has difficulty with the terms in this field is indeed in good
company!

18 The Courage to Be (New Haven: Yale Univexsity Press, 1952) is existential as a living
approach to crises in contrast to books about existentialism. Tillich, like most of the
thinkers mentioned above, is not to be tagged as merely an existentialist, for existentialism
is a way of approaching problems and does not in itself give answers or norms. Tillich has
both rational norms—the structure of reason is always prominent in his analyses—and
religious norms. Some readers will not find themselves in agreement with the religious ele-
ments in The Courage to Be. It is important to note the very significant point, however,
that these religious ideas, whether one agrees with them or not, do illustrate an authentic
existential approach. This is seen in Tillich’s concept of “the God beyond God” and “abso-
lute faith” as faith not in some content or somebody but as a state of being, a way of
relating to reality characterized by courage, acceptance, full commitment, etc. The theistic
arguments for the “existence of God” are not only beside the point but exemplify the most
deteriorated aspect of the Western habit of thinking in terms of God as a substance or
object, existing in a world of objects and in relation to whom we are subjects. This is
“bad theology,” Tillich points out, and results in “the God Nietzsche said had to be killed
because nobody can tolerate being made into a mere object of absolute knowledge and
absolute control” (p. 185).
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an endeavor to recover vitality and honest, direct aesthetic experience, and,
fourth, the desperate attempt to express the immediate underlying meaning
of the modern human situation, even though this means portraying despair
and emptiness. Tillich, for example, holds that Picasso’s painting “Guernica”
gives the most gripping and revealing portrayal of the atomistic, fragment-
ized condition of European society which preceded World War II and
“shows what is now in the souls of many Americans as disruptiveness, exis-
tential doubt, emptiness and meaninglessness.” 19

The fact that the existential approach arose as an indigenous and spon-
taneous answer to crises in modern culture is shown not only in the fact that
it emerged in art and literature but also in the fact that different philos-
ophers in diverse parts of Europe often developed these ideas without con-
scious relation to each other. Though Heidegger’s main work, Being and
Time, was published in 1927, Ortega y Gasset already in 1924 had developed
and partially published strikingly similar ideas without any direct knowl-
edge of Heidegger's work.20

It is true, of course, that existentialism had its birth in a time of cultural
crisis, and it is always found in our day on the sharp revolutionary edge of
modern art, literature, and thought. To my mind this fact speaks for the
validity of its insights rather than the reverse. When a culture is caught in
the profound convulsions of a transitional period, the individuals in the
society understandably suffer spiritual and emotional upheaval; and finding
that the accepted mores and ways of thought no longer yield security, they
tend either to sink into dogmatism and conformism, giving up awareness,
or are forced to strive for a heightened self-consciousness by which to be-
come aware of their existence with new conviction and on new bases. This is
one of the most important affinities of the existential movement with psycho-
therapy—both are concerned with individuals in crisis. And far from saying
that the insights of a crisis period are “simply the product of anxiety and
despair,” we are more likely to find, as we do time and again in psychoanal-
ysis, that a crisis is exactly what is required to shock people out of unaware
dependence upon external dogma and to force them to unravel layers of
pretense to reveal naked truth about themselves which, however unpleasant,
will at least be solid. Existentialism is an attitude which accepts man as al-
ways becoming, which means potentially in crisis. But this does not mean
it will be despairing. Socrates, whose dialectical search for truth in the indi-
vidual is the prototype of existentialism, was optimistic. But this approach
is understandably more apt to appear in ages of transition, when one age is
dying and the new one not yet born, and the individual is either homeless

19 “Existential Aspects of Modern Art,” in Christianity and the Existentialists, edited by
Carl Michalson (New York: Scribners, 1956), p. 138.

20 Ortega y Gasset, The Dehumanization of Art, and Other Writings on Art and Culture
(New York: Doubleday Anchor, 1956), pp. 185—187-
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and lost or achieves a new self-consciousness. In the period of transition from
Medievalism to the Renaissance, a moment of radical upheaval in Western
culture, Pascal describes powerfully the experience the existentialists later
were to call Dasein: “When I consider the brief span of my life, swallowed
up in the eternity before and behind it, the small space that I fill, or even
see, engulfed in the infinite immensity of spaces which I know not, and
which know not me, I am afraid, and wonder to see myself here rather than
there; for there is no reason why I should be here rather than there, now
rather than then. . . .” 2 Rarely has the existential problem been put more
simply or beautifully. In this passage we see, first, the profound realization of
the contingency of human life which existentialists call “thrownness.” Sec-
ond, we see Pascal facing unflinchingly the question of being there or more
accurately “being where?” Third, we see the realization that one cannot take
refuge in some superficial explanation of time and space, which Pascal, sci-
entist that he was, could well know; and lastly, the deep shaking anxiety
arising from this stark awareness of existence in such a universe.?2

It remains, finally, in this orientation section to note the relation between
existentialism and oriental thought as shown in the writings of Laotzu and
Zen Buddhism. The similarities are striking. One sees this immediately in
glancing at some quotations from Laotzu’s The Way of Life: “Existence is
beyond the power of words to define: terms may be used but none of them
is absolute.” “Existence, by nothing bred, breeds everything, parent of the
universe.” “Existence is infinite, not to be defined; and though it seem but
a bit of wood in your hand, to carve as you please, it is not to be lightly
played with and laid down.” “The way to do is to be.” “Rather abide at the
center of your being; for the more you leave it, the less you learn.” 28

One gets the same shock of similarity in Zen Buddhism.2* The likenesses be-
tween these Eastern philosophies and existentialism go much deeper than
the chance similarity of words. Both are concerned with ontology, the study
of being. Both seek a relation to reality which cuts below the cleavage be-
tween subject and object. Both would insist that the Western absorption in

21 Pensées of Pascal (New York: Peter Pauper Press, 1946), p. 86. Dasein is defined on
page 41.

22 It is not surprising, thus, that this approach to life would speak particularly to many
modern citizens who are aware of the emotional and spiritual dilemmas in which we find
ourselves. Norbert Wiener, for example, though the actual implications of his scientific
work may be radically diflerent from the emphases of the existentialists, has stated in his
autobiography that his scientific activity has led him personally to a “positive” existen-
tialism. “We are not fighting for a definitive victory in the indefinite future,” he writes. “It
is the greatest possible victory to be, and to have been. [ITALICS MINE.] No defeat can de-
prive us of the success of having existed for some moment of time in a universe that scems
indifferent to us.” I Am a Mathematician (New York: Doubleday).

28 Witter Bynnex, The Way of Life, according to Laotzu, an dmerican version (New
York: John Day Company, 1946).

24 See William Barrett, ed., Zen Buddhism, the Selected Writings of D. T. Suzuki (New
York: Doubleday Anchor, 1956), Introduction, p. xi.
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conquering and gaining power over nature has resulted not only in the es-
trangement of man from nature but also indirectly in the estrangement of
man from himself. The basic reason for these similarities is that Eastern
thought never suffered the radical split between subject and object that
has characterized Western thought, and this dichotomy is exactly what ex-
istentialism seeks to overcome.

The two approaches are not at all to be identified, of course; they are on
different levels. Existentialism is not a comprehensive philosophy or way of
life, but an endeavor to grasp reality. The chief specific difference between
the two, for our purposes, is that existentialism is immersed in and arises
directly out of Western man’s anxiety, estrangement, and conflicts and is
indigenous to our culture. Like psychoanalysis, existentialism seeks not to
bring in answers from other cultures but to utilize these very conflicts in con-
temporary personality as avenues to the more profound self-understanding
of Western man and to find the solutions to our problems in direct relation
to the historical and cultural crises which gave the problems birth. In this
respect, the particular value of Eastern thought is not that it can be trans-
ferred, ready-born like Athena, to the Western mind, but rather that it
serves as a corrective to our biases and highlights the erroneous assumptions
that have led Western development to its present problems. The present
widespread interest in oriental thought in the Western world is, to my
mind, a reflection of the same cultural crises, the same sense of estrangement,
the same hunger to get beyond the vicious circle of dichotomies which called
forth the existentialist movement.

III How Existentialism and Psychoanalysis Arose
Out of the Same Cultural Situation

We shall now look at the remarkable parallel between the problems of
modern man to which the existentialists on one hand and psychoanalysts on
the other devote themselves. From different perspectives and on different
levels, both analyze anxiety, despair, alienation of man from himself and
his society.

Freud describes the neurotic personality of the late nineteenth century as
one suffering from fragmentation, that is, from repression of instinctual
drives, blocking off of awareness, loss of autonomy, weakness and passivity of
the ego, together with the various neurotic symptoms which result from this
fragmentation. Kierkegaard—who wrote the only known book before Freud
specifically devoted to the problem of anxiety—analyzes not only anxiety but
particularly the depression and despair which result from the individual’s
self-estrangement, an estrangement he proceeds to classify in its different
forms and degrees of severity.25 Nietzsche proclaims, ten years before Freud’s

25 Séren Kierkegaard, The Sickness Unto Death, trans. by Walter Lowrie (New York:
Doubleday & Co., 1954).
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first book, that the disease of contemporary man is that “his soul had gone
stale,” he is “fed up,” and that all about there is “a bad smell . . . the smell
of failure. . . . The leveling and diminution of European man is our great-
est danger.” He then proceeds to describe, in terms which remarkably predict
the later psychoanalytic concepts, how blocked instinctual powers turn
within the individual into resentment, self-hatred, hostility, and aggression.
Freud did not know Kierkegaard’s work, but he regarded Nietzsche as one
of the authentically great men of all time.

What is the relation between these three giants of the nineteenth century,
none of whom directly influenced either of the others? And what is the re-
lation between the two approaches to human nature they originated—exten-
tialism and psychoanalysis—probably the two most important to have shaken,
and indeed toppled, the traditional concepts of man? To answer these ques-
tions we must inquire into the cultural situation of the middle and late
nineteenth century out of which both approaches to man arose and to which
both sought to give answers. The real meaning of a way of understanding
human beings, such as existentialism or psychoanalysis, can never be seen
in abstracto, detached from its world, but only in the context of the historical
situation which gave it birth. Thus the historical discussions to follow in
this chapter are not at all detours from our central aim. Indeed, it is pre-
cisely this historical approach which may throw light on our chief question,
namely, how the specific scientific techniques that Freud developed for the
investigation of the fragmentation of the individual in the Victorian period
are related to the understanding of man and his crises to which Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche contributed so much and which later provided a broad and
deep base for existential psychotherapy.

Compartmentalization and Inner Breakdown
in the Nineteenth Century

The chief characteristic of the last half of the nineteenth century was the
breaking up of personality into fragments. These fragmentations, as we shall
see, were symptoms of the emotional, psychological, and spiritual disinte-
gration occurring in the culture and in the individual. One can see this split-
ting up of the individual personality not only in the psychology and the
science of the period but in almost every aspect of late nineteenth-century
culture. One can observe the fragmentation in family life, vividly portrayed
and attacked in Ibsen’s 4 Doll's House. The respectable citizen who keeps
his wife and family in one compartment and his business and other worlds
in others is making his home a doll’s house and preparing its collapse. One
can likewise see the compartmentalization in the separation of art from the
realities of life, the use of art in its prettified, romantic, academic forms as
a hypocritical escape from existence and nature, the art as artificiality against
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which Cezanne, Van Gogh, the impressionists, and other modern art move-
ments so vigorously protested. One can furthermore see the fragmentation in
the separating of religion from weekday existence, making it an affair of
Sundays and special observances, and the divorce of ethics from business.
The segmentation was occurring also in philosophy and psychology—when
Kierkegaard fought so passionately against the enthronement of an arid,
abstract reason and pleaded for a return to reality, he was by no means tilt-
ing at windmills. The Victorian man saw himself as segmented into reason,
will, and emotions and found the picture good. His reason was supposed to
tell him what to do, then voluntaristic will was supposed to give him the
means to do it, and emotions—well, emotions could best be channeled into
compulsive business drive and rigidly structuralized in Victorian mores; and
the emotions which would really have upset the formal segmentation, such
as sex and hostility, were to be stanchly repressed or let out only in orgies
of patriotism or on well-contained week-end “binges” in Bohemia in order
that one might, like a steam engine which has let off surplus pressure, work
more effectively on returning to his desk Monday morning. Naturally, this
kind of man had to put great stress on “rationality.” Indeed, the very term
“irrational” means a thing not to be spoken of or thought of; and Victorian
man’s repressing, or compartmentalizing, what was not to be thought of was
a precondition for the apparent stability of the culture. Schachtel has
pointed out how the citizen of the Victorian period so needed to persuade
himself of his own rationality that he denied the fact that he had ever been
a child or had a child’s irrationality and lack of control; hence the radical
split between the adult and the child, which was portentous for Freud’s
investigations.28

This compartmentalization went hand in hand with the developing indus-
trialism, as both cause and effect. A man who can keep the different segments
of his life entirely separated, who can punch the clock every day at exactly
the same moment, whose actions are always predictable, who is never trou-
bled by irrational urges or poetic visions, who indeed can manipulate him-
self the same way he would the machine whose levers he pulls, is of course
the most profitable worker not only on the assembly line but even on many
of the higher levels of production. As Marx and Nietzsche pointed out, the
corollary is likewise true: the very success of the industrial system, with its
accumulation of money as a validation of personal worth entirely separate
from the actual product of a man’s hands, had a reciprocal depersonalizing
and dehumanizing effect upon man in his relation to others and himself.
It was against these dehumanizing tendencies to make man into a machine,
to make him over in the image of the industrial system for which he labored,
that the early existentialists fought so strongly. And they were aware that the
most serious threat of all was that reason would join mechanics in sapping

26 Ernest Schachtel, On Affect, Anxiety and the Pleasure Principle, paper to be published.
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the individual’s vitality and decisiveness. Reason, they predicted, was be-
coming reduced to a new kind of technique.

Scientists in our day are often not aware that this compartmentalization,
finally, was also characteristic of the sciences of the century of which we are
heirs. This nineteenth century was the era of the “autonomous sciences,” as
Ernest Cassirer phrases it. Each science developed in its own direction; there
was no unifying principle, particularly with relation to man. The views of
man in the period were supported by empirical evidence amassed by the
advancing sciences, but “each theory became a Procrustean bed on which the
empirical facts were stretched to fit a preconceived pattern. . . . Owing to
this development our modern theory of man lost its intellectual center. We
acquired instead a complete anarchy of thought. . . . Theologians, scien-
tists, politicians, sociologists, biologists, psychologists, ethnologists, econo-
mists all approached the problem from their own viewpoints . . . every
author seems in the last count to be led by his own conception and evalua-
tion of human life.” 27 It is no wonder that Max Scheler declared, “In no
other period of human knowledge has man ever become more problematic
to himself than in our own days. We have a scientific, a philosophical, and
a theological anthropology that know nothing of each other. Therefore we
no longer possess any clear and consistent idea of man. The ever-growing
multiplicity of the particular sciences that are engaged in the study of men
has much more confused and obscured than elucidated our concept of
man.” 28

On the surface, of course, the Victorian period appeared placid, contented,
ordered; but this placidity was purchased at the price of widespread, pro-
found, and increasingly brittle repression. As in the case of an individual
neurotic, the compartmentalization became more and more rigid as it ap-
proached the point—August 1, 1914—when it was to collapse altogether.

Now it is to be noted that the compartmentalization of the culture had
its psychological parallel in radical repression within the individual per-
sonality. Freud’s genius was in developing scientific techniques for under-
standing, and mayhap curing, this fragmentized individual personality; but
the did not see—or until much later, when he reacted to the fact with pessi-
mism and some detached despair 22—that the neurotic illness in the individ-
ual was only one side of disintegrating forces which affected the whole of
society. Kierkegaard, for his part, foresaw the results of this disintegration
upon the inner emotional and spiritual life of the individual: endemic anx-
iety, loneliness, estrangement of one man from another, and finally the con-
dition that would lead to ultimate despair, man’s alienation from himself.
But it remained for Nietzsche to paint most graphically the approaching

27 Ernest Cassirer, 4n Essay on Man (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1944), p. 21.

28 Max Scheler, Die Stellung des Menschen im Kosmos (Darmstadt: Reichl, 1928), pp. 18f.
29 Cf. Civilization and Its Discontents.
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situation: “We live in a period of atoms, of atomic chaos,” and out of this
chaos he foresaw, in a vivid prediction of collectivism in the twentieth cen-
ury, “the terrible apparition . . . the Nation State . . . and the hunt for
happiness will never be greater than when it must be caught between today
and tomorrow; because the day after tomorrow all hunting time may have
come to an end altogether. . . .” 3 Freud saw this fragmentation of per-
sonality in the light of natural science and was concerned with formulating
its technical aspects. Kierkegaard and Nietzsche did not underestimate the
importance of the specific psychological analysis; but they were much more
concerned with understanding man as the being who represses, the being
who surrenders self-awareness as a protection against reality and then suffers
the neurotic consequences. The strange question is: What does it mean that
man, the being-in-the-world who can be conscious that he exists and can
know his existence, should choose or be forced to choose to block off this
consciousness and should suffer anxiety, compulsions for self-destruction,
and despair? Kierkegaard and Nietzsche were keenly aware that the “sickness
of soul” of Western man was a deeper and more extensive morbidity than
could be explained by the specific individual or social problems. Something
was radically wrong in man’s relation to himself; man had become funda-
mentally problematic to himself. “This is Europe’s true predicament,” de-
clared Nietzsche; “together with the fear of man we have lost the love of
man, confidence in man, indeed, the will to man.”

Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Freud

We turn now to a more detailed comparison of the approach to under-
standing Western man given by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, with the hope
of seeing more clearly their interrelationship with the insights and methods
of Freud.

Kierkegaard’s penetrating analysis of anxiety—which we have summarized
in another volume 31—would alone assure him of a position among the psy-
chological geniuses of all time. His insights into the significance of self-con-
sciousness, his analysis of inner conflicts, loss of the self, and even psychoso-
matic problems are the more surprising since they antedate Nietzsche by four
decades and Freud by half a century. This indicates in Kierkegaard a re-

80 Walter A. Kaufmann, Nietzsche. Philosopher, Psychologist, AntiChrist (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1950), p. 140.

81 The Meaning of Anxiety (New York: Ronald Press, 1950), pp. $1-45. Those pages may
be recommended as a short survey of the importance of Kierkegaard’s ideas for the psy-
chologically minded reader. His two most important psychological books are The Concept
of Anxiety (translated into English as the Concept of Dread, a texm which may in literary
terms be closer to the meaning but is not psychologically), and The Sickness Unto Death.
For further acquaintance with Kierkegaard, 4 Kierkegaard Anthology, ed. by Bretall, is
recommended.
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markable sensitivity to what was going on under the surface of Western
man’s consciousness in his day, to erupt only half a century later. He died
just over a hundred years ago at the early age of forty-four, after an intense,
passionate, and lonely period of creativity in which he wrote almost two
dozen books in the space of fifteen years. Secure in the knowledge that he
would become important in decades to come, he had no illusions about his
discoveries and insights being welcomed in his day. “The present writer,” he
says in one satirical passage about himself, “is nothing of a philosopher; he
is . . . an amateur writer who neither writes the System nor promises the
System nor ascribes anything to it. . . . He can easily foresee his fate in an
age when passion has been obliterated in favor of learning, in an age when
an author who wants to have readers must take care to write in such a way
that the book can easily be perused during the afternoon nap. . . . He fore-
sees his fate, that he will be entirely ignored.” True to his prediction, he was
almost unknown in his day—except for satirical lampooning in Corsair, the
humor magazine of Copenhagen. For half a century he remained forgotten
and was then rediscovered in the second decade of this century, not only to
have a profound effect on philosophy and religion but also to yield specific
and important contributions to depth-psychology. Binswanger, for example,
states in his paper on Ellen West that she “suffered from that sickness of the
mind which Kierkegaard, with the keen insight of genius, described and il-
luminated from all possible aspects under the name of ‘Sickness Unto Death.’
I know of no document which could more greatly advance the existential-
analytic interpretation of schizophrenia than that. One might say that in this
document Kierkegaard had recognized with intuitive genius the coming of
schizophrenia. . . .” Binswanger goes on to remark that the psychiatrist or
psychologist who does not concur in Kierkegaard’s religious interpretations
nevertheless remains “deeply indebted to this work of Kierkegaard.” 32

Kierkegaard, like Nietzsche, did not set out to write philosophy or psy-
chology. He sought only to understand, to uncover, to disclose human exist-
ence. With Freud and Nietzsche he shared a significant fact: all three of
them based their knowledge chiefly on the analysis of one case, namely, them-
selves. Freud’s germinal books, such as Interpretation of Dreams, were based
almost entirely on his own experience and his own dreams; he wrote in so
many words to Fliess that the case he struggled with and analyzed continually
was himself. Every system of thought, remarked Nietzsche, “says only: this
is a picture of all life, and {from it learn the meaning of your life. And con-
versely; read only your life and understand from it the hieroglyphics of
universal life.” 33

The central psychological endeavor of Kierkegaard may be summed up
under the heading of the question he pursued relentlessly—how can you

82 Chap. IX.
83 Kaufmann, op. cit.,, p. 185.
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become an individual? The individual was being swallowed up on the ra-
tional side by Hegel’s vast logical “absolute Whole,” on the economic side
by the increasing objectification of the person, and on the moral and spiritua
side by the soft and vapid religion of his day. Europe was ill, and was tc
become more so, not because knowledge or techniques were lacking but
because of the want of passion, commitment3* “Away from Speculation
away from the System,” he called, “and back to reality!” He was convinced
not only that the goal of “pure objectivity” is impossible but that even if
it were possible it would be undesirable. And from another angle it is im-
moral: we are so involved in each other and the world that we cannot be
content to view truth disinterestedly. Like all the existentialists, he took the
term “interest” (inter-est) seriously.35 Every question is the “question for the
Single One,” that is, for the alive and self-aware individual; and if we don’t
start with the human being there, we shall have spawned, with all our tech-
nical prowess, a collectivism of robots who will end up not just in emptiness
but in self-destructive despair.

One of the most radical contributions of Kierkegaard to later dynamic
psychology is his formulation of truth-as-relationship. In the book which
was later to become the manifesto for existentialism, he writes:

When the question of truth is raised in an objective manner, reflection is directed
objectively to the truth, as an object to which the knower is related. Reflection is not
focused upon the relationship, however, but upon the question of whether it is the
truth to which the knower is related. If only the object to which he is related is the
truth, the subject is accounted to be in the truth. When the question of the truth is
raised subjectively, reflection is directed subjectively to the nature of the individual’s
relationship; if only the mode of this relationship is in the truth, the individual is
in the truth, even if he should happen to be thus related to what is not true.38

84 Thus the very increase of truth may leave human beings less secure, if they let the
objective increase of truth act as a substitute for their own commitment, their own relating
to the truth in their own experience. He “who has observed the contemporary generation,”
wrote Kierkegaard, “will surely not deny that the incongruity in it and the reason for its
anxiety and restlessness is this, that in one direction truth increases in extent, in mass,
partly also in abstract clarity, whereas certitude steadily decreases.”

85 See Walter Lowrie, 4 Short Life of Kierkegaard (Princeton: Pxinceton University Press,
1942).

36 Quoted from the “Concluding Unscientific Postscript,” in 4 Kierkegaard Anthology,
Robert Bretall, ed. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1951), pp- 210-211. (Kierkegaard
has the whole passage in italics; we have limited them, for purposes of contrast, to the new
element, namely, the subjective relation to truth.) It is highly interesting that the example
Kierkegaard goes on to cite, after the above sentences, is the knowledge of God, and points
out—a consideration that would have saved endless confusions and futile bickerings—that
the endeavor to prove God as an “object” is entirely fruitless, and that truth rather lies
in the nature of the relationship (“even if he should happen to be thus related to what
is not true”!). It should certainly be self-evident that Kierkegaard is not in the slightest
implying that whether or not something is objectively true doesn’t matter. That would be
absurd. He is referring, as he phrases it in a footnote, to “the truth which is essentially
related to existence.”
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It would be hard to exaggerate how revolutionary these sentences were
and still are for modern culture as a whole and for psychology in particular.
Here is the radical, original statement of relational truth. Here is the foun-
tainhead of the emphasis in existential thought on truth as inwardness or,
as Heidegger puts it, truth as freedom.3” Here, too, is the prediction of what
was later to appear in twentieth-century physics, namely, the reversal of the
principle of Copernicus that one discovered truth most fully by detaching
man, the observer. Kierkegaard foretells the viewpoint of Bohr, Heisenberg,
and other contemporary physicists that the Copernican view that nature can
be separated from man is no longer tenable. The ““ideal of a science which is
completely independent of man [i.e., completely objective] is an illusion,”
in Heisenberg’s words.3® Here is, in Kierkegaard’s paragraph, the forerun-
ner of relativity and the other viewpoints which affirm that the human being
who is engaged in studying the natural phenomena is in a particular and
significant relationship to the objects studied and he must make himself
part of his equation. That is to say, the subject, man, can never be separated
from the object which he observes. It is clear that the cancer of Western
thought, the subject-object split, received a decisive attack in this analysis
of Kierkegaard’s.

But the implications of this landmark are even more specific and more
incisive in psychology. It releases us from bondage to the dogma that truth
can be understood only in terms of external objects. It opens up the vast
provinces of inner, subjective reality and indicates that such reality may be
true even though it contradicts objective fact. This was the discovery Freud
was later to make when, somewhat to his chagrin, he learned that the “child-
hood rape” memories so many of his patients confessed were generally lies
from a factual point of view, the rape never having in fact occurred. But it
turned out that the experience of rape was as potent even if it existed only
in phantasy, and that in any case the crucial question was how the patient
reacted to the rape rather than whether it was true or false in fact. We have,
thus, the opening of a continent of new knowledge about inner dynamics
when we take the approach that the relation to a fact or person or situation
is what is significant for the patient or person we are studying and the ques-
tion of whether or not something objectively occurred is on a quite different
level. Let us, to avoid misunderstanding, emphasize even at the price of
repetition that this truth-as-relationship principle does not in the slightest
imply a sloughing off of the importance of whether or not something is ob-
jectively true. This is not the point. Kierkegaard is not to be confused with
the subjectivists or idealists; he opens up the subjective world without losing

87 See the essay “On the Essence of Truth” in Existence and Being, by Martin Heidegger,
edited by Werner Brock, op. cit.

38 From mimeographed address by Werner Heisenberg, Washington University, St. Louis,
Oct. 1954.
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objectivity. Certainly one has to deal with the real objective world; Kierke-
gaard, Nietzsche, and their ilk took nature more seriously than many who
call themselves naturalists. The point rather is that the meaning for the
person of the objective fact (or phantasied one) depends on how he relates
to it; there is no existential truth which can omit the relationship. An ob-
jective discussion of sex, for example, may be interesting and instructive;
but once one is concerned with a given person, the objective truth depends
for its meaning upon the relationship between that person and the sexual
partner and to omit this factor not only constitutes an evasion but cuts us
off from seeing reality.

The approach stated in Kierkegaard’s sentences is, furthermore, the fore-
runner of concepts of “participant observation” of Sullivan and the other
emphases upon the significance of the therapist in the relationship with the
patient. The fact that the therapist participates in a real way in the rela-
tionship and is an inseparable part of the “field” does not, thus, impair the
soundness of his scientific observations. Indeed, can we not assert that unless
the therapist is a real participant in the relationship and consciously recog-
nizes this fact, he will not be able to discern with clarity what is in fact going
on? The implication of this “manifesto” of Kierkegaard is that we are freed
from the traditional doctrine, so limiting, self-contradictory, and indeed
often so destructive in psychology, that the less we are involved in a given
situation, the more clearly we can observe the truth. The implication of that
doctrine was, obviously enough, that there is an inverse relation between
involvement and our capacity to observe without bias. And the doctrine
became so well-enshrined that we overlooked another one of its clear im-
plications, namely, that he will most successfully discover truth who is not
the slightest bit interested in it! No one, of course, would argue against the
obvious fact that disruptive emotions interfere with one’s perception. In
this sense it is self-evident that anyone in a therapeutic relationship, or any
person observing others, for that matter, must clarify very well what his
particular emotions and involvement are in the situation. But the problem
cannot be solved by detachment and abstraction. That way we end up with
a handful of sea foam; and the reality of the person has evaporated before
our eyes. The clarification of the pole in the relationship represented by the
therapist can only be accomplished by a fuller awareness of the existential
situation, that is, the real, living relationship.3® When we are dealing with
human beings, no truth has reality by itself; it is always dependent upon the
reality of the immediate relationship.

89 It should be possible to demonstrate—possibly it has already been done—in perception
experiments that the interest and involvement of the observer increase the accuracy of
his perception. There are indications already in Rorschach responses that in the cards
where the subject becomes emotionally involved, his perception of form becomes more, not

less, sharp and accurate. (I am of course speaking not of neurotic emotion; that introduces
quite different factors.)
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A second important contribution of Kierkegaard to dynamic psychology
lies in his emphasis upon the necessity of commitment. This follows from the
points already made above. Truth becomes reality only as the individual
produces it in action, which includes producing it in his own consciousness.
Kierkegaard’s point has the radical implication that we cannot even see a
particular truth unless we already have some commitment to it. It is well
known to every therapist that patients can talk theoretically and academi-
cally from now till doomsday about their problems and not really be af-
fected; indeed, particularly in cases of intellectual and professional patients,
this very talking, though it may masquerade under the cloak of unbiased
and unprejudiced inquiry into what is going on, is often the defense against
seeing the truth and against committing one’s self, a defense indeed against
one’s own vitality. The patient’s talking will not help him to get to the
reality until he can experience something or some issue in which he has an
immediate and absolute stake. This is often expressed under the rubric of
“the necessity of arousing anxiety in the patient.” I believe, however, that
this puts the matter too simply and partially. Is not the more fundamental
principle that the patient must find or discover some point in his existence
where he can commit himself before he can permit himself even to see the
truth of what he is doing? This is what Kierkegaard means by “passion” and
“commitment” as over against objective disinterested observation. One corol-
lary of this need for commitment is the commonly accepted phenomenon
that we cannot get to the underlying levels of a person’s problems by labora-
tory experimentation; only when the person himself has some hope of get-
ting relief from his suffering and despair and of receiving some help in his
problems will he undertake the painful process of investigating his illusions
and uncovering his defenses and rationalizations.

We turn now to Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900). He was very different
from Kierkegaard in temperament, and, living four decades later, he re-
flected nineteenth-century culture at a different stage. He never read Kierke-
gaard; his friend Brandes called his attention to the Dane two years before
Nietzsche’s death, too late for Nietzsche to know the works of his predecessor,
who was superficially so different but in many essentials so alike. Both rep-
resent in fundamental ways the emergence of the existential approach to
human life. Both are often cited together as the thinkers who discerned
most profoundly and predicted most accurately the psychological and spirit-
ual state of Western man in the twentieth century. Like Kierkegaard,
Nietzsche was not anti-rational, nor is he to be confused with the “philos-
ophers of feeling” or the “back to nature” evangelists. He attacked not rea-
son but mere reason, and he attacked it in the arid, fragmentized rational-
istic form it assumed in his day. He sought to push reflection—again like
Kierkegaard—to its uttermost limits to find the reality which underlies both
reason and unreason. For reflection is, after all, a turning in on itself, a
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mirroring, and the issue for the living existential person is what he is re-
flecting; otherwise reflecting empties the person of vitality.40 Like the depth
psychologists to follow him, Nietzsche sought to bring into the scope of
existence the unconscious, irrational sources of man’s power and greatness
as well as his morbidity and self-destructiveness.

Another significant relationship between these two figures and depth
psychology is that they both developed a great intensity of self-conscious-
ness. They were well aware that the most devastating loss in their objectivat-
ing culture was the individual’s consciousness of himself—a loss to be ex-
pressed later in Freud’s symbol of the ego as weak and passive, “lived by the
Id,” having lost its own self-directive powers.#! Kierkegaard had written,
“the more consciousness, the more self,” a statement which Sullivan was to
make in a different context a century later and which is implied in Freud’s
description of the aim of his technique as the increasing of the sphere of
consciousness: ‘“Where Id was, there ego shall be.” But Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche could not escape, in their special historical situations, the tragic
consequences of their own intensity of self-consciousness. Both were lonely,
anti-conformist in the extreme, and knew the deepest agonies of anxiety,
despair, isolation. Hence they could speak from an immediate personal
knowledge of these ultimate psychological crises.42

Nietzsche held that one should experiment on all truth not simply in the
laboratory but in one’s own experience; every truth should be faced with
the question, “Can one live it?” “All truths,” he put it, “are bloody truths
for me.” Hence his famous phrase, “error is cowardice.” In taking religious
leaders to task for their being alien to intellectual integrity, he charges that

40 Both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche knew that “man cannot sink back into unreflective
immediacy without losing himself; but he can go this way to the end, not destroying reflec-
tion, but rather coming to the basis in himself in which reflection is rooted.” Thus speaks
Karl Jaspers in his enlightening discussion of the similarities of Nietzsche and Kierkegaard,
whom he regards as the two greatest figures of the nineteenth century. See his book,
Reason and Existence, Chapter I, “Origin of the Contemporary Philosophic Situation (the
Historical Meaning of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche)” (The Noonday Press, 1955, trans. from
the German edition of 1935 by William Earle). This chapter is reprinted in the paper-
bound Meridian book, Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre, Walter Kaufmann, ed.,
1956.

41 The existential thinkers as a whole take this loss of consciousness as the centrally
tragic problem of our day, not at all to be limited to the psychological context of neurosis.
Jaspers indeed believes that the forces which destroy personal consciousness in our time,
the juggernaut processes of conformity and collectivism, may well lead to a more radical
loss of individual consciousness on the part of modern man.

42 Both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche also share the dubious honor of being dismissed in
some allegedly scientific circles as pathologicall I assume this fruitless issue needs no longer
to be discussed; Binswanger quotes Marcel in a following paper concerning those who dis-
miss Nietzsche because of his ultimate psychosis, “One is free to learn nothing if one
wishes.” A more fruitful line of inquiry, if we wish to consider the psychological crises of
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, is to ask whether any human being can support an intensity
of self-consciousness beyond a certain point, and whether the creativity (which is one mani-
festation of this self-consciousness) is not paid for by psychological upheaval?
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they never make “their experiences a matter of conscience for knowledge.
‘What have I really experienced? What happened then in me and around
me? Was my reason bright enough? Was my will turned against all decep-
tions . . . ?’ thus none of them questioned. . . . We, however, we others
who thirst for reason want to look our experiences in the eye as severely
as at a scientific experiment . . . | We ourselves want to be our experiments
and guinea-pigs!” 4 Neither Kierkegaard nor Nietzsche had the slightest
interest in starting a movement—or a new System, a thought which would
indeed have offended them. Both proclaimed, in Nietzsche’s phrase, “Follow
not me, but you!”

Both were aware that the psychological and emotional disintegration
which they described as endemic, if still underground, in their periods was
related to man’s loss of faith in his essential dignity and humanity. Here
they expressed a “diagnosis” to which very little attention was paid among
the schools of psychotherapy until the past decade, when man’s loss of faith
in his own dignity began to be seen as a real and serious aspect of modern
problems. This loss, in turn, was related to the breakdown of the convincing
and compelling power of the two central traditions which had given a basis
for values in Western society, namely the Hebrew-Christian and the human-
istic. Such is the presupposition of Nietzsche’s powerful parable, “God Is
Dead.” Kierkegaard had passionately denounced, with almost nobody lis-
tening, the softened, vapid, and anemic trends in Christianity; by Nietzsche’s
time the deteriorated forms of theism and emotionally dishonest religious
practices had become part of the illness and had to die.** Roughly speaking,
Kierkegaard speaks out of a time when God is dying, Nietzsche when God
is dead. Both were radically devoted to the nobility of man and both sought
some basis on which this dignity and humanity could be re-established. This
is the meaning of Nietzsche’s “man of power” and Kierkegaard’s “true in-
dividual.”

One of the reasons Nietzsche’s influence upon psychology and psychiatry
has so far been unsystematic, limited to a chance quotation of an aphorism
here and there, is precisely that his mind is so unbelievably fertile, leaping
incredibly from insight to flashing insight. The reader must take care not
to be carried away in uncritical admiration or, on the other hand, to over-
look Nietzsche's real importance because the richness of his thought beggars
all our tidy categories. Hence we shall here endeavor briefly to clarify more
systematically some of his central points.

His concept of “will to power” implies the self-realization of the indi-
vidual in the fullest sense. It requires the courageous living out of the in-
dividual’s potentialities in his own particular existence. Like all existential-

48 Kaufmann, op. cit., p. 93.
44 See Paul Tillich’s reference to Nietzsche's “God Is Dead,” footnote, p. 16.
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ists, Nietzsche is not using psychological terms to describe psychological
attributes or faculties or a simple pattern of behavior, such as aggression or
power over someone. Will to power rather is an ontological category, that is
to say, an inseparable aspect of being. It does not mean aggression or com-
petitive striving or any such mechanism; it is the individual affirming his
existence and his potentialities as a being in his own right; it is “the courage
to be as an individual,” as Tillich remarks in his discussion of Nietzsche.
The word “power” is used by Nietzsche in the classical sense of potentia,
dynamis. Kaufmann succinctly summarizes Nietzsche’s belief at this point:

Man’s task is simple: he should cease letting his “existence” be “a thoughtless acci-
dent.” Not only the use of the word Existenz, but the thought which is at stake, sug-
gests that [this essay] is particularly close to what is today called Existenz-philosophie.
Man’s fundamental problem is to achieve true “existence” instead of letting his life
be no more than just another accident. In The Gay Science Nietzsche hits on a
formulation which brings out the essential paradox of any distinction between self
and true self: “What does your conscience say?—You shall become who you are.”
Nietzsche maintains this conception until the end, and the full title of his last work
is Ecce Homo, Wie man wird, was man ist—how one becomes what one is.45

In an infinite variety of ways, Nietzsche holds that this power, this expan-
sion, growing, bringing one’s inner potentialities into birth in action is the
central dynamic and need of life. His work here relates directly to the prob-
lem in psychology of what the fundamental drive of organisms is, the block-
ing of which leads to neurosis: it is not urge for pleasure or reduction of
libidinal tension or equilibrium or adaptation. The fundamental drive
rather is to live out one’s potentia. “Not for pleasure does man strive,” holds
Nietzsche, “but for power.” 46 Indeed, happiness is not absence of pain but
“the most alive feeling of power,” 47 and joy is a “plus-feeling of power.” 48
Health, also, he sees as a by-product of the use of power, power here specifi-
cally described as the ability to overcome disease and suffering.*®

Nietzsche was a naturalist in the sense that he sought at all times to relate
every expression of life to the broad context of all of nature, but it is pre-
cisely at this point that he makes clear that human psychology is always
more than biology. One of his most crucial existential emphases is his in-
sistence that the values of human life never come about automatically. The
human being can lose his own being by his own choices, as a tree or stone
cannot. Affirming one’s own being creates the values of life. “Individuality,
worth and dignity are not gegeben, i.e., given us as data by nature, but

45 Kaufmann, op. cit., pp. 133-184.

48 Ibid., p. 229.

47 Ibid., p. 168.

48 Ibid., p. 239.
49 Kaufmann, op. cit., p. 169.
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aufgegeben—i.e., given or assigned to us as a task which we ourselves must
solve.” 5 This is an emphasis which likewise comes out in Tillich’s belief
that courage opens the way to being: if you do not have “courage to be,”
you lose your own being. And it similarly appears in extreme form in
Sartre’s contention, you are your choices.

At almost any point at which one opens Nietzsche, one finds psychological
insights which are not only penetrating and astute in themselves but
amazingly parallel to the psychoanalytic mechanisms Freud was to formu-
late a decade and more later. For example, turning to the Genealogy of
Morals, written in 1884, we find, “All instincts that are not allowed free
play turn inward. This is what I call man’s interiorization.” 5@ One looks
twice, noting the curiously close prediction of the later Freudian concept of
repression. Nietzsche’s eternal theme was the unmasking of self-deception.
Throughout the whole essay mentioned above he develops the thesis that
altruism and morality are the results of repressed hostility and resentment,
that when the individual’s potentia are turned inward, bad conscience is
the result. He gives a vivid description of the “impotent” people “who are
full of bottled-up aggressions: their happiness is purely passive and takes the
form of drugged tranquillity, stretching and yawning, peace, ‘sabbath,’
emotional slackness.” 52 This in-turned aggression breaks out in sadistic
demands on others—the process which later was to be designated in psy-
choanalysis as symptom-formation. And the demands clothe themselves as
morality—the process which Freud later called reaction-formation. “In its
earliest phase,” Nietzsche writes, “bad conscience is nothing other than the
instinct of freedom forced to become latent, driven underground, and
forced to vent its energy upon itself.” At other points we find staring us in
the face striking formulations of sublimation, a concept which Nietzsche
specifically developed. Speaking of the connection between a person’s
artistic energy and sexuality, he says that it “may well be that the emer-
gence of the aesthetic condition does not suspend sensuality, as Schopen-
hauer believed, but merely transmutes it in such a way that it is no longer
experienced as a sexual incentive.” 58

What, then, are we to conclude from this remarkable parallel between
Nietzsche’s ideas and Freud's? The similarity was known to the circle
around Freud. One evening in 1908 the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society had
as its program a discussion of Nietzsche’s Genealogy of Morals. Freud men-
tioned that he had tried to read Nietzsche, but found his thought so rich
he renounced the attempt. He then stated that “Nietzsche had a more pene-
trating knowledge of himself than any other man who ever lived or was

50 Ibid., p. 136.
51 Genealogy of Morals, p. 214.
52 Ibid., p. 102.
83 Ibid., p. 247.
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ever likely to live.” 5¢ This judgment, repeated on several occasions, was, as
Jones remarks, no small compliment from the inventor of psychoanalysis.
Freud always had a strong but ambivalent interest in philosophy; he dis-
trusted and even feared it.5% Jones points out that this distrust was on per-
sonal as well as intellectual grounds. One of the reasons was his suspicion of
arid intellectual speculation—a point on which Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and
the other existentialists would have enthusiastically agreed with him. In
any case, Freud felt that his own potential proclivity for philosophy “needed
to be sternly checked, and for that purpose he chose the most effective
agency—scientific discipline.” 3¢ At another point Jones remarks, “The
ultimate questions of philosophy were very near to him in spite of his en-
deavor to keep them at a distance and of distrusting his capacity to solve
them.” 57

Nietzsche’s works may not have had a direct, but most certainly had an
indirect, influence on Freud. It is clear that the ideas which were later to be
formulated in psychoanalysis were “in the air” in the Europe of the end of
the nineteenth century. The fact that Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Freud all
dealt with the same problems of anxiety, despair, fragmentalized personality,
and the symptoms of these bears out our earlier thesis that psychoanalysis and
the existential approach to human crises were called forth by, and were
answers to, the same problems. It does not detract, of course, from the
genius of Freud to point out that probably almost all of the specific ideas
which later appeared in psychoanalysis could be found in Nietzsche in
greater breadth and in Kierkegaard in greater depth.

But the particular genius of Freud lies in his translating these depth-
psychological insights into the natural scientific framework of his day. For
this task he was admirably fitted—in temperament highly objective and
rationally controlled, indefatigable, and capable of taking the infinite pains
necessary for his systematic work. He did accomplish something new under
the sun, namely, the transmuting into the scientific stream of Western cul-
ture the new psychological concepts, where they could be studied with
some objectivity, built upon, and within certain limits rendered teachable.

8¢ The Life and Work of Sigmund Freud, by Ernest Jones, Basic Books, Inc., Vol. II,
P- 344. Dr. Ellenberger, commenting on the affinities of Nietzsche with psychoanalysis, adds,
“In fact, the analogies are so striking that I can hardly believe that Freud never read him,
as he contended. Either he must have forgotten that he read him, or perhaps he must have
read him in indirect form. Nietzsche was so much discussed everywhere at that time, quoted
thousands of times in books, magazines, newspapers, and in conversations in everyday life,
that it is almost impossible that Freud could not have absorbed his thought in one way or
another.” Whatever one may assume at this point, Freud did read Edward von Hartmann
(Kris points out), who wrote a book, The Philosophy of the Unconscious. Both Von Hart-
mann and Nietzsche got their ideas of the unconscious from Schopenhauer, most of whose
work also falls in the existential line.

65 Ibid., Vol. II, p. 344.

88 Ibid., Vol. 1, p. 295.

87 Ibid., Vol. II, p. 482.
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But is not the very genius of Freud and of psychoanalysis likewise also
its greatest danger and most serious shortcoming? For the translation of
depth-psychological insights into objectivated science had results which
could have been foreseen. One such result has been the limiting of the
sphere of investigation in man to what fits this sphere of science. In one of
the succeeding chapters in this book, Binswanger points out that Freud
deals only with the homo natura and that, whereas his methods admirably
fitted him for exploring the Umuwelt, the world of man in his biological
environment, they by the same token prevented him from comprehending
fully the Mitwelt, man in personal relations with fellowmen, and the Eigen-
welt, the sphere of man in relation to himself.’8 Another more serious prac-
tical result has been, as we shall indicate later in our discussion of the con-
cepts of determinism and passivity of the ego, 2 new tendency to objectivate
personality and to contribute to the very developments in modern culture
which caused the difficulties in the first place.

We now come to a very important problem, and in order to understand it
we need to make one more preliminary distinction. That is between “rea-
son” as the term was used in the seventeenth century and the enlightenment
and “technical reason” today. Freud held a concept of reason which came
directly from the enlightenment, namely, “ecstatic reason.” And he equated
this with science. This use of reason involves, as seen in Spinoza and the
other thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, a confidence
that reason can by itself comprehend all problems. But those thinkers were
using reason as including the capacity to transcend the immediate situation,
to grasp the whole, and such functions as intuition, insight, poetic percep-
tion were not rigidly excluded. The concept also embraced ethics: reason
in the enlightenment meant justice. Much, in other words, that is “‘irra-
tional” was included in their idea of reason. This accounts for the tre-
mendous and enthusiastic faith they could lodge in it. But by the end of
the nineteenth century, as Tillich demonstrates most cogently, this ecstatic
character had been lost. Reason had become “technical reason”: reason
married to techniques, reason as functioning best when devoted to isolated
problems, reason as an adjunct and subordinate to technical industrial
progress, reason as separated off from emotion and will, reason indeed as
opposed to existence—the reason finally which Kierkegaard and Nietzsche
so strongly attacked.

Now, part of the time Freud uses the concept of reason in the ecstatic
form, as when he speaks of reason as “our salvation,” reason as our “only re-
course,” and so on. Here one gets the anachronistic feeling that his sen-
tences are directly out of Spinoza or some writer of the enlightenment. Thus

58 The point that Freud deals with homo natura was centrally made by Binswanger in
the address he was invited to give in Vienna on the occasion of the eightieth birthday of
Freud.
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he tried on one hand to preserve the ecstatic concept, tried to save the view
of man and reason which transcends techniques. But, on the other hand, in
equating reason with science, Freud makes it technical reason. His great
contribution was his effort to overcome the fragmentation of man by bring-
ing man’s irrational tendencies into the light, bringing unconscious, split
off, and repressed aspects of personality into consciousness and acceptance.
But the other side of his emphasis, namely, the identification of psycho-
analysis with technical reason, is an expression of the precise fragmentation
which he sought to cure. It is not unfair to say that the prevailing trend in
the development of psychoanalysis in late decades, particularly after the
death of Freud, has been to reject his efforts to save reason in its ecstatic
form and to accept exclusively the latter—namely, reason in its technical
form. This trend is generally unnoticed, since it fits in so well with dominant
trends in our whole culture. But we have already noted that seeing man and
his functions in their technical form is one of the central factors in the com-
partmentalization of contemporary man. Thus a critical and serious di-
lemma faces us. On the theoretical side, psychoanalysis (and other forms of
psychology to the extent that they are wedded to technical reason) them-
selves add to the chaos in our theory of man, both scientific and philosoph-
ical, of which Cassirer and Scheler spoke above.’® On the practical side,
there is considerable danger that psychoanalysis, as well as other forms of
psychotherapy and adjustment psychology, will become new representations
of the fragmentation of man, that they will exemplify the loss of the indi-
vidual’s vitality and significance, rather than the reverse, that the new
techniques will assist in standardizing and giving cultural sanction to man’s
alienation from himself rather than solving it, that they will become ex-
pressions of the new mechanization of man, now calculated and controlled
with greater psychological precision and on the vaster scale of unconscious
and depth dimensions—that psychoanalysis and psychotherapy in general
will become part of the neurosis of our day rather than part of the cure.
This would indeed be a supreme irony of history. It is not alarmism nor
showing unseemly fervor to point out these tendencies, some of which are
already upon us; it is simply to look directly at our historical situation and
to draw unflinchingly the implications.

We are now in a position to see the crucial significance of the existential
psychotherapy movement. It is precisely the movement that protests against
the tendency to identify psychotherapy with technical reason. It stands
for basing psychotherapy on an understanding of what makes man the
human being; it stands for defining neurosis in terms of what destroys
man’s capacity to fulfill his own being. We have seen that Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche, as well as the representatives of the existential cultural move-
ment following them, not only contributed far-reaching and penetrating

59 See p. 22.
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psychological insights, which in themselves form a significant contribution
to anyone seeking scientifically to understand modern psychological prob-
lems, but also did something else—they placed these insights on an
ontological basis, namely, the study of man as the being who has these par-
ticular problems. They believed that it was absolutely necessary that this
be done, and they feared that the subordination of reason to technical
problems would ultimately mean the making of man over in the image of
the machine. Science, Nietzsche had warned, is becoming a factory, and the
result will be ethical nihilism.

Existential psychotherapy is the movement which, although standing
on one side on the scientific analysis owed chiefly to the genius of Freud,
also brings back into the picture the understanding of man on the deeper
and broader level-man as the being who is human. It is based on the as-
sumption that it is possible to have a science of man which does not frag-
mentize man and destroy his humanity at the same moment as it studies
him. It unites science and ontology. It is not too much to say, thus, that
we are here not merely discussing a new method as over against other
methods, to be taken or left or to be absorbed into some vague catch-all
eclecticism. The issues raised in the chapters in this volume strike much
deeper into our contemporary historical situation.



1

Contributions of
Existential Psychotherapy

by Rollo May

THE FUNDAMENTAL CONTRIBUTION of existential therapy is its understand-
ing of man as being. It does not deny the validity of dynamisms and the
study of specific behavior patterns in their rightful places. But it holds that
drives or dynamisms, by whatever name one calls them, can be understood
only in the context of the structure of the existence of the person we are
dealing with. The distinctive character of existential analysis is, thus, that
it is concerned with ontology, the science of being, and with Dasein, the
existence of this particular being sitting opposite the psychotherapist.

Before struggling with definitions of being and related terms, let us begin
existentially by reminding ourselves that what we are talking about is an
experience every sensitive therapist must have countless times a day. It is the
experience of the instantaneous encounter with another person who comes
alive to us on a very different level from what we know about him. “In-
stantaneous” refers, of course, not to the actual time involved but to the
quality of the experience. We may know a great deal about a patient from
his case record, let us say, and may have a fairly good idea of how other
interviewers have described him. But when the patient himself steps in, we
often have a sudden, sometimes powerful, experience of here-is-a-new-person,
an experience that normally carries with it an element of surprise, not in
the sense of perplexity or bewilderment, but in its etymological sense of
being “taken from above.” This is of course in no sense a criticism of one’s
colleagues’ reports; for we have this experience of encounter even with per-
sons we have known or worked with for a long time.* The data we learned

1We may have it with friends and loved ones. It is not a once-and-for-all experience;

indeed, in any developing, growing relationship it may—probably should, if the relation-
ship is vital—occur continually.

87
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about the patient may have been accurate and well worth learning. But the
point rather is that the grasping of the being of the other person occurs on
a quite different level from our knowledge of specific things about him.
Obviously a knowledge of the drives and mechanisms which are in operation
in the other person’s behavior is useful; a familiarity with his patterns of
interpersonal relationships is highly relevant; information about his social
conditioning, the meaning of particular gestures and symbolic actions is of
course to the point, and so on ad infinitum. But all these fall on to a quite
different level when we confront the overarching, most real fact of all—
namely, the immediate, living person himself. When we find that all our
voluminous knowledge about the person suddenly forms itself into a new
pattern in this confrontation, the implication is not that the knowledge
was wrong; it is rather that it takes its meaning, form, and significance from
the reality of the person of whom these specific things are expressions.
Nothing we are saying here in the slightest deprecates the importance of
gathering and studying seriously all the specific data one can get about the
given person. This is only common sense. But neither can one close his
eyes to the experiential fact that this data forms itself into a configuration
given in the encounter with the person himself. This also is illustrated by
the common experience we all have had in interviewing persons; we may say
we do not get a “feeling” of the other person and need to prolong the inter-
view until the data “breaks” into its own form in our minds. We particularly
do not get this “feeling” when we ourselves are hostile or resenting the
relationship—that is, keeping the other person out—no matter how intellec-
tually bright we may be at the time. This is the classical distinction between
knowing and knowing about. When we seek to know a person, the knowl-
edge about him must be subordinated to the overarching fact of his actual
existence.

In the ancient Greek and Hebrew languages the verb “to know” is the
same word as that which means “to have sexual intercourse.” This is il-
lustrated time and again in the King James translation of the Bible—
“Abraham knew his wife and she conceived . . .” and so on. Thus the ety-
mological relation between knowing and loving is exceedingly close. Though
we cannot go into this complex topic, we can at least say that knowing
another human being, like loving him, involves a kind of union, a dialecti-
cal participation with the other. This Binswanger calls the “dual mode.”
One must have at least a readiness to love the other person, broadly speak-
ing, if one is to be able to understand him.

The encounter with the being of another person has the power to shake
one profoundly and may potentially be very anxiety-arousing. It may also
be joy-creating. In either case, it has the power to grasp and move one
deeply. The therapist understandably may be tempted for his own comfort
to abstract himself from the encounter by thinking of the other as just a
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“patient” or by focusing only on certain mechanisms of behavior. But if
the technical view is used dominantly in the relating to the other person,
obviously one has defended himself from anxiety at the price not only of
the isolation of himself from the other but also of radical distortion of
reality. For one does not then really see the other person. It does not dis-
parage the importance of technique to point out that technique, like data,
must be subordinated to the fact of the reality of two persons in the room.

This point has been admirably made in a slightly different way by Sartre.
If we “consider man,” he writes, “as capable of being analyzed and reduced
to original data, to determined drives (or ‘desires’), supported by the subject
as properties of an object,” we may indeed end up with an imposing system
of substances which we may then call mechanisms or dynamisms or patterns.
But we find ourselves up against a dilemma. Our human being has become
“a sort of indeterminate clay which would have to receive [the desires]
passively—or he would be reduced to a simple bundle of these irreducible
drives or tendencies. In either case the man disappears; we can no longer
find ‘the one’ to whom this or that experience has happened.” 2

I To Be and Not To Be

It is difficult enough to give definitions of “being” and Dasein, but our
task is made doubly difficult by the fact that these terms and their connota-
tions encounter much resistance. Some readers may feel that these words are
only a new form of “mysticism” (used in its disparaging and quite inaccu-
rate sense of “misty”’) and have nothing to do with science. But this attitude
obviously dodges the whole issue by disparaging it. It is interesting that the
term “mystic” is used in this derogatory sense to mean anything we cannot
segmentize and count. The odd belief prevails in our culture that a thing
or experience is not real if we cannot make it mathematical, and somehow
it must be real if we can reduce it to numbers. But this means making an
abstraction out of it—mathematics is the abstraction par excellence, which
is indeed its glory and the reason for its great usefulness. Modern Western
man thus finds himself in the strange situation, after reducing something to

2 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trans. by Hazel Barnes (1956), p. 561. Sartre
goes on, “. . . either in looking for the person we encounter a useless, contradictory meta-
physical substance—or else the being whom we seek vanishes in a dust of phenomena
bound together by external connections. But what each of us requires in this very effort to
comprehend another is that he should never resort to this idea of substance, which is
inhuman because it is well this side of the human” (p. 52). Also, “If we admit that the
person is a totality, we can not hope to reconstruct him by an addition or by an organiza-
tion of the diverse tendencies which we have empirically discovered in him. . ..” Every
attitude of the person contains some reflection of this totality, holds Sartre. “A jealousy
of a particular date in which a subject posits himself in history in relation to a certain
woman, signifies for the one who knows how to interpret it, the total relation to the world
by which the subject constitutes himself as a self. In other words this empirical attitude
is by itself the expression of the ‘choice of an intelligible character.” There is no mystery
about this” (p. 58).
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an abstraction, of having then to persuade himself it is real. This has much to
do with the sense of isolation and loneliness which is endemic in the modern
Western world; for the only experience we let ourselves believe in as real
is that which precisely is not. Thus we deny the reality of our own ex-
perience. The term “mystic,” in this disparaging sense, is generally used in
the service of obscurantism; certainly avoiding an issue by derogation is
only to obscure it. Is not the scientific attitude rather, to try to see clearly
what it is we are talking about and then to find whatever terms or symbols
can best, with least distortion, describe this reality? It should not so greatly
surprise us to find that “being” belongs to that class of realities, like “love”
and “consciousness” (for two other examples), which we cannot segmentize
or abstract without losing precisely what we set out to study. This does not,
however, relieve us from the task of trying to understand and describe them.

A more serious source of resistance is one that runs through the whole of
modern Western society—namely, the psychological need to avoid and, in
some ways, repress, the whole concern with “being.” In contrast to other
cultures which may be very concerned with being—particularly Indian and
Oriental—and other historical periods which have been so concerned, the
characteristic of our period in the West, as Marcel rightly phrases it, is pre-
cisely that the awareness of “the sense of the ontological—the sense of being
—is lacking. Generally speaking, modern man is in this condition; if onto-
logical demands worry him at all, it is only dully, as an obscure impulse.”
Marcel points out what many students have emphasized, that this loss of the
sense of being is related on one hand to our tendency to subordinate exist-
ence to function: a man knows himself not as a man or sell but as a ticket-
seller in the subway, a grocer, a professor, a vice president of A. T. & T, or
by whatever his economic function may be. And on the other hand, this
loss of the sense of being is related to the mass collectivist trends and wide-
spread conformist tendencies in our culture. Marcel then makes this trench-
ant challenge: “Indeed I wonder if a psychoanalytic method, deeper and
more discerning than any that has been evolved until now, would not re-
veal the morbid effects of the repression of this sense and of the ignoring of
this need.” *

“As for defining the word ‘being,’” Marcel goes on, “let us admit that it
is extremely difficult; I would merely suggest this method of approach: be-
ing is what withstands—or what would withstand—an exhaustive analysis
bearing on the data of experience and aiming to reduce them step by step
to elements increasingly devoid of intrinsic or significant value. (An analysis
of this kind is attempted in the theoretical works of Freud.)”® This last

8 Gabriel Marcel, The Philosophy of Existence (1949), p. 1.
4 ]bid. Italics mine. For data concerning the “morbid effects of the repression” of the
sense of being, cf. Fromm, Escape from Freedom, and David Riesman, The Lonely Crowd.

8 1bid., p. .
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sentence I take to mean that when Freud’s analysis is pushed to the ultimate
extreme, and we know, let us say, everything about drives, instincts, and
mechanisms, we have everything except being. Being is that which remains.
It is that which constitutes this infinitely complex set of deterministic factors
into a person to whom the experiences happen and who possesses some ele-
ment, no matter how minute, of freedom to become aware that these forces
are acting upon him. This is the sphere where he has the potential capacity
to pause before reacting and thus to cast some weight on whether his re-
action will go this way or that. And this, therefore, is the sphere where he,
the human being, is never merely a collection of drives and determined
forms of behavior.

The term the existential therapists use for the distinctive character of
human existence is Dasein. Binswanger, Kuhn, and others designate their
school as Daseinsanalyse. Composed of sein (being) plus da (there), Dasein
indicates that man is the being who is there and implies also that he has a
“there” in the sense that he can know he is there and can take a stand with
reference to that fact. The “there” is moreover not just any place, but the
particular “there” that is mine, the particular point in time as well as space
of my existence at this given moment. Man is the being who can be conscious
of, and therefore responsible for, his existence. It is this capacity to become
aware of his own being which distinguishes the human being from other
beings. The existential therapists think of man not only as “being-in-itself,”
as all beings are, but also as “being-for-itself.” Binswanger and other authors
in the chapters that follow speak of “Dasein choosing” this or that, meaning
“the person-who-is-responsible-for-his-existence choosing. . . .”

The full meaning of the term “human being” will be clearer if the
reader will keep in mind that “being” is a participle, a verb form implying
that someone is in the process of being something. It is unfortunate that,
when used as a general noun in English, the term ‘“being” connotes a static
substance, and when used as a particular noun such as a being, it is usually
assumed to refer to an entity, say, such as a soldier to be counted as a unit.
Rather, “being” should be understood, when used as a general noun, to
mean potentia, the source of potentiality; “being” is the potentiality by
which the acorn becomes the oak or each of us becomes what he truly is.
And when used in a particular sense, such as a human being, it always has
the dynamic connotation of someone in process, the person being something.
Perhaps, therefore, becoming connotes more accurately the meaning of the
term in this country. We can understand another human being only as we
see what he is moving toward, what he is becoming; and we can know our-
selves only as we “project our potentia in action.” The significant tense for
human beings is thus the future—that is to say, the critical question is what
I am pointing toward, becoming, what I will be in the immediate future.

Thus, being in the human sense is not given once and for all. It does not
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unfold automatically as the oak tree does from the acorn. For an intrinsic
and inseparable element in being human is self-consciousness. Man (or
Dasein) is the particular being who has to be aware of himself, be responsible
for himself, if he is to become himself. He also is that particular being who
knows that at some future moment he will not be; he is the being who is
always in a dialectical relation with non-being, death. And he not only
knows he will sometime not be, but he can, in his own choices, slough off
and forfeit his being. “To be and not to be”—the “and” in our subtitle to
this section is not a typographical error—is not a choice one makes once and
for all at the point of considering suicide; it reflects to some degree a choice
made at every instant. The profound dialectic in the human being’s aware-
ness of his own being is pictured with incomparable beauty by Pascal:

Man is only a reed, the feeblest reed in nature, but he is a thinking reed. There is no
need for the entire universe to arm itself in order to annihilate him: a vapour, a
drop of water, suffices to kill him. But were the universe to crush him, man would
yet be more noble than that which slays him, because he knows that he dies, and the
advantage that the universe has over him; of this the universe knows nothing.8

In the hope of making clearer what it means for a person to experience
his own being, we shall present an illustration from a case history. This pa-
tient, an intelligent woman of twenty-eight, was especially gifted in express-
ing what was occurring within her. She had come for psychotherapy because
of serious anxiety spells in closed places, severe sell-doubts, and eruptions
of rage which were sometimes uncontrollable.” An illegitimate child, she
had been brought up by relatives in a small village in the southwestern
part of the country. Her mother, in periods of anger, often reminded her as
a child of her origin, recounted how she had tried to abort her, and in times
of trouble had shouted at the little girl, “If you hadn’t been born, we
wouldn’t have to go through this!” Other relatives had cried at the child,
in family quarrels, “Why didn’t you kill yourself?” and “You should have
been choked the day you were born!” Later, as a young woman, the patient
had become well-educated on her own initiative.

In the fourth month of therapy she had the following dream: “I was in
a crowd of people. They had no faces; they were like shadows. It seemed
like a wilderness of people. Then I saw there was someone in the crowd
who had compassion for me.” The next session she reported that she had

6 Pascal's Penseds, Gertrude B. Burfurd Rawlings, trans. and ed. (Peter Pauper Press), p.
35. Pascal goes on, “Thus all our dignity lies in thought. By thought we must raise our-
selves, not by space and time, which we cannot fill. Let us strive, then, to think well,—
therein is the principle of morality.” It is perhaps well to remark that of course by
“thought” he means not intellectualism nor technical reason but self-consciousness, the
reason which also knows the reasons of the heart.

7 Since our purpose is merely to illustrate one phenomenon, namely, the experience of
the sense of being, we shall not repoxt the diagnostic or other details of the case.
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id, in the intervening day, an exceedingly important experience. It is re-
orted here as she wrote it down from memory and notes two years later.

remember walking that day under the elevated tracks in a slum area, feeling the
ought, “I am an illegitimate child.” I recall the sweat pouring forth in my anguish
trying to accept that fact. Then I understood what it must feel like to accept,
am a Negro in the midst of privileged whites,” or “I am blind in the midst of
'ople who see.”” Later on that night I woke up and it came to me this way, “I accept
e fact that I am an illegitimate child.” But “I am not a child anymore.” So it is,
am illegitimate.” That is not so either: “I was born illegitimate.” Then what is
ft> What is left is this, “I 4m.” This act of contact and acceptance with ““I am,”
ice gotten hold of, gave me (what I think was for me the first time) the experience
ince I Am, I have the right to be.”
What is this experience like? It is a primary feeling—it feels like receiving the deed
my house. It is the experience of my own aliveness not caring whether it turns
t to be an ion or just a wave. It is like when a very young child I once reached the
re of a peach and cracked the pit, not knowing what I would find and then feeling
e wonder of finding the inner seed, good to eat in its bitter sweetness. . . . It is
e a sailboat in the harbor being given an anchor so that, being made out of earthly
ings, it can by means of its anchor get in touch again with the earth, the ground
ym which its wood grew; it can lift its anchor to sail but always at times it can
st its anchor to weather the storm or rest a little. . . . It is my saying to Descartes,
Am, therefore I think, I feel, I do.”
It is like an axiom in geometry—never experiencing it would be like going through
yeometry course not knowing the first axiom. It is like going into my very own
irden of Eden where I am beyond good and evil and all other human concepts. It
like the experience of the poets of the intuitive world, the mystics, except that
stead of the pure feeling of and union with God it is the finding of and the union
th. my own being. It is like owning Cinderella’s shoe and looking all over the
rld for the foot it will fit and realizing all of a sudden that one’s own foot is the
ly one it will fit. It is a ‘“‘Matter of Fact” in the etymological sense of the expres-
n. It is like a globe before the mountains and oceans and continents have been
awn on it. It is like a child in grammar finding the subject of the verb in a sen-
wce—in this case the subject being one’s own life span. It is ceasing to feel like a
tory toward one’s self. . . .

We shall call this the “I-am” experience.® This one phase of a complex
se, powerfully and beautifully described above, illustrates the emergence

}Some readers will be reminded of the passage in Exodus g:14 in which Moses, after
bweh had appeared to him in the burning bush and charged him to free the Israelites
m Egypt, demands that the God tell his name. Yahweh gives the famous answer, “I am
it I am.” This classical, existential sentence (the patient, incidentally, did not consciously
ow this sentence) carries great symbolic power because, coming from an archaic period,
nas God state that the quintessence of divinity is the power to be. We are unable to go
o the many rich meanings of this answer, nor the equally intricate translation problems,
yond pointing out that the Hebrew of the sentence can be translated as well, “I shall
what I shall be.”” This bears out our statement above that being is in the future tense
1 inseparable from becoming; God is creative potentia, the essence of the power to
ome.
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and strengthening of the sense of being in one person. The experience is
etched the more sharply in this person because of the more patent threat to
her being that she had suffered as an illegitimate child and her poetic artic-
ulateness as she looked back on her experience from the vantage point of
two years later. I do not believe either of these facts, however, makes her
experience different in fundamental quality from what human beings in
general, normal or neurotic, go through.

We shall make four final comments on the experience exemplified in this
case. First, the “I-am” experience is not in itself the solution to a person’s
problems; it is rather the precondition for their solution. This patient spent
some two years thereafter working through specific psychological problems,
which she was able to do on the basis of this emerged experience of her
own existence. In the broadest sense, of course, the achieving of the sense
of being is a goal of all therapy, but in the more precise sense it is a relation
to one’s self and one’s world, an experience of one’s own existence (including
one’s own identity), which is a prerequisite for the working through of spe-
cific problems. It is, as the patient wrote, the “primary fact,” a ur experience.
It is not to be identified with any patient’s discovery of his or her specific
powers—when he learns, let us say, that he can paint or write or work suc-
cessfully or have successful sexual intercourse. Viewed from the outside, the
discovery of specific powers and the experience of one’s own being may seem
to go hand in hand, but the latter is the underpinning, the foundation, the
psychological precondition of the former. We may well be suspicious that
solutions to a person’s specific problems in psychotherapy which do not pre-
suppose this “I-am” experience in greater or lesser degree will have a pseudo
quality. The new “powers” the patient discovers may well be experienced by
him as merely compensatory—that is, as proofs that he is of significance de-
spite the fact that he is certain on a deeper level that he is not, since
he still lacks a basic conviction of “I Am, therelore I think, I act.”” And
we could well wonder whether such compensatory solutions would not rep-
resent rather the patient’s simply exchanging one defense system for another,
one set of terms for another, without ever experiencing himself as existing.
In the second state the patient, instead of blowing up in anger, “sublimates”
or “introverts” or “relates,” but still without the act being rooted in his own
existence.

Our second comment is that this patient’s “I-am” experience is not to be
explained by the transference relationship. That the positive transference,
whether directed to therapist or husband,? is obviously present in the above
case is shown in the eloquent dream the night before in which there was one

9 We omit for purposes of the above discussion the question whether this rightly should
be called “transference” or simply human trust at this particular point in this case. We
do not deny the validity of the concept of transference rightly defined (see p. 83), but it
never makes sense to speak of something as “just transference,” as though it were all carried
over simply from the past.
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person in the barren, depersonalized wilderness of the crowd who had com-
passion for her. True, she is showing in the dream that she could have the
“I-am” experience only if she could trust some other human being. But this
does not account for the experience itself. It may well be true that for any
human being the possibility of acceptance by and trust for another human
being is a necessary condition for the “I-am” experience. But the awareness
of one’s own being occurs basically on the level of the grasping of one’s
self; it is an experience of Dasein, realized in the realm of self-awareness.
It is not to be explained essentially in social categories. The acceptance by
another person, such as the therapist, shows the patient that he no longer
needs to fight his main battle on the front of whether anyone else, or the
world, can accept him; the acceptance frees him to experience his own being.
This point must be emphasized because of the common error in many cir-
cles of assuming that the experience of one’s own being will take place auto-
matically if only one is accepted by somebody else. This is the basic error
of some forms of “relationship therapy.” The attitude of “If-I-love-and-
accept-you, this-is-all-you-need,” is in life and in therapy an attitude which
may well minister to increased passivity. The crucial question is what the
individual himself, in his own awareness of and responsibility for his ex-
istence, does with the fact that he can be accepted.

The third comment follows directly from the above, that being is a cate-
gory which cannot be reduced to introjection of social and ethical norms.
It is, to use Nietzsche’s phrase, “beyond good and evil.” To the extent that
my sense of existence is authentic, it is precisely not what others have told
me I should be, but is the one Archimedes point I have to stand on from
which to judge what parents and other authorities demand. Indeed, com-
pulsive and rigid moralism arises in given persons precisely as the result of a
lack of a sense of being. Rigid moralism is a compensatory mechanism by
which the individual persuades himself to take over the external sanctions
because he has no fundamental assurance that his own choices have any
sanction of their own. This is not to deny the vast social influences in any-
one’s morality, but it is to say that the ontological sense cannot be wholly
reduced to such influences. The ontological sense is not a superego phe-
nomenon. By the same token the sense of being gives the person a basis for
a self-esteem which is not merely the reflection of others’ views about him.
For if your self-esteem must rest in the long run on social validation, you
have, not self-esteem, but a more sophisticated form of social conformity.
It cannot be said too strongly that the sense of one’s own existence, though
interwoven with all kinds of social relatedness, is in basis not the product
of social forces; it always presupposes Eigenwelt, the “own world” (a term
which will be discussed below).

Our fourth comment deals with the most important consideration of all,
namely that the “I-am” experience must not be identified with what is called
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in various circles the “functioning of the ego.” That is to say, it is an error
to define the emergence of awareness of one’s own being as one phase of the
“development of the ego.” We need only reflect on what the concept of “ego”
has meant in classical psychoanalytic tradition to see why this is so. The ego
was traditionally conceived as a relatively weak, shadowy, passive, and de-
rived agent, largely an epiphenomenon of other more powerful processes.
It is “derived from the Id by modifications imposed on it from the external
world” and is “representative of the external world.” 2 “What we call the
ego is essentially passive,” says Groddeck, a statement which Freud cites with
approval.'* The developments in the middle period of psychoanalytic theory
brought increased emphasis on the ego, to be sure, but chiefly as an aspect
of the study of defense mechanisms; the ego enlarged its originally buffeted
and frail realm chiefly by its negative, defensive functions. It “owes service
to three masters and is consequently menaced by three dangers: the external
world, the libido of the Id, the severity of the Super-ego.”*? Freud often
remarked that the ego does very well indeed if it can preserve some sem-
blance of harmony in its unruly house.

A moment’s thought will show how great is the difference between this
ego and the “I-am” experience, the sense of being which we have been dis-
cussing. The latter occurs on a more fundamental level and is a precondition
for ego development. The ego is a part of the personality, and traditionally
a relatively weak part, whereas the sense of being refers to one’s whole ex-
perience, unconscious as well as conscious, and is by no means merely the
agent of awareness. The ego is a reflection of the outside world; the sense
of being is rooted in one’s own experience of existence, and if it is 2 mir-
roring of, a reflection of, the outside world alone, it is then precisely not one’s
own sense of existence. My sense of being is not my capacity to see the out-
side world, to size it up, to assess reality; it is rather my capacity to see myself
as a being in the world, to know myself as the being who can do these things.
It is in this sense a precondition for what is called “‘ego development.” The
ego is the subject in the subject-object relationship; the sense of being oc-
curs on a level prior to this dichotomy. Being means not “I am the sub-
ject,” but “I am the being who can, among other things, know himself as
the subject of what is occurring.” The sense of being is not in origin set
against the outside world but it must include this capacity to set one’s self
against the external world if necessary, just as it must include the capacity
to confront non-being, as we shall indicate later. To be sure, both what is

10 Healy, Bronner and Bowers, The Meaning and Structure of Psychoanalysis (1980),
p- 38. We give these quotations from a standard summary from the classical middle period
of psychoanalysis, not because we are not aware of refinements made to ego theory later,
but because we wish to show the essence of the concept of the ego, an essence which has
been elaborated but not basically changed.

11 Ibid., p. 41.

12 Ibid., p. 88.
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called the ego and the sense of being presuppose the emergence of self-aware-
ness in the child somewhere between the first couple of months of infancy
and the age of two years, a developmental process often called the “emer-
gence of the ego.” But this does not mean these two should be identified. The
ego is said normally to be especially weak in childhood, weak in proportion
to the child’s relatively weak assessment of and relation to reality; whereas
the sense of being may be especially strong, only later to diminish as the
child learns to give himself over to conformist tendencies, to experience his
existence as a reflection of others’ evaluation of him, to lose some of his origi-
nality and primary sense of being. Actually, the sense of being—that is, the
ontological sense—is presupposed for ego development, just as it is presup-
posed for the solution of other problems.13

We are of course aware that additions and elaborations are occurring in
ego theory of late decades in the orthodox psychoanalytic tradition. But one
cannot strengthen such a weak monarch by decking him with additional
robes, no matter how well-woven or intricately tailored the robes may be.
The real and fundamental trouble with the doctrine of the ego is that it
represents, par excellence, the subject-object dichotomy in modern thought.
Indeed, it is necessary to emphasize that the very fact that the ego is con-
cetved of as weak, passive, and derived ts itself an evidence and a symptom
of the loss of the sense of being in our day, a symptom of the repression of
the ontological concern. This view of the ego is a symbol of the pervasive
tendency to see the human being primarily as a passive recipient of forces
acting upon him, whether the forces be identified as the Id or the vast in-
dustrial juggernaut in Marxian terms or the submersion of the individual
as “one among many” in the sea of conformity, in Heidegger’s terms. The
view of the ego as relatively weak and buffeted about by the Id was in Freud
a profound symbol of the fragmentation of man in the Victorian period and
also a strong corrective to the superficial voluntarism of that day. But the
error arises when this ego is elaborated as the basic norm. The sense of
being, the ontological awareness, must be assumed below ego theory if that
theory is to refer with self-consistency to man as man.

We now come to the important problem of non-being or, as phrased in
existential literature, nothingness. The “and” in the title of this section,
“To Be and Not To Be,” expresses the fact that non-being is an inseparable
part of being. To grasp what it means to exist, one needs to grasp the fact
that he might not exist, that he treads at every moment on the sharp edge

13 If the objection is entered that the concept of the “ego” at least is more precise and
therefore more satisfactory scientifically than this sense of being, we can only repeat wpat
we have said above, that precision can be gained easily enough on paper. But the question
always is the bridge between the concept and the reality of the person, and the scientific

challenge is to find a concept, a way of understanding, which does not do violence to
reality, even though it may be less precise.
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of possible annihilation and can never escape the fact that death will arrive
at some unknown moment in the future. Existence, never automatic, not
only can be sloughed off and forfeited but is indeed at every instant threat-
ened by non-being. Without this awareness of non-being—that is, awareness
of the threats to one’s being in death, anxiety, and the less dramatic but per-
sistent threats of loss of potentialities in conformism—existence is vapid, un-
real, and characterized by lack of concrete self-awareness. But with the con-
fronting of non-being, existence takes on vitality and immediacy, and the
individual experiences a heightened consciousness of himself, his world, and
others around him.

Death is of course the most obvious form of the threat of non-being.
Freud grasped this truth on one level in his symbol of the death instinct.
Life forces (being) are arrayed at every moment, he held, against the forces
of death (non-being), and in every individual life the latter will ultimately
triumph. But Freud’s concept of the death instinct is an ontological truth
and should not be taken as a deteriorated psychological theory. The con-
cept of the death instinct is an excellent example of our earlier point that
Freud went beyond technical reason and tried to keep open the tragic dimen-
sion of life. His emphasis on the inevitability of hostility, aggression, and
self-destructiveness in existence also, from one standpoint, has this meaning.
True, he phrased these concepts wrongly, as when he interpreted the “death
instinct” in chemical terms. The use of the word “thanatos” in psychoan-
alytic circles as parallel to libido is an example of this deteriorated phrase-
ology. These are errors which arise from trying to put ontological truths,
which death and tragedy are, into the frame of technical reason and reduce
them to specific psychological mechanisms. On that basis Horney and others
could logically argue that Freud was too “pessimistic”’ and that he merely
rationalized war and aggression. I think that is a sound argument against
the usual oversimplified psychoanalytic interpretations, which are in the
form of technical reason; but it is not a sound argument against Freud him-
self, who tried to preserve a real concept of tragedy, ambivalent though his
frame of reference was. He had indeed a sense of non-being, despite the fact
that he always tried to subordinate it and his concept of being to technical
reason.

It is also an error to see the “death instinct” only in biological terms,
which would leave us hobbled with a fatalism. The unique and crucial fact,
rather, is that the human being is the one who knows he is going to die, who
anticipates his own death. The critical question thus is how he relates to
the fact of death: whether he spends his existence running away from death
or making a cult of repressing the recognition of death under the rationaliza-
tions of beliefs in automatic progress or providence, as is the habit of our
Western society, or obscuring it by saying “one dies” and turning it into a
matter of public statistics which serve to cover over the one ultimately im-
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portant fact, that he himself at some unknown future moment will die.

The existential analysts, on the other hand, hold that the confronting of
death gives the most positive reality to life itself. It makes the individual
existence real, absolute, and concrete. For “death as an irrelative potentiality
singles man out and, as it were, individualizes him to make him understand
the potentiality of being in others [as well as in himself], when he realizes
the inescapable nature of his own death.” ¢ Death is, in other words, the
one fact of my life which is not relative but absolute, and my awareness of
this gives my existence and what I do each hour an absolute quality.

Nor do we need to go as far as the extreme example of death to see the
problem of non-being. Perhaps the most ubiquitous and ever-present form
of the failure to confront non-being in our day is in conformism, the tend-
ency of the individual to let himself be absorbed in the sea of collective
responses and attitudes, to become swallowed up in das Man, with the corre-
sponding loss of his own awareness, potentialities, and whatever character-
izes him as a unique and original being. The individual temporarily es-
capes the anxiety of non-being by this means, but at the price of forfeiting
his own powers and sense of existence.

On the positive side, the capacity to confront non-being is illustrated in
the ability to accept anxiety, hostility, and aggression. By “accept” we mean
here to tolerate without repression and so far as possible to utilize construc-
tively. Severe anxiety, hostility, and aggression are states and ways of relating
to one’s self and others which would curtail or destroy being. But to preserve
one’s existence by running away from situations which would produce anxiety
or situations of potential hostility and aggression leaves one with the vapid,
weak, unreal sense of being—what Nietzsche meant in his brilliant descrip-
tion we quoted in the previous chapter of the “impotent people” who evade
their aggression by repressing it and thereupon experience “drugged tran-
quillity” and free-floating resentment. Our point does not at all imply the
sloughing over of the distinction between the neurotic and normal forms
of anxiety, hostility, and aggression. Obviously the one constructive way to
confront neurotic anxiety, hostility, and aggression is to clarily them psy-
chotherapeutically and so far as possible to wipe them out. But that task

14 This is an interpretation of Heidegger, given by Werner Brock in the introduction to
Existence and Being (Regnery, 1949), p. '77. For those who are interested in the logical
aspects of the problem of being vs. non-being, it may be added that the dialectic of “yes
vs. no,” as Tillich points out in The Courage to Be, is present in various forms throughout
the history of thought. Hegel held that non-being was an integral part of being, specifi-
cally in the “antithesis” stage of his dialectic of “thesis, antithesis, and synthesis.” The
emphasis on “will” in Schelling, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, and others as a basic ontological
category is a way of showing that being has the power of “negating itself without losing
itself.” Tillich, giving his own conclusion, holds that the question of how being and
non-being are related can be answered only metaphorically: “Being embraces both itself
and non-being.” In everyday terms, being embraces non-being in the sense that we can
be aware of death, can accept it, can even invite it in suicide, in short, can by self-awareness
encompass death.
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has been made doubly difficult, and the whole problem confused, by our
failure to see the normal forms of these states—“normal” in the sense that
they inhere in the threat of non-being with which any being always has to
cope. Indeed, is it not clear that neurotic forms of anxiety, hostility, and
aggression develop precisely because the individual has been unable to ac-
cept and deal with the normal forms of these states and ways of behaving?
Paul Tillich has suggested farreaching implications for the therapeutic
process in his powerful sentence, which we shall quote without attempting
to elucidate, “The self-affirmation of a being is the stronger the more non-
being it can take into itself.”

II Anxiety and Guilt as Ontological

Our discussion of being and non-being now leads to the point where we
can understand the fundamental nature of anxiety. Anxiety is not an affect
among other affects such as pleasure or sadness. It is rather an ontological
characteristic of man, rooted in his very existence as such. It is not a pe-
ripheral threat which I can take or leave, for example, or a reaction which
may be classified beside other reactions; it is always a threat to the founda-
tion, the center of my existence. Anxiety is the experience of the threat of
imminent non-being.1s

In his classical contributions to the understanding of anxiety, Kurt Gold-
stein has emphasized that anxiety is not something we “have” but something
we “are.” His vivid descriptions of anxiety at the onset of psychosis, when
the patient is literally experiencing the threat of dissolution of the self,
make his point abundantly clear. But, as he himself insists, this threat of
dissolution of the self is not merely something confined to psychotics but
describes the neurotic and normal nature of anxiety as well. Anxiety is the
subjective state of the individual’s becoming aware that his existence can
become destroyed, that he can lose himself and his world, that he can become
“nothing.” 16

This understanding of anxiety as ontological illuminates the difference
between anxiety and fear. The distinction is not one of degree nor of the
intensity of the experience. The anxiety a person feels when someone he
respects passes him on the street without speaking, for example, is not as

15 The points in this summary of ontological anxiety are given in epigrammatic form,
since for reasons of space we are forced to omit the considerable empirical data which could
be cited at cach point. A fuller development of some aspects of this approach to anxiety
will be found in my book, The Meaning of Anxiety.

16 We speak here of anxiety as the “subjective” state, making a distinction between sub-
jective and objective that may not be entirely justified logically but shows the viewpoint
from which one observes. The “‘objective” side of the anxiety experience, which we can
observe from the outside, shows itself in severe cases in disordered, catastrophic behavior

(Goldstein) or in cascs of neurotics in symptom-formation or in cases of ‘“normal” persons
in ennui, compulsive activity, meaningless diversions, and truncation of awareness.
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intense as the fear he experiences when the dentist seizes the drill to attack a
sensitive tooth. But the gnawing threat of the slight on the street may hound
him all day long and torment his dreams at night, whereas the feeling of
fear, though it was quantitatively greater, is gone forever as soon as he steps
out of the dentist’s chair. The difference is that the anxiety strikes at the
center core of his self-esteem and his sense of value as a self, which is one
important aspect of his experience of himself as a being. Fear, in contrast,
is a threat to the periphery of his existence; it can be objectivated, and the
person can stand outside and look at it. In greater or lesser degree, anxiety
overwhelms the person’s awareness of existence, blots out the sense of time,
dulls the memory of the past, and erases the future 17—which is perhaps the
most compelling proof of the fact that it attacks the center of one’s being.
While we are subject to anxiety, we are to that extent unable to conceive in
imagination how existence would be “outside” the anxiety. This is of course
why anxiety is so hard to bear, and why people will choose, if they have the
chance, severe physical pain which would appear to the outside observer
much worse. Anxiety is ontological, fear is not. Fear can be studied as an
affect among other affects, a reaction among other reactions. But anxiety can
be understood only as a threat to Dasein.

This understanding of anxiety as an ontological characteristic again high-
lights our difficulty with words. The term which Freud, Binswanger, Gold-
stein, Kierkegaard (as he is translated into German) use for anxiety is
Angst, a word for which there is no English equivalent. It is first cousin to
anguish (which comes from Latin angustus, “narrow,” which in turn comes
from angere, “to pain by pushing together,” “to choke”). The English term
anxiety, such as in “I am anxious to do this or that,” is a much weaker
word.!® Hence some students translate Angst as “dread,” as did Lowrie in
his translations of Kierkegaard and as the translators of Ellen West have
done in this volume. Some of us have tried to preserve the term “anxiety”’
for Angst 1° but we were caught in a dilemma. It seemed the alternative was
either to use “anxiety” as a watered-down affect among other affects, which
will work scientifically but at the price of the loss of power of the word;
or to use such a term as “dread,” which carries literary power but has no
role as a scientific category. Hence so often laboratory experiments on anx-
iety have seemed to fall woefully short of dealing with the power and devas-
tating qualities of anxiety which we observe every day in clinical work, and
also even clinical discussions about neurotic symptoms and psychotic con-

17 See discussion of this phenomenon in connection with Minkowski's chapter in this
book, pp. 66 and 127. )

181t is an interesting question whether our pragmatic tendencies in English-speaking
countries to avoid reacting to anxiety experiences—by being stoical in Britain and by not
crying or showing fear in this country, for examples—is part of the reason we have not
developed words to do justice to the experience.

19 See Meaning of Anxiety, p. 32.
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ditions seem often to coast along the surface of the problem. The upshot of
the existential understanding of anxiety is to give the term back its original
power. It is an experience of threat which carries both anguish and dread,
indeed the most painful and basic threat which any being can suffer, for it
is the threat of loss of existence itself. In my judgment, our psychological
and psychiatric dealings with anxiety phenomena of all sorts will be greatly
helped by shifting the concept to its ontological base.

Another significant aspect of anxiety may now also be seen more clearly,
namely, the fact that anxiety always involves inner conflict. Is not this con-
flict precisely between what we have called being and non-being? Anxiety
occurs at the point where some emerging potentiality or possibility {aces the
individual, some possibility of fulfilling his existence; but this very possi-
bility involves the destroying of present security, which thereupon gives rise
to the tendency to deny the new potentiality. Here lies the truth of the
symbol of the birth trauma as the prototype of all anxiety—an interpretation
suggested by the etymological source of the word “anxiety” as “pain in nar-
rows,” “choking,” as though through the straits of being born. This inter-
pretation of anxiety as birth trauma was, as is well known, held by Rank
to cover all anxiety and agreed to by Freud on a less comprehensive basis.
There is no doubt that it carries an important symbolic truth even if one
does not take it as connected with the literal birth of the infant. If there
were not some possibility opening up, some potentiality crying to be “born,”
we would not experience anxiety. This is why anxiety is so profoundly con-
nected with the problem of freedom. If the individual did not have some
freedom, no matter how minute, to fulfill some new potentiality, he would
not experience anxiety. Kierkegaard described anxiety as “the dizziness of
freedom,” and added more explicitly, if not more clearly, “Anxiety is the
reality of freedom as a potentiality before this freedom has materialized.”
Goldstein illustrates this by pointing out how people individually and col-
lectively surrender freedom in the hope of getting rid of unbearable anxiety,
citing the individual’s retreating behind the rigid stockade of dogma or
whole groups collectively turning to fascism in recent decades in Europe.2?
In whatever way one chooses to illustrate it, this discussion points to the
positive aspect of Angst. For the experience of anxiety itself demonstrates
that some potentiality is present, some new possibility of being, threatened
by non-being.

We have stated that the condition of the individual when confronted
with the issue of [ulfilling his potentialities is anxiety. We now move on
to state that when the person denies these potentialities, fails to fulfill them,
his condition is guilt. That is to say, guilt is also an ontological characteristic
of human existence.

20 Human Nature in the Light of Psychopathology (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1940).
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This can be no better illustrated than to summarize a case Medard Boss
cites of a severe obsessional-compulsive which he treated.2* This patient, a
physician suffering from washing, cleaning compulsions, had gone through
both Freudian and Jungian analyses. He had had for some time a recurrent
dream involving church steeples which had been interpreted in the Freudian
analysis in terms of phallic symbols and in the Jungian in terms of religious
archetype symbols. The patient could discuss these interpretations intelli-
gently and at length, but his neurotic compulsive behavior, after temporary
abeyance, continued as crippling as ever. During the first months of his
analysis with Boss, the patient reported a recurrent dream in which he
would approach a lavatory door which would always be locked. Boss con-
fined himself to asking each time only why the door needed to be locked—
to “rattling the doorknob,” as he put it. Finally the patient had a dream in
which he went through the door and found himself inside a church, waist
deep in faeces and being tugged by a rope wrapped around his waist lead-
ing up to the bell tower. The patient was suspended in such tension that he
thought he would be pulled to pieces. He then went through a psychotic
episode of four days during which Boss remained by his bedside, after which
the analysis continued with an eventual very successful outcome.

Boss points out in his discussion of this case that the patient was guilty
because he had locked up some essential potentialities in himself. T herefore
he had guilt feelings. If, as Boss puts it, we “forget being”—by failing to bring
ourselves to our entire being, by failing to be authentic, by slipping into
the conformist anonymity of das Man—then we have in fact missed our
being and to that extent are failures. “If you lock up potentialities, you are
guilty against (or indebted to, as the German word may be translated) what
is given you in your origin, in your ‘core.” In this existential condition of
being indebted and being guilty are founded all guilt feelings, in whatever
thousand and one concrete forms and malformations they may appear in
actuality.” This is what had happened to the patient. He had locked up
both the bodily and the spiritual possibilities of experience (the “drive”
aspect and the “god” aspect, as Boss also phrases it). The patient had pre-
viously accepted the libido and archetype explanations and knew them all
too well; but that is a good way, says Boss, to escape the whole thing. Because
the patient did not accept and take into his existence these two aspects, he
was guilty, indebted to himself. This was the origin (4nlass) of his neurosis
and psychosis.

The patient, in a letter to Boss sometime after the treatment, pointed out
that the reason he could not really accept his anality in his first analysis was

21 Medard Boss, Psychoanalyse und Daseinsanalytik (Bern and Stuttgart: Verlag Hans
Huber, 1957). I am grateful to Dr. Erich Heydt, student and colleague of Boss, for trans-
lating parts of this work for me as well as discussing at length with me the viewpoint of
Boss.
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that he “sensed the ground was not fully developed in the analyst himself.”
The analyst had always attempted to reduce the dream of the church steeple
to genital symbols and the “whole weight of the holy appeared to him as a
mere sublimation mist.” By the same token, the archetypal explanation, also
symbolic, never could be integrated with the bodily, and for that matter
never did really mesh with the religious experience either.

Let us note well that Boss says the patient is guilty, not merely that he
has guilt feelings. This is a radical statement with far-reaching implications.
It is an existential approach which cuts through the dense fog which has
obscured much of the psychological discussion of guilt—discussions that
have proceeded on the assumption that we can deal only with some vague
“guilt feelings,” as though it did not matter whether guilt was real or not.
Has not this reduction of guilt to mere guilt feelings contributed consider-
ably to the lack of reality and the sense of illusion in much psychotherapy?
Has it not also tended to confirm the patient’s neurosis in that it implicitly
opens the way for him not to take his guilt seriously and to make peace with
the fact that he has indeed forfeited his own being? Boss’s approach is radically
existential in that it takes the real phenomena with respect, here the real
phenomenon being guilt. Nor is the guilt exclusively linked up with the re-
ligious aspect of this, or any patient’s, experience: we can be as guilty by
refusing to accept the anal, genital, or any other corporeal aspects of life as
the intellectual or spiritual aspects. This understanding of guilt has nothing
whatever to do with a judgmental attitude toward the patient. It has only
to do with taking the patient’s life and experience seriously and with respect.

We have cited only one form of ontological guilt, namely, that arising
from forfeiting one’s own potentialities. There are other forms as well. An-
other, for example, is ontological guilt against one’s fellows, arising from
the fact that since each of us is an individual, he necessarily perceives his
fellow man through his own limited and biased eyes. This means that he
always to some extent does violence to the true picture of his fellow man
and always to some extent fails fully to understand and meet the other’s
needs. This is not a question of moral failure or slackness—though it can
indeed be greatly increased by lack of moral sensitivity. It is an inescapable
result of the fact that each of us is a separate individuality and has no choice
but to look at the world through his own eyes. This guilt, rooted in our
existential structure, is one of the most potent sources of a sound humility
and an unsentimental attitude of forgiveness toward one’s fellow men.

The first form of ontological guilt mentioned above, namely, forfeiting
of potentialities, corresponds roughly to the mode of world which we shall
describe and define in the next section called Eigenwelt, or own-world. The
second form of guilt corresponds roughly to Mitwelt, since it is guilt chiefly
related to one’s fellow men. There is a third form of ontological guilt which
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in relation to nature as a whole. This is the most complex and comprehen-
sive aspect of ontological guilt. It may seem confusing, particularly since
we are unable in this outline to explicate it in detail; we include it for the
sake of completeness and for the interest of those who may wish to do further
research in areas of ontological guilt. This guilt with respect to our separa-
tion from nature may well be much more influential (though repressed)
than we realize in our modern Western scientific age. It was originally ex-
pressed beautifully in a classical fragment from one of the early Greek
philosophers of being, Anaximander: “The source of things is the bound-
less. From whence they arise, thence they must also of necessity return. For
they do penance and make compensation to one another for their injustice
in the order of time.”

Ontological guilt has, among others, these characteristics. First, everyone
participates in it. No one of us fails to some extent to distort the reality of
his fellow men, and no one fully fulfills his own potentialities. Each of us
is always in a dialectical relation to his potentialities, dramatically illus-
trated in the dream of Boss’s patient being stretched between faeces and
bell tower. Second, ontological guilt does not come from cultural prohibi-
tions, or from introjection of cultural mores; it is rooted in the fact of self-
awareness. Ontological guilt does not consist of I-am-guilty-because-I-violate-
parental-prohibitions, but arises from the fact that I can see myself as the one
who can choose or fail to choose. Every developed human being would have
this ontological guilt, though its content would vary from culture to culture
and would largely be given by the culture.

Third, ontological guilt is not to be confused with morbid or neurotic
guilt. If it is unaccepted and repressed, it may turn into neurotic guilt. Just
as neurotic anxiety is the end-product of unfaced normal ontological anxiety,
so neurotic guilt is the result of unconfronted ontological guilt. If the per-
son can become aware of it and accept it (as Boss’s patient later did), it is
not morbid or neurotic. Fourth, ontological guilt does not lead to symptom
formation, but has constructive effects in the personality. Specifically, it can
and should lead to humility, as suggested above, sharpened sensitivity in
relationships with fellow men, and increased creativity in the use of one’s
own potentialities.

II1 Being-in-the-World

Another one of the major and far-reaching contributions of the existential
therapists—to my mind second in importance only to their analysis of being
—is the understanding of the person-in-his-world. “To understand the com-
pulsive,” writes Erwin Straus, “we must first understand his world”—and
this is certainly true of all other types of patients as well as any human
being, for that matter. For being together means being together in the same
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world; and knowing means knowing in the context of the same world. The
world of this particular patient must be grasped from the inside, be known
and seen so far as possible from the angle of the one who exists in it. “We
psychiatrists,” writes Binswanger, “have paid far too much attention to the
deviations of our patients from life in the world which is common to all,
instead of focusing primarily upon the patients’ own or private world, as
was first systematically done by Freud.” 22

The problem is how we are to understand the other person’s world. It
cannot be understood as an external collection of objects which we view
from the outside (in which case we never really understand it), nor by senti-
mental identification (in which case our understanding doesn’t do any good,
for we have failed to preserve the reality of our own existence). A difficult di-
lemma indeed! What is required is an approach to world which undercuts
the “cancer,” namely, the traditional subject-object dichotomy.

The reason this endeavor to rediscover man as being-in-the-world is so
important is that it strikes directly at one of the most acute problems of
modern human beings—namely, that they have lost their world, lost their
experience of community. Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and the existentialists who
followed them perdurably pointed out that the two chief sources of mod-
ern Western man’s anxiety and despair were, first, his loss of sense of being
and, secondly, his loss of his world. The existential analysts believe there
is much evidence that these prophets were correct and that twentieth-century
Western man not only experiences an alienation from the human world
about him but also suffers an inner, harrowing conviction of being estranged
(like, say, a paroled convict) in the natural world as well.

The writings of Frieda Fromm-Reichmann and Sullivan describe the state
of the person who has lost his world. These authors, and others like them,
illustrate how the problems of loneliness, isolation, and alienation are being
increasingly dealt with in psychiatric literature. The assumption would seem
likely that there is an increase not only in awareness of these problems
among psychiatrists and psychologists but also in the presence of the con-
ditions themselves. Broadly speaking, the symptoms of isolation and aliena-
tion reflect the state of a person whose relation to the world has become
broken. Some psychotherapists have pointed out that more and more pa-
tients exhibit schizoid features and that the “typical” kind of psychic prob-
lem in our day is not hysteria, as it was in Freud’s time, but the schizoid type
—that is to say, problems of persons who are detached, unrelated, lacking
in affect, tending toward depersonalization, and covering up their problems
by means of intellectualization and technical formulations.

There is also plenty of evidence that the sense of isolation, the alienation
of one’s self from the world, is suffered not only by people in pathological
conditions but by countless “normal” persons as well in our day. Riesman

22 P.197.
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presents a good deal of sociopsychological data in his study The Lonely
Crowd to demonstrate that the isolated, lonely, alienated character type is
characteristic not only of neurotic patients but of people as a whole in our
society and that the trends in that direction have been increasing over the
past couple of decades. He makes the significant point that these people
have only a technical communication with their world; his “outer-directed’””
persons (the type characteristic of our day) relate to everything from its tech-
nical, external side. Their orientation, for example, was not “I liked the
play,” but “The play was well done,” “the article well written,” and so forth.
Other portrayals of this condition of personal isolation and alienation in
our society are given by Fromm in Escape from Freedom, particularly with
respect to sociopolitical considerations; by Karl Marx, particularly in rela-
tion to the dehumanization arising out of the tendency in modern capitalism
to value everything in the external, object-centered terms of money; and by
Tillich from the spiritual viewpoint. Camus’s The Stranger and Kafka’s
The Castle, finally, are surprisingly similar illustrations of our point: each
gives a vivid and gripping picture of a man who is a stranger in his world,
a stranger to other people whom he seeks or pretends to love; he moves
about in a state of homelessness, vagueness, and haze as though he had no
direct sense connection with his world but were in a foreign country where
he does not know the language and has no hope of learning it but is always
doomed to wander in quiet despair, incommunicado, homeless, and a stranger.

Nor is the problem of this loss of world simply one of lack of interpersonal
relations or lack of communication with one’s fellows. Its roots reach below
the social levels to an alienation from the natural world as well. It is a par-
ticular experience of isolation which has been called “epistemological lone-
liness.” 28 Underlying the economic, sociological, and psychological aspects
of alienation can be found a profound common denominator, namely, the
alienation which is the ultimate consequence of four centuries of the out-
working of the separation of man as subject from the objective world. This
alienation has expressed itself for several centuries in Western man’s passion
to gain power over nature, but now shows itself in an estrangement from
nature and a vague, unarticulated, and half-suppressed sense of despair of
gaining any real relationship with the natural world, including one’s ownr
body.

28 This phrase, “epistemological loneliness,” is used by David Bakan to describe Western
man’s experience of isolation from his world. He sees this isolation as stemming from the
skepticism which we inberited from the British empiricists, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume.
Their error specifically, he holds, was in conceiving of the “thinker as essentially alone
rather than as a member and participant of a thinking community.” (“Clinical Psychology
and Logic,” The American Psychologist, December 1956, p. 656). It is interesting that
Bakan, in good psychological tradition, interprets the error as a social one, namely, separa-
tion from the community. But is this not more symptom than cause? More accurately

stated, is not the isolation from the community simply one of the ways in which a more
basic and comprehensive isolation shows itself?
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These sentences may sound strange in this century of apparent scientific
confidence. But let us examine the matter more closely. In his excellent
chapter in this volume, Straus points out that Descartes, the father of mod-
ern thought, held that ego and consciousness were separated from the world
and from other persons.?* That is to say, consciousness is cut off and stands
by itself alone. Sensations do not tell us anything directly about the outside
world; they only give us inferential data. Descartes is commonly the whip-
ping boy in these days and made to shoulder the blame for the dichotomy
between subject and object; but he was of course only reflecting the spirit
of his age and the underground tendencies in modern culture, about which
he saw and wrote with beautiful clarity. The Middle Ages, Straus goes on to
say, is commonly thought of as other-worldly in contrast to the “present
world” concerns of modern man. But actually the medieval Christian’s soul
was considered, while it did exist in the world, to be really related to the
world. Men experienced the world about them as directly real (vide Giotto)
and the body as immediate and real (vide St. Francis). Since Descartes, how-
ever, the soul and nature have had nothing to do with each other. Nature
belongs exclusively to the realm of res extensa, to be understood mathemati-
cally. We know the world only indirectly, by inference. This of course sets
the problem we have been wrestling with ever since, the full implications
of which did not emerge until the last century. Straus points out how the
traditional textbooks on neurology and physiology have accepted this doc-
trine, and have endeavored to demonstrate that what goes on neurologically
has only a “sign” relation to the real world. Only “unconscious inferences
lead to the assumption of the existence of an outside world.” 28

Thus it is by no means accidental that modern man feels estranged from

24 P. 142.

25 Readers interested in this history of ideas will recall the important and imposing
symbol of the same situation in Leibnitz’ famous doctrine that all reality consists of
monads. The monads had no doors or windows opening to each other, each being sepa-
rated, isolated. “Each single unit is lonely in itself, without any direct communication.
The horror of this idea was overcome by the harmonistic presupposition that in every
monad the whole world is potentially present and that the development of each individual
is in a natura]l harmony with the development of all the others. This is the most profound
metaphysical situation in the early periods of bourgeois civilization. It fitted this situation
because there was still a common world, in spite of the increasing social atomization.”
(Paul Tillich, The Protestant Era, p. 246.) This doctrine of “pre-established harmony” is a
carry-over of the religious idea of providence. The relation between the person and the
world was somehow “pre-ordained.” Descartes, in similar vein, held that God—whose exist-
ence he believed he had proved—guaranteed the relation between consciousness and the
world. The socio-historical situation in the expanding phases of the modern period were
such that the “faith” of Leibnitz and Descartes worked, that is, it reflected the fact that
there was still a common world (Tillich). But now that God is not only “dead,” but a
requiem has been sung over his grave, the stark isolation and alienation inherent in the
relation between man and the world has become apparent. To put the matter less poeti-
cally, when the humanistic and Hebrew-Christian values disintegrated along with the
cultural phenomena we have discussed above, the inherent implications of the situation
emerged.
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nature, that each consciousness stands off by itself, alone. This has been
“built in” to our education and to some extent even into our language. It
means that the overcoming of this situation of isolation is not a simple task
and requires something much more fundamental than merely the rearrange-
ment of some of our present ideas. This alienation of man from the natural
and human world sets one of the problems which writers in this volume
try to meet.

Let us now inquire how the existential analysts undertake to rediscover
man as a being interrelated with his world and to rediscover world as mean-
ingful to man. They hold that the person and his world are a unitary, struc-
tural whole; the hyphenation of the phrase being-in-the-world expresses pre-
cisely that. The two poles, self and world, are always dialectically related.
Self implies world and world self; there is neither without the other, and
each is understandable only in terms of the other. It makes no sense, for ex-
ample, to speak of man in his world (though we often do) as primarily a
spatial relation. The phrase “match in a box” does imply a spatial relation,
but to speak of a man in his home or in his office or in a hotel at the sea-
shore implies something radically different.26

A person’s world cannot be comprehended by describing the environ-
ment, no matter how complex we make our description. As we shall see
below, environment is only one mode of world; and the common tendencies
to talk of a person in an environment or to ask what “influence the environ-
ment has upon him” are vast oversimplifications. Even from a biological
viewpoint, Von Uexkiill holds, one is justified in assuming as many envi-
ronments (Umwelten) as there are animals; “there is not one space and
time only,” he goes on to say, “but as many spaces and times as there are
subjects.” 27 How much more would it not be true that the human being
has his own world? Granted that this confronts us with no easy problem:
for we cannot describe world in purely objective terms, nor is world to be
limited to our subjective, imaginative participation in the structure around
us, although that too is part of being-in-the-world.

World is the structure of meaningful relationships in which a person
exists and in the design of which he participates. Thus world includes the
past events which condition my existence and all the vast variety of deter-
ministic influences which operate upon me. But it is these as I relate to them,
am aware of them, carry them with me, molding, inevitably forming, build-

26 Thus Heidegger uses the terms “to sojourn” and “to dwell” rather than “is” when he
speaks of a person being some place. His use of the term “world” is in the sense of the
Greek kosmos, that is, the “uni-verse” with which we act and react. He chides Descartes
for being so concerned with res extensa that he analyzed all the objects and things in the
world and forgot about the most significant fact of all, namely, that there is world itself,
that is, a meaningful relationship of these objects with the person. Modern thought has
followed Descartes almost exclusively at this point, greatly to the impairment of our under-
standing of human beings.

27 See Binswanger, p. 196.
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ing them in every minute of relating. For to be aware of one’s world means
at the same time to be designing it.

World is not to be limited to the past determining events but includes also
all the possibilities which open up before any person and are not simply
given in the historical situation. World is thus not to be identified with
“culture.” It includes culture but a good deal more, such as Eigenwelt (the
own-world which cannot be reduced merely to an introjection of the cul-
ture), as well as all the individual’s future possibilities.?® “One would get
some idea,” Schachtel writes, “of the unimaginable richness and depth of
the world and its possible meanings for man, if he knew all languages and
cultures, not merely intellectually but with his total personality. This would
comprise the historically knowable world of man, but not the infinity of
future possibilities.” 20 It is the “openness of world” which chiefly distin-
guishes man’s world from the closed worlds of animals and plants. This does
not deny the finiteness of life; we are all limited by death and old age and are
subject to infirmities of every sort; the point, rather, is that these possibilities
are given within the context of the contingency of existence. In a dynamic
sense, indeed, these future possibilities are the most significant aspect of any
human being’s world. For they are the potentialities with which he “builds
or designs world”—a phrase the existential therapists are fond of using.

World is never something static, something merely given which the person
then “accepts” or “adjusts to” or “fights.” It is rather a dynamic pattern
which, so long as I possess self-consciousness, I am in the process of forming
and designing. Thus Binswanger speaks of world as “that toward which the
existence has climbed and according to which it has designed itself,” 30 and

28 The term “culture” is generally in common parlance set over against the individual,
e.g., “the influence of the culture on the individual.” This usage is probably an unavoidable
result of the dichotomy between subject and object in which the concepts of “individual”
and “culture” emerged. It of course omits the very significant fact that the individual is at
every moment also forming his culture.

29 “World-openness is the distinctively human characteristic of man’s awake life,”
Schachtel continues. He discusses cogently and clearly the life-space and life-time which
characterize the human being’s world in contrast to that of plants and animals. “In the
animals, drives and affects remain to a very large extent ties to an inherited instinctive
organization. The animal is embedded in this organization and in the closed world (J. v.
Uexkull’s “‘Werkwelt’ and ‘Wirkwelt’) corresponding to this organization. Man’s relation
to his world is an open one, governed only to a very small extent by instinctive organiza
tion, and to the largest extent by man’s learning and exploration, in which he establishes
his complex, changing and developing relations with his fellow men and with the natural
and cultural world around him.” So closely interrelated are man and his world, Schachtel
demonstrates, that “all our affects arise from . . . spatial and temporal gaps which open
between us and our world.” “On Affect, Anxiety and the Pleasure Principle,” paper to be
published, pp. 101-104.

80 “The Existential Analysis School of Thought,” p. 191. In this chapter, it is significant
to note the parallels Binswanger draws between his conception of “world” and that of
Kurt Goldstein.
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goes on to emphasize that whereas a tree or an animal is tied to its “blue-
print” in relation to the environment, “human existence not only contains
numerous possibilities of modes of being, but is precisely rooted in this
manifold potentiality of being.”

The important and very fruitful use the existential analysts make of ana-
lyzing the patient’s “world” is shown in Roland Kuhn’s chapter in this vol-
ume, the case study of Rudolf, the butcher boy who shot a prostitute. Noting
that Rudolf was in mourning in this period following the death of his father,
Kuhn goes to considerable lengths to understand the “world of the mourner.”
At the conclusion of this chapter, the reader is left with a clear and convinc-
ing picture of the fact that Rudolf’s shooting of the prostitute was an act
of mourning for his mother, who died when he was four. I do not think
this clarity and completeness of understanding could be gained by any
method other than this painstaking description of the patient-in-his-world.

IV The Three Modes of World

The existential analysts distinguish three modes of world, that is, three
simultaneous aspects of world which characterize the existence of each one
of us as being-in-the-world. First, there is Umwelt, literally meaning “world
around”; this is the biological world, generally called the environment.
There is, second, the Mitwelt, literally the “with-world,”the world of beings
of one’s own kind, the world of one’s fellow men. The third is Eigenwelt,
the “own-world,” the mode of relationship to one’s self.

The first, Umwelt, is of course what is taken in general parlance as world,
namely, the world of objects about us, the natural world. All organisms have
an Umwelt. For animals and human beings the Umwelt includes biological
needs, drives, instincts—the world one would still exist in if, let us hypothe-
size, one had no self-awareness. It is the world of natural law and natural
cycles, of sleep and awakeness, of being born and dying, desire and relief,
the world of finiteness and biological determinism, the “thrown world” to
which each of us must in some way adjust. The existential analysts do not
at all neglect the reality of the natural world; “natural law is as valid as
ever,” as Kierkegaard put it. They have no truck with the idealists who
would reduce the material world to an epiphenomenon or with the intui-
tionists who would make it purely subjective or with anyone who would
underestimate the importance of the world of biological determinism. In-
deed, their insistence on taking the objective world of nature seriously is
one of their distinctive characteristics. In reading them I often have the im-
pression that they are able to grasp the Umuwelt, the material world, with
greater reality than those who segment it into “drives” and “substances,”
precisely because they are not limited to Umwelt alone, but see it also in
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the context of human self-awareness.3! Boss’s understanding of the patient
with the “faeces and church steeple” dream cited above is an excellent ex-
ample. They insist strongly that it is an oversimplification and radical error
to deal with human beings as though Umuwelt were the only mode of exist-
ence or to carry over the categories which fit Umwelt to make a procrustean
bed upon which to force all human experience. In this connection, the ex-
istential analysts are more empirical, that is, more respectful of actual human
phenomena, than the mechanists or positivists.

The Mitwelt is the world of interrelationships with human beings. But
it is not to be confused with “the influence of the group upon the indi-
vidual,” or “the collective mind,” or the various forms of “social determin-
ism.” The distinctive quality of Mitwelt can be seen when we note the dif-
ference between a herd of animals and a community of people. Howard
Liddell has pointed out that for his sheep the “herd instinct consists of
keeping the environment constant.” Except in mating and suckling periods,
a flock of collie dogs and children will do as well for the sheep providing
such an environment is kept constant. In a group of human beings, how-
ever, a vastly more complex interaction goes on, with the meaning of the
others in the group partly determined by one’s own relationship to them.
Strictly speaking, we should say animals have an environment, human beings
have a world. For world includes the structure of meaning which is designed
by the interrelationship of the persons in it. Thus the meaning of the group
for me depends in part upon how I put myself into it. And thus, also, love
can never be understood on a purely biological level but depends upon such
factors as personal decision and commitment to the other person.3

The categories of “adjustment” and “adaptation” are entirely accurate
in Umuwelt. I adapt to the cold weather and I adjust to the periodic needs
of my body for sleep; the critical point is that the weather is not changed
by my adjusting to it nor is it affected at all. Adjustment occurs between two
objects, or a person and an object. But in Mitwelt, the categories of adjust-
ment and adaptation are not accurate; the term “relationship” offers the
right category. If I insist that another person adjust to me, I am not taking
him as a person, as Dasein, but as an instrumentality; and even if I adjust
to myself, I am using myself as an object. One can never accurately speak
of human beings as “sexual objects,” as Kinsey for one example does; once

811In this respect it is significant to note that Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, in contrast to
the great bulk of nineteenth-century thinkers, were able to take the body seriously. The
reason was that they saw it not as a collection of abstracted substances or drives, but as
one mode of the reality of the person. Thus when Nietzsche says “We think with our
bodies,” he means something radically different from the behaviorists.

82 Martin Buber has developed implications of Mitwelt in his I and Thou philosophy.
See his leclures at the Washington School of Psychiatry, printed in Psychiatry, May 1957,
Vol. 20, No. Two, and especially the lecture on “Distance and Relation.”
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a person is a sexual object, you are not talking about a person any more.
The essence of relationship is that in the encounter both persons are changed.
Providing the human beings involved are not too severely ill and have some
degree of consciousness, relationship always involves mutual awareness; and
this already is the process of being mutually affected by the encounter.

The Eigenwelt, or “own world,” is the mode which is least adequately
dealt with or understood in modern psychology and depth-psychology; in-
deed, it is fair to say that it is almost ignored. Eigenwelt presupposes self-
awareness, self-relatedness, and is uniquely present in human beings. But
it is not merely a subjective, inner experience; it is rather the basis on which
we see the real world in its true perspective, the basis on which we relate.
It is a grasping of what something in the world—this bouquet of flowers,
this other person—means to me. Suzuki has remarked that in Eastern lan-
guages, such as Japanese, adjectives always include the implication of “for-
me-ness.” That is to say, “this flower is beautiful” means “for me this flower
is beautiful.” Our Western dichotomy between subject and object has led
us, in contrast, to assume that we have said most if we state that the flower
is beautiful entirely divorced from ourselves, as though a statement were
the more true in proportion to how little we ourselves have to do with it!
This leaving of Eigenwelt out of the picture not only contributes to arid
intellectualism and loss of vitality but obviously also has much to do with
the fact that modern people tend to lose the sense of reality of their experi-
ences.

It should be clear that these three modes of world are always interrelated
and always condition each other. At every moment, for example, I exist in
Umuwelt, the biological world; but how I relate to my need for sleep or the
weather or any instinct—how, that is, I see in my own self-awareness this or
that aspect of Umwelt—is crucial for its meaning for me and conditions how
I will react to it. The human being lives in Umwelt, Mitwelt, and Eigenwelt
simultaneously. They are by no means three different worlds but three
simultaneous modes of being-in-the-world.

Several implications follow from the above description of the three modes
of world. One is that the reality of being-in-the-world is lost if one of these
modes is emphasized to the exclusion of the other two. In this connection,
Binswanger holds that classical psychoanalysis deals only with the Umuwelt.
The genius and the value of Freud’s work lies in uncovering man in the
Umuwelt, the mode of instincts, drives, contingency, biological determinism.
But traditional psychoanalysis has only a shadowy concept of Mitwelt, the
mode of the interrelation of persons as subjects. One might argue that such
psychoanalysis does have a Mitwelt in the sense that individuals need to find
each other for the sheer necessity of meeting biological needs, that libidinal
drives require social outlets and make social relationships necessary. But
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this is simply to derive Mitwelt from Umwelt, to make Mitwelt an epiphe-
nomenon of Umwelt; and it means that we are not really dealing with Mit-
welt at all but only another form of Umwelt.

It is of course clear that the interpersonal schools do have a theoretical
basis for dealing directly with Mitwelt. This is shown, to take only one ex-
ample, in Sullivan’s interpersonal theory. Though they should not be iden-
tified, Mitwelt and interpersonal theory have a great deal in common. The
danger at this point, however, is that if Eigenwelt in turn is omitted, inter-
personal relations tend to become hollow and sterile. It is well known that
Sullivan argued against the concept of the individual personality, and went
to great efforts to define the self in terms of “reflected appraisal” and social
categories, i.e., the roles the person plays in the interpersonal world.33
Theoretically, this suffers from considerable logical inconsistency and indeed
goes directly against other very important contributions of Sullivan. Practi-
cally, it tends to make the self a mirror of the group around one, to empty
the self of vitality and originality, and to reduce the interpersonal world to
mere “social relations.” It opens the way to the tendency which is directly
opposed to the goals of Sullivan and other interpersonal thinkers, namely,
social conformity. Mitwelt does not automatically absorb either Umwelt or
Eigenwelt.

But when we turn to the mode of Eigenwelt itself, we find ourselves on
the unexplored frontier of psychotherapeutic theory. What does it mean
to say, “the self in relation to itself”? What goes on in the phenomena of
consciousness, of self-awareness? What happens in “insight” when the inner
gestalt of a person reforms itself? Indeed, what does the “self knowing itself”
mean? Each of these phenomena goes on almost every instant with all of us;
they are indeed closer to us than our breathing. Yet, perhaps precisely be-
cause they are so near to us, no one knows what is happening in these events.
This mode of the self in relation to itself was the aspect of experience which
Freud never really saw, and it is doubtful whether any school has as yet
achieved a basis for adequately dealing with it. Eigenwelt is certainly the
hardest mode to grasp in the face of our Western technological preoccupa-
tions. It may well be that the mode of Eigenwelt will be the area in which
most clarification will occur in the next decades.

Another implication of this analysis of the modes of being-in-the-world
is that it gives us a basis for the psychological understanding of love. The

83 This concept was originally formulated by William James as “the self is the sum of
the different roles the person plays.” Though the definition was a gain in its day in over-
coming a fictitious “self” existing in a vacuum, we wish to point out that it is an inade-
quate and faulty definition. If one takes it consistently, one not only has a picture of an
unintegrated, “neurotic” self but falls into all kinds of difficulty in adding up these roles.
We propose, rather, that the self is not the sum of the roles you play but your capacity
to know that you are the one playing these roles. This is the only point of integration,
and rightly makes the roles manifestations of the self.
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human experience of love obviously cannot be adequately described within
the confines of Umuwelt. The interpersonal schools, at home chiefly in Mit-
welt, have dealt with love, particularly in Sullivan’s concept of the meaning
of the “chum” and in Fromm’s analysis of the difficulties of love in contem-
porary estranged society. But there is reason for doubting whether a the-
oretical foundation for going further is yet present in these or other schools.
The same general caution given above is pertinent here—namely, that with-
out an adequate concept of Umuwelt, love becomes empty of vitality, and
without Eigenwelt, it lacks power and the capacity to fructify itself.3+

In any case, Eigenwelt cannot be omitted in the understanding of love.
Nietzsche and Kierkegaard continually insisted that to love presupposes
that one has already become the “true individual,” the “Solitary One,” the
one who “has comprehended the deep secret that also in loving another per-
son one must be sufficient unto oneself.” 35 They, like other existentialists,
do not attain to love themselves; but they help perform the psycho-surgical
operations on nineteenth-century man which may clear blockages away and
make love possible. By the same token, Binswanger and other existential
therapists speak frequently of love. And though one could raise questions
about how love is actually dealt with by them in given therapeutic cases,
they nonetheless give us the theoretical groundwork for ultimately dealing
with love adequately in psychotherapy.

V Of Time and History

The next contribution of the existential analysts we shall consider is their
distinctive approach to time. They are struck by the fact that the most pro-
found human experiences, such as anxiety, depression, and joy, occur more
in the dimension of time than in space. They boldly place time in the center
of the psychological picture and proceed to study it not in the traditional
way as an analogy to space but in its own existential meaning for the patient.

An example of the fresh light this new approach to time throws upon psy-

84 One feels in many of the psychological and psychiatric discussions of love a lack of the
tragic dimension. Indeed, to take tragedy into the picture in any sense requires that the
individual be understood in the three modes of world—the world of biological drive, fate,
and determinism (Umwelt), the world of responsibility to fellow men (Mitwelt), and the
world in which the individual can be aware (Eigenwelt) of the fate he alone at that
moment is struggling with. The Eigenwelt is essential to any experience of tragedy, for the
individual must be conscious of his own identity in the midst of the vast natural and
social forces operating upon him. It has been rightly said that we lack a sense of tragedy in
the modern world—and hence produce few real tragedies in drama or other forms of art
—because we have lost the sense of the individual’s own identity and consciousness in the
midst of the overwhelming economic, political, social, and natural forces acting upon him.
One of the significant things about the existential psychiatric and psychological approach
is that tragedy comes back into the human realm and is to be looked at and understood
in its own right.

86 Soren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. by Walter Lowrie (New York: Double-

day & Co., 1954), P- 55.
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chological problems is seen in the engaging case study by Minkowski pub-
lished in this volume.3¢ Coming to Paris after his psychiatric training, Min-
kowski was struck by the relevance of the time dimension then being de-
veloped by Bergson to the understanding of psychiatric patients.3” In his
study of this depressed schizophrenic in this case, Minkowski points out
that the patient could not relate to time and that each day was a separate
island with no past and no future, the patient remaining unable to feel any
hope or sense of continuity with the morrow. It was obvious, of course, that
this patient’s terrifying delusion that his execution was imminent had much
to do with his being unable to deal with the future. Traditionally, the psy-
chiatrist would reason simply that the patient cannot relate to the future,
cannot “temporize,” because he has this delusion. Minkowski proposes the
exact opposite. “Could we not,” he asks, “on the contrary suppose the more
basic disorder is the distorted attitude toward the future, while the delusion
is only one of its manifestations?”” Minkowski goes on to consider this possi-
bility carefully in his case study. How this approach should be applied in
different cases would be, of course, debated by clinicians. But it is indis-
putable that Minkowski’s original approach throws a beam of illumination
on these dark, unexplored areas of time, and introduces a new freedom
from the limits and shackles of clinical thought when bound only to tra-
ditional ways of thinking.

This new approach to time begins with observing that the most crucial
fact about existence is that it emerges—that is, it is always in the process of
becoming, always developing in time, and is never to be defined at static
points.3¢ The existential therapists propose a psychology literally of being,
rather than “is” or “has been” or fixed inorganic categories. Though their
concepts were worked out several decades ago, it is highly significant that
recent experimental work in psychology, such as that by Mowrer and Liddell,
illustrates and bears out th