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In Memoriam


As many of you know, Peter Giovacchini, MD, died on Monday, 19 July 2004.  He was a remarkable and brilliant man.  Dr Giovacchini was instrumental in bringing the work of DW Winnicott (as well as other members of the British School of Psychoanalysis) to professional audiences in the USA, and in so doing, expanded the parameters of patients for whom the psychoanalytical method was seen as appropriate, and effective.  As such, he helped to change the definition of psychoanalysis, itself.

Dr Giovacchini was a graduate of the Institute for Psychoanalysis in Chicago -- affiliated with the American Psychoanalytic Association, yet was largely estranged from them -- and, organised psychiatry and psychoanalysis, in general.  Indeed, while he founded the Center for Psychoanalytic Study in Chicago -- which was one of the very first (if not the first) psychoanalytic institute in the USA outside of New York City to offer full psychoanalytic training to non-Medical candidates -- he was largely "AWOL" from it, himself, for many years, so mistrustful was he of organised, institutionalised anything.  He authored approximately thirty books, and some three hundred articles and book chapters; and gave much to successive generations of mental health clinicians of all backgrounds.  

As many of you also know, Dr Giovacchini was active in the International Federation for Psychoanalytic Education, and was a Hans W Loewald Memorial recipient for outstanding contributions to theory, education, and practice in psychoanalysis.  He believed strongly in IFPE’s mission, and was still presenting and discussing the works of others; and was looking forward to being present at IFPE’s conference here in Chicago in November of 2004.  He was an indefatigable advocate for psychoanalysis, an ethic of free association, and for the rights of patients to have a space in which to have a treatment.  He promulgated an ethos of openness in the transmission of psychoanalytical principles that challenged the prevailing pedagogical mode.  He will be sorely missed by his friends, colleagues, students, patients, and family.

Respectfully,

David L Downing, PsyD

Past-President, Current Treasurer, COCSP

Treasurer, International Federation for Psychoanalytic Education

President, Section IV (Local Chapters), APA Division 39(Psychoanalysis)

Director of Graduate Programs in Psychology and Associate Professor,

University of Indianapolis

Graduate, Center for Psychoanalytic Study-Chicago

FREUD’S DREAM THEORY AND RECENT DREAM RESEARCH:

DO THEY CLASH?

by Waud Kracke, Ph.D. 
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IFPE 14th Annual Conference, People’s Republic of China, 2003, 7-9 November, Pasadena, CA

Dreams disturb us. We know they express -- or hide -- our deepest desires, yet at time they seem pleasantly entertaining, at times frivolous, at other times frightening, sometimes just nonsensical. They tease us with allusive and elusive meaning, which we grope for in reflecting on them -- as DesCartes did with his philosophical dream (Cole, 1992), as Plato did with his Oedipal dreams (Republic, bk. ), as Artemidoris of Daldis tried to do systematically. Reflective people of all cultures have contemplated dreams for a hidden meaning, which they often attribute either to the future, considering their dreams premonitory, or to the supernatural, seeing them as a glancing, timorous contact with the spirit world.


In Western civilization, we tend to dismiss dreams as figments, “just imaginary” as opposed to the solidity of the daytime experience of reality we all share, and that we all, of course, always so clearly and correctly remember. Many other cultures that take dreams seriously see them as a glimpse of a deeper reality, the most direct experience an individual can have of the spiritual reality of their beliefs.


Freud, too, saw dreams as a window on another reality: the most direct view we have of our own inner reality, the unique way each of us has of experiencing the world. For Freud, as for Jorge Luis Borges, dreams are “un sistema de palabras/humanas”- “a system of words” - a man makes.  If we reflect with Borges that we never see reality directly in our thoughts, but each of us perceives it from our unique perspective and attempts to construct it in memory, “a system of human words,” perhaps dreams can tell us more than we think about reality and how we perceive it--as Zhuang Zhou correctly recognized 2,300 years ago.


In the past twenty or thirty years in which new approaches have been developed to the study of dreams, in the sleep laboratory with EEG (electroencephalogram) measurement of the brain waves of the sleeping person, and more recently with PET1   scans and Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) of the brain, a number of new theories of dreaming have been generated, each presenting itself as a new alternative to Freud’s theory. Yet are all of these new theories incompatible with Freud’s? It is perhaps time in the development of psychoanalytic theory not for another “revision” of Freud’s theory of dreams, but rather for a new synthesis of dream theory that integrates the “radical new theories” of dreaming with Freud’s model, or incorporates them within it. For I think none of the new ideas about dreaming2 are fundamentally at odds with the model Freud develops in Interpretation of Dreams. Rather, they complement and amplify it, and actually strengthen it in key ways.


Freud wrote the dream book for modern man. The Interpretation of Dreams, published in November of 1899 but postdated to 1900, opened dreams as a field for scientific study for the 20th century. The theory he developed in that work was a complex one that began with a simple hypothesis: dreams have a meaning, but the meaning is not obvious, even to the dreamer himself. Their meaning, constructed from condensing together multiple images from the day and from childhood memories is hidden encoded; but not, as most traditional systems of interpretation have it, in some special “dream code” that can be understood by a dream interpreter. Rather, only the dreamer knows the code--except he (or she) does not know he knows it. So Freud’s method of understanding a dream comes down to letting the dreamer explain it; but since the dreamer is hiding the meaning, even from himself, the way to do this is to just let thoughts come, in what is called “free association.” Freud compares this with the state of mind you need to be in to write poetry.


One of the first new theories of dreams claiming to replace Freud’s, or at least revise it, is Thomas French’s “focal conflict” theory of dreaming and developed in a book which he wrote together with Erika Fromm, where Freud proposed that the dream is a fulfillment of a wish--or more generally, the disguised fulfillment of a repressed wish--French proposed that a dream expresses a conflict between a wish and something that prevented the fulfillment of the wish: a fear, a sense of guilt over the wish, or some other “reactive motive” that did not permit the wish to be realized.  And he adds that a dream is an effort to resolve the conflict, to solve the emotional problem it poses.


French saw this view as a challenge to Freud’s original emphasis on “wish fulfillment.” Yet conflict is certainly at the  heart of Freud’s contribution, it is what leads to the repression of the wishes that are expressed in disguise. The feelings of anxiety or guilt that led to their repression are also expressed in the dream in many of the examples Freud gave.  Freud brought conflict into the explicit formulation of the dynamics of dreams in his 1933 lecture on a “Revision of the Theory of Dreams” (New Introductory Lectures, pp. 478-9).  French and Fromm’s “focal conflict” approach is just taking up Freud in his last word on the subject.


The problem solving activity of dreams that French laid stress on was also implicit in the practice of Freud’s dream interpretations. The butcher’s wife’s dream that she couldn’t give a dinner party because she had no salmon, was a solution to her jealousy of a friend to whom her husband was too attracted: her friend was too slender for her husband’s tastes, and she was not about to help her gain weight by feeding her.  (Salmon, her friend’s favorite dish) (Interpretation of Dreams. ).


That dreams actively seek solutions for the conflicts is not new to Freud’s dream interpretation, but it is an important change of emphasis that calls attention to the active role that dreams play in emotional life. Dreams do more than just preserve sleep, as Freud asserts; they have the important task of working out resolutions for our conflicts. So all this leads us to invert Freud’s dictum: instead of dreaming to preserve sleep, as Freud said, we sleep in order to dream.  But this inversion does not in fact undermine any part of Freud’s theory of dreaming. Rather, it strengthens and underlines the importance Freud attributed to dreams.3

Rosalind Cartwright, a psychologist who studies dreams in the sleep laboratory, and Ramon Greenberg, an analyst who also studies dreams in the sleep lab, both developed the concept of the dream as a problem-solving mode of thought. Collecting dreams of subjects sleeping in the lab, they showed a progression through the night in how dreamers deal with the problems their dreams are working on. Dreams at the beginning of the night express problems with which the dreamer was concerned when he went to sleep, and successive dreams through the night make progressive attempts at resolving them (Ramon Greenberg et al, [A Research-Based Reconsideration of the Psychoanalytic Theory of Dreaming. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 40: 531-550, l992)]. Dreams toward the middle of the night, Cartwright noticed, tend to regress, to reach back for childhood memories and to use fantastic, or fragmentary, “dreamlike” modes of thinking. Toward morning, dreams tend to become more reality-oriented again, and return to working out solutions for the problems posed at the beginning of the night (Rosalind Cartwright, Night  Life:  Explorations  in  Dreaming, Prentice-Hall, 1977).


From these observations, both Cartwright and Greenberg went on to develop a second theory: that dreams, as they sort through the day’s residues of problems and emotion-stirring events, play a part in integrating those events into long term memory. The events of the day that have stirred up some feeling call up similar events already established in memories, and make associative connections with them. In this model, as it was further developed by Stanley Palombo, childhood memories are summoned in order to organize the insertion of new memories into the existing memory network (Palombo 1978:45). Hence, the important part that childhood memories play in dreams.


This idea, of which Palombo, Greenberg and Reiser offer slightly varying versions, that dreaming serves to integrate recent memories into the long term memory, has now become widely accepted among dream researchers. This concept is the obverse of something Freud pointed out in Interpretation of Dreams Chapter Seven. In Freud’s “telescopic” model of the psychic apparatus, memories are organized in a series of associational networks (which Freud represented as successive “lenses” in his telescope model). For Freud, this was a theory of how dreams are constructed by drawing out significant memories and connect them, using associational networks, with recent events that are used to construct the dream. (A more up-to-date analogy would be a series of programs, each for retrieving a specific set of interrelated memories. But it is a short step to invert this and suggest that the same process is a way to weave those recent memories into the existing memory networks.  Palombo suggests a new function for the process of condensation in the formation of dream images.  He suggests that in dream formation, recent memories are selected in a process of mutual overlaying, in a process like the overlaying of photographic images (Galton) which Freud gave as analogy for his dream “my friend was my uncle.


Palombo suggests a new function for the process of consolidation in the formation of dream images.  He suggests that, in dream formation recent memories are matched with one another in a process of mutual overlaying, - not unlike Galton’s overlaying of photographic portraits to highlight family resemblances, which Freud gave as an analogy for his uncle’s face in his dream “My friend R. was my uncle.”


One more reason for dreaming has been proposed more recently, by Rosalind Cartwright: Using data from her study of dreaming in subjects at risk for depression, she has argued that dreams play a critical role in regulating mood -- in restoring a hopeful, positive view on life after the struggles of the day. This process, too, is not unrelated to the dream’s “problem solving function,” which Cartwright has emphasized in her earlier work (1977, 1986). As we go to sleep, beset by the problems of the day, we start in our dreams to work on ways to deal with these problems. Simultaneously, the beleaguered mind with which we went to bed is gradually relieved of some of its burden of unsolved problems, and its mood is gradually, through the dreaming of the night, raised to a more optimistic perspective, so that in general (if we meet with good dreams) we wake more contented than when we went to bed (Cartwright. Luten, Young. Mercer & Bears. 1998).


In general; for this process in dreaming does not always work. A failure of the dream’s role in raising the mood is found in serious depression. Cartwright studied subjects under the stress of divorce, and discovered that those who did not succumb to depression dreamed intensely, and their mood showed a rise from the evening just before sleep to the point of awakening. But the divorced subjects who became severely depressed reacted differently: instead of their mood improving during the night, they awoke in a worse mood than they had been in on going to sleep.


In depression, Dr. Cartwright and others have discovered, the pattern of dream development is disrupted. Instead of a progressive development toward resolution of a conflict, the dreams of depressed patients tend to take the form of repetitive anxiety dreams. They will dream over and over again of the same quandary or predicament, each dream ending in the same impasse or disaster, without any apparent progress in being able to deal with the dilemma posed by the dream. Depressed patients, then, show the reverse shift of mood through the night: they tend to wake more unhappy than when they went to bed. Thus an important component of the depressive process may be a failure of the mood-elevating function of dreaming (Cartwright, Young, Mercer and Bears, 1998).


Cartwright’s work is a convincing demonstration of this additional function of dreaming: if you dream well, you will wake more cheerful. Still, this is not entirely independent of the other functions of dreams we have discussed. In particular. the basis of the dreams’ contribution to raising mood seems to be in the resolution of conflict which takes place, or at least is worked on, in dreams. This is altogether consonant with Freud.


This does not invalidate either of the previously proposed functions, that, of integrating new experiences into long-term memory, or the role of dreams in resolving conflict developed by French and Fromm. Dreaming is an activity which may, like thinking, perform a number of functions for the human being. But this does suggest a shift of emphasis from Freud’s: perhaps it is not so much that we dream in order to preserve sleep, as that we sleep in order to make it possible to dream. Otherwise, all three are totally consonant with Freud’s (1900) theory of The Interpretation of Dreams.


For many years, the most uncompromising attack on Freud’s theory came from J. A. Hobson, who in The Dreaming Brain asserted that dreams could have no meaning at all. He regarded dreaming as a mere epiphenomenon of REM sleep, and since the latter is generated by the pons in the brain stem, he argued that there could be no part played in dreams by higher mental activities of the cortex. Recent exciting work by the neurophysiologist Mark Solms in England has however provided a completely fresh neurological view of dreams which refutes Hobson’s argument decisively and provides a neurology of dreaming much more consistent with Freud’s view. Solms noted that no one had yet done the obvious type of research for locating dreaming in the brain: find patients with neurological injuries to the brain which have caused them to stop dreaming. By combing the literature, and interviewing a number of patients with injuries to the brain, he was able to find a sample of patients whose brain injuries stopped their dreaming; and discovered that the areas of the brain where these patients had suffered trauma were principally in the higher brain centers of the cortex. By this method he was able to map the areas of the brain that are essential for dreaming (areas that, when they sustain injury, lead to alteration or cessation of dreaming), and found that the neocortex is centrally involved in dreaming--particularly the limbic system, which is involved in motivation. On the other hand, injuries to the pons or to the brain stem did lead to cessation of dreaming. Such injuries do, as expected, impair REM sleep, but they do not stop dreaming. Thus dreaming is not in itself a function of REM sleep, and Hobson’s argument against Freud loses its foundation.


Western culture has long regarded dreams with suspicion and disdain, rejecting them as “froth” or “random firing of neurons.” Other cultures that take dreams more seriously, cultures in which people remember their dreams, think about them, and discuss them at length, may have reached some insights into the nature of dreaming. Andaman Islanders have an image of dreams based on their idea of the “inner body” soul that is evident in our body smell. Every day, we leave a bit of our smell in each spot we visit during the day. At night 

our dreams revisit those spots and collect together those bits of our smell, those fragments of ourselves we have left, and weave them back into our “spider home.” One does not have to look too hard to see in this a poetic statement of the theories of Ramon Greenberg, Stanley Palombo and Morton Reiser, that dreams gather our daytime memoriesnd and weave them into our long-term memory.
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Nietzsche’s View of the Re-Ordering of the Soul

as a Response to Dis-Ordered Times
Garth W. Amundson, Psy.D.

Oak Park, Illinois, USA

Philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) speaks in a language familiar to psychoanalysts, that is, the language of passion, inner strife and self-overcoming. This is not surprising given the heavily “psychological” nature of his philosophizing. In fact, throughout his writings Nietzsche repeatedly refers to himself as a psychologist (Kaufmann, 1974). This self-description comes naturally for Nietzsche, who understands psychology from a nineteenth-century perspective, when it was considered it a branch of philosophy concerned, not with quantifying and controlling human behavior, but with such things as how we know reality, how we define what is good, and human destiny.

However, Nietzsche also adopts this self-definition as a psychologist to underscore what he believes to be his special philosophical task in the world. Specifically, he preaches the dawn of a new era in which the death of traditional cultural values throws Western civilization into a historically-unprecedented crisis of meaning, in response to which the bulk of its citizens fall into a destructive, life-negating pettiness and self-absorption. The psychological aspect of Nietzsche’s thought is perhaps best expressed in his attempts to act as therapist for this cultural dis-order. He does so primarily by asserting that within this ominous situation of collapsing communal values are also found the conditions for the birth of genuine, psychologically and spiritually free spirits (Nietzsche, 1996). To Nietzsche, these free spirits are persons who embody a new kind of subjectivity that is strong and  wise enough to bear the burden of being (and becoming) a self. It is these unusually dominant, spiritually-ascendant souls who can create a new existence out of spiritual emptiness, says Nietzsche. However, he insists that they must first rise to the challenge of self-transformation before they may claim the right to transform the human world. This is accomplished when they fight to free themselves from the temptation to cynicism and narrowing of spiritual vision that is the most typical human response to modernity’s nihilism, according to Nietzsche.

Nietzsche’s vision of the free spirit is couched in terms familiar to both Rogerian therapists and Winnicottian psych-analysts, namely, as a developmental achievement and an unfolding of an innate life-affirming force within the person. This is a persistent theme throughout his writings. For example, early in his career Nietzsche observes, “Many live in awe and abasement before their ideal and would like to deny it: they are afraid of their higher self because when it speaks it speaks imperiously” (1996, p.197).

In this paper I argue that Nietzsche’s astute perception of the origin of, and cure for nihilism makes him an excellent resource (and spiritual ally) for both understanding and responding to a serious crisis of meaning faced by all who value psychological models of human nature, this being the attempt to industrialize and commodity the therapist-client relationship.

Specifically, within the past twenty years our psychoanalytic discipline and psychological world-views in general have come under unprecedented attack by managed care, drug manufacturers and biological psychiatry. These are social institutions wielding immense power, including the prestige that modern Westerners — especially Americans -- accord to models of humanity that favor an efficient conformism (one making the person “productive” like a machine), and simplicity (called “pragmatism”) over curiosity about the baffling, beautiful and, often, terrible paradoxes inherent in the human condition.

The above is symptomatic of an unprecedented breakdown of faith in Western meaning-making systems, as described by Nietzsche. During earlier periods in Western history an enlivened subjectivity was considered the best antidote for individuals suffering from a sense of despair or psychic fragmentation. For example, a new, invigorated sense of self-in-the-world is at the heart of religious conversion experiences, philosophy, and many theatrical and literary disciplines. Hence, every Western society from ancient Greece onward revered these and other practices aimed at creating transformative moments in citizens’ lives as balms for hopelessness. Arguably, managed care, drug manufacturers and medicalized psychiatry represent the start of a new, more deeply cynical era, one that discounts the human quest for self-transcendence as irrelevant to daily life, and in its place substitutes social adaptation and/or stoic resignation to the supposedly genetically pre-determined nature of human emotion. A final consequence of this is that insurers, drug companies, and many psychiatrists are well down the road to re-defining the role of the psychotherapist from a seeker of meaning into a “provider” of a consumer “service”, or worse, a monitor and corrector of the behavior of those who do not live with requisite efficiency.

In such a social environment, how are psychotherapists concerned with self-transcendence able to avoid cynicism and resentment? In this article I use Nietzsche’s concept of the reordering of the soul to suggest how we might respond healthily to the cynicism and despair that I believe underlies the modern distaste for psychological therapies grounded in “philo-sophia” (the love of wisdom).

Change and Heroism in Nietzsche’s Vision of Human Life
Nietzsche elaborates the developmental thrust of his thinking in his assertion that the human soul is intrinsically oriented to undergo regular transformations. For example, he describes people as having innumerable selves existing within them, in latent form. He says that we do not see more than a few of these selves in the course of any one life because of the briefness of the human lifespan, giving rise to our erroneous belief in the consistency and stability of personality. Scholar Leslie Paul Thiele (1990) elaborates upon this aspect of Nietzsche’s thought, asserting that Nietzsche sees each of these selves or, more accurately, self-systems as the result of a certain kind of truce between the soul’s warring elements. That is, beggar, teacher, banker, lawyer, and thief represent specific resolutions of inner conflict, each with their particular strengths and pitfalls.

Nietzsche’s belief that we should fearlessly welcome change is part of his overarching advocacy of a stance of noble heroism toward life. He is unique among major Western philosophers in that he self-consciously intends his work to reflect his struggles with himself. Nietzsche valorizes courage in the face of change and uncertainty, in part, to master his own sense of being traumatized by his encounters with death and illness. Specifically, the precipitants for his development of this therapeutic philosophy of self-mastery include his father’s sudden death when Nietzsche was five, and the onset of debilitating and chronic physical illnesses that forced him to leave his university post as a professor of philology at the University of Basel, Switzerland at the age of thirty-five. Nietzsche’s awareness that these events tempted him to despise the world impelled him to seek liberation from bondage to hatred in a philosophy of courageous self-overcoming.

Hence, Nietzsche anticipates our current postmodern preoccupation with the embeddedness of objective thought in the thinker’s subjectivity, as well as with the multiplicity of the self. However, unlike many postmodern theorists, his psychology emphasizes the need to forge a unity of purpose from the soul’s multiplicity, as seen in one of his characteristically compelling observations about the life cycle in Human, All Too Human....

Just as in the second half of a stanza bad poets seek the idea that wilt fit the rhyme, so men are in the second half of life accustomed to become more anxious to seek actions, positions, relationships suited to those of their earlier life, so that externally it all sounds in harmony: but their life is no longer dominated and repeatedly directed by a powerful idea, in place of which there appears the objective of finding a rhyme. (franslated by Hollingdate, 1996, p. 193)

Nietzsche defines the psyche as modeled upon the organization of a state, in which there are numerous factions or “instincts” vying for control. Nietzsche says that each of these competing factions is a self-contained totality, a kind of universe unto itself with its own narrow style, agendas, and scale of values. He sees both healthy human personalities and societies as well-ordered aristocracies in which the more vigorous and life-affirming voices ascend to ruling positions. Nietzsche believes that from this superordinate position they press into service the energies of other instincts which they have made

subordinate.

The Death of God and the Dis-Ordered Soul
Nietzsche believes that with the demise of Christianity as the unquestioned foundation of truth, the West’s primary means of organizing and focusing the diverse array of human goals also disappeared (Kaufmann, 1974). In Nietzsche’s view this creates a crisis of meaning, as humanity is stripped of its child-like dependence upon religion and must confront the enigmatic, relative, and mysterious nature of existence. In Nietzsche’s thought, the typical modern soul is in a state of unprecedented disarray due to the loss of Christian social structures which formerly maintained harmonious order between the individual and others, and between the individual and his or her multiple instincts. He feels that, unlike people in earlier, more secure eras, we cannot avoid having to formulate a response to our sense of existential fragmentation and loneliness. Nietzsche sees the modern person’s inescapable task as being the re-ordering of his or her soul in response to the experience of nothingness, or what he called nihilism. In his view, our basic life-orientation will be in one of two directions, either downward, toward a self-pitying slavishness that hates life in this world, or upward, toward a masterful new kind of life-affirmation that flows from the solitary human heart. In any case, he thought, we cannot stand still: to avoid choosing is to choose slavery by default.

Therefore, Nietzsche’s philosophical project is based upon the attempt to find new, life-enhancing guiding principles around which modern peoples may reorganize themselves psychologically and spiritually and find new directions for their lives. Nietzsche’s thoughts on the spiritual decay of the modern world are invaluable to anyone seeking to maintain the health of their soul in a world still reeling from the death of God. His views are particularly useful to the psychoanalytic community’s attempt to understand what is behind the encroachment of a deteriorating and decadent zeitgeist upon their discipline. Specifically, from a Nietzschean perspective, the transformation of the psychotherapist from a courageous explorer of the hidden regions of the psyche into something akin to a technician who is skilled at quickly altering client behaviors deemed “sick” or unproductive by society, is simply one more reflection of a downward spiritual trajectory. While Nietzsche does not tell us what to do, understanding his diagnosis of modernity is a prelude to forming one’s own, unique response to its characteristic cynicism and despair. 

Nietzsche sees the encounter with nihilism as a devastating defeat to most people, who can only assemble an answer to a godless and silent universe from the elements of their disillusionment with, and hatred of life. As a result, says Nietzsche, most people seek shelter from these psychic dangers in an unthinking alliance with common social mores and roles (what Erich Fromm and C.G. Jung saw as the substitution of the secular, earthly state for a heavenly God). Therefore, most humans try to be good citizens by dutifully adapting to their assigned social roles. However, Nietzsche sees tremendous resentment lurking behind such conformism. Specifically, in his philosophy a hatred of life always accompanies the hitching of one’s existential wagon to common social mores, or to what he terms the “mentality of the herd”. His term for this hatred is resentment.

Specifically, resentment is the psychological aspect of decadence. The resentful individual approaches life with a slavish and self-pitying attitude that exists behind a compensatory pride in being a “normal” and productive citizen. In Nietzsche’s view, resentment is accompanied by a wish to avoid an encounter with the dual nature of existence, namely, its potential for extremes of joy and terror. So, rather than live heroically, the resentful person nurtures a petty egotism in which he or she hides from a more direct encounter with life’s possibilities. Further, the individual redefines the core vices of the slave mentality as virtues, namely, the constriction and emotional deadness of this world-view are deemed pragmatic accommodations to social realities. Finally, Nietzsche says that resentment is also directed at that which is superior to or above (über) the herd and its mentality, since that which is superior threatens to expose and debunk the foundation upon which psychological slaves construct their lives.

I believe that the crisis of psychoanalysis (and, indeed, of psychological therapies generally) in modern American society can be understood, in part, as a consequence of its encounter with decadence and the soil of despair in which it grows. From a Nietzschean perspective, life-denying forces are expressed in the medical model and economic forces that turn therapy into a commodity. As mentioned at the start of this paper, commodification of the therapy relationship may be seen as a product of despair and resentment because it views the psyche, not as a fountainhead of meaning but as something to be corrected, managed, or, failing this, narcotized with mood-altering drugs so as to be more compatible with the social milieu. Nietzsche would deem this a vision of the self infected by a joyless, passionless cynicism that incorrectly equates good social adjustment with a good life (in the Socratic sense).

To be clear, Nietzsche is not an opponent of social conformity or materialism per se. On the contrary, he insists that society must support, discipline and encourage its members by demanding obedience, and rewarding this obedience with the benefits of clan membership. For example, in On the Genealogy of Morals (trans. by Kaufmann, 1967) Nietzsche states that the fundamental goal of any society is to turn human beings, who he saw as naturally undisciplined and selfish, into what he called “animals that can make promises”, that is, creatures who can engage in the joint creation of social contracts. Nietzsche believes that the vast majority of people are destined to be calculable, that is, conforming and hence predictable members of society who contribute meaningfully to the maintenance of the social order. And he had no intrinsic objection to this state of affairs. What Nietzsche so strenuously objected to is the belief that the “calculable man” is the best and highest man.

Rather, Nietzsche believes in the classical Greek conception that there are noble spirits who are quite literally in a spiritual and social class by themselves, and who must be allowed to contribute their unique gifts to the creation of a better, that is, more visionary and courageous society. Unlike most others, these rare souls welcome the advent of nihilism as an opportunity to achieve new spiritual health and strength. As Nietzsche notes in The Gay Science (trans. by Kaufmnn, 1974), “The poison of which weaker natures perish strengthens the strong -- nor do they always call it poison.” Therefore, a pillar of his philosophical project was to create a space in the defensive pragmatism and conventionality of modern times for those who are able to face a silent universe, and hence are heroic, forward-looking, and defiant of social convention. He insisted that when such visionary spirits live an underground existence, having been seduced or threatened by common social mores into self-doubt about their sense of what is a good life, society at large suffers and may even dissolve under the influence of its own cowardice. Says Nietzsche, society needs brave souls for its own collective good, indeed, to insure its very survival by inoculating it against hopelessness and cynicism.

Re-Ordering the Soul Without a Map
Much like the teachings of psychoanalysis or Zen Buddhism, Nietzsche’s call for us to organize the diverse facets of our psyches toward a heroic encounter with life does not carry with it any pre-formed proscription for living. Specifically, Nietzsche sees the wish for such a formula as simply another symptom of spiritual weakness, since it implies a resentful rejection of life’s indeterminacy and lack of absolute, universal meanings. Rather, he defines the true philosopher as one who struggles with the implications of an idea in the context of his or her unique life circumstances and conflicts, minus the comfort provided by an outcome that can be mapped out beforehand. Hence, Nietzsche deliberately avoids painting a picture of what heroism looks like in daily life.

Implied in the above is the idea that looking to Nietzsche’s writings as recipes for how to live is to misunderstand him completely. In my view, much Nietzsche scholarship wrongly attempts to “nail down” Nietzsche’s theoretical position on various issues such as politics, women, religion, and so on. These efforts ultimately contribute little to our grasp of Nietzsche’s thought because of the constantly-evolving nature of his opinions. Hence, in his varied statements it is possible to infer support for any number of divergent philosophical positions, which may explain why Nietzsche’s writings are often appropriated to serve the idiosyncratic and even pathological agendas of those who read him.

Rather, scholar Leslie Paul Thiele (1990) suggests another way of reading Nietzsche, one that allows him to speak to us out of the contradictory elements of his soul, as someone who is at war with himself and hence is, to use Nietzsche’s phrase, “human, all too human”. Specifically, Thiele says that we should take seriously Nietzsche’s dictum that his writings are chronicles of his attempts at self-overcoming. An implication of this view is that we must immerse ourselves in Nietzsche’s works as if we were reading a diary depicting his very personal struggles and passions. This means to open ourselves up to the entirety of Nietzsche’s multi-faceted personality, including his hatred, selfishness, courage, gaiety, and love of life. To read Nietzsche in this manner is to focus upon the process by which he battles with the warring elements of his soul, rather than to engage in a futile search for a final, static statement of truth in his writings.

The Passions as Guides for the Soul’s Re-Ordering
As noted at the start of this paper, the process of Nietzsche’s own personal journey is characterized by extremes of spiritual agony and ecstasy. These are extremes that were at least partly dictated by the circumstances of his life, such as his father’s premature death and his chronic illness. Therefore, Nietzsche describes the passions of his soul in similar terms, as if they are powerful waves on a vast inner ocean that he is forced to ride. Yet, in his writings he also seems to actively court profound and moving experiences. That is, he throws himself into powerful and dangerous psychic currents and swells that he might easily avoid. In summary, we can say that Nietzsche’s life is a testament to his view that a superior life results when we joyfully choose to engage that which we cannot avoid. To Nietzsche, this is a heroic orientation to reality which over time forges a unity of personality from its diverse and contradictory elements.

This clearly implies the central role of emotion in Nietzsche’s thought. Specifically, in contrast to Socrates’s view that the unexamined life is not worth living, Nietzsche repeatedly insists that it is a passionless life that is worthless. Therefore, he invites us to throw ourselves passionately into life, to aggressively seek out the unusual, the challenging, and the transcendent. In his thought, a passion-filled relationship to life is the salient feature of the noble soul. Further, the passionate soul achieves the greatest differentiation from modern social orders, because these are devoted to an opposing program of diluting and enfeebling our emotional lives by enforcing sameness, predictability and, ultimately, mediocrity.

Psychoanalytic Ideas and the Healthy Soul
Thus far I have characterized psychological theories in general as confronted with and often endangered by the modern dis-ease of nihilism. However, here I would like to say something about psychoanalysis in particular, because this is the Western psychological tradition I know best.

There is often an uncanny correspondence between Nietzschean and Freudian ideas. For example, the similarity of Nietzsche’s view of human nature as a compromise between warring forces to Freud’s notion of symptoms as “compromise formations” is quite striking, given that the two never met or corresponded, and is only one of many areas of agreement between Nietzschean and Freudian ideas. (Freud only read Nietzsche after developing the core elements of his psychoanalytic theory, and expressed deep admiration for what he saw as Nietzsche’s sophisticated analyses of human motivation. The agreement between the two is perhaps attributable to the fact that both men were contemporaries, breathing the same cultural air.)

In spite of these theoretical correspondences, I do not wish to suggest that psychoanalysis as practiced in the consulting room is always a good vehicle for the realization of Nietzsche’s world-view. For example, many analyses tend to foster the passive intellectualization and self-preoccupation which Nietzsche saw as inhibiting us from the more active, heroic stance that he saw as key to affirming life. Yet, having said this, I believe that there is much in the psychoanalytic world-view that clearly does offer a vision of life transcending the widespread call to adapt, conform, and otherwise numb oneself to life. For example, the psychoanalytic theories of Otto Rank borrow directly from Nietzsche’s philosophy. Specifically, Rank’s view of psychoanalysis is imbued with the Nietzschean call to overcome an inauthentic relationship to life, in part by declaring one’s independence from pathologic social orders. In fact, Rank goes so far as to redefine neurosis as what happens to a person who begins to see the lies and distortions in what society defines as a good life. When such skepticism takes root in the soul, says Rank, overwhelming anxiety erupts as the individual realizes that only a personally-derived answer to life can provide the courage and strength to face the fact of one’s aloneness in the universe. An implication of this is that neurosis is not necessarily something bad. Rather, Rank believes that for superior souls neurosis is a divine sickness, one that can heal by spurring them to find the life-affirming passions in themselves.

In addition, Alfred Adler’s and Sandor Ferenczi’s emphases upon patients’ need to act affirmatively in the world so as to master internal conflicts offers a real and challenging alternative to the currently popular notion that psychic suffering is an irredeemable genetic problem toward which we can do nothing else but passively accommodate. A final example of analysis as fostering self-overcoming is found in Irwin Hoffman’s relational/ constructivist theory, which challenges both psychanalyst and analysand to a radically authentic interpersonal encounter of the kind rarely found outside the consulting room.

Nietzsche’s View of the Superior Community
Nietzsche tends to describe superior persons as living in relative isolation from society at large, so as to preserve their special talents from contamination by the cynical spite of people who are bound to narrower visions of life. Despite the extreme individualism of Nietzsche’s thought, he also speaks of a rare kind of human assembly that occurs when superior, free spirits recognize and are drawn toward one another. He defines the formation of superior, healthy human group as an uncommon gathering of eagles, who descend from their solitary flights to nest together out of a sense of curiosity about, and admiration for the superior bearing of their peers. He notes that assemblies of noble spirits are most rare in modern times, when societies are organized so as to discourage distinctions between people. In contrast to the rarity with which noble spirits congregate, persons of a slavish mentality constantly and easily form communities, since they lack the inwardly-ordered souls necessary to endure a solitary existence and are therefore more dependent upon the approval of others. Further, psychic slaves seek out each other for the baser motives of protection from loneliness and physical danger, and for pragmatic personal gain.

Nietzsche’s view of a healthy community is democratic, though in the classical Greek sense rather than in the modern liberal democratic sense. Specifically, Nietzsche shares the Greek notion that one must earn a certain rank in life through acts of courage or through the expression of a certain nobility of soul. He is antagonistic to the modern democratic idea that “all men are created equal”, because he sees equality as an achievement rather than an inalienable birthright.

I suggest that Nietzsche’s views on this matter can offer an enlightening new way of thinking about our psychotherapeutic/psychoanalytic community. Often enough the person who studies the human soul is a spiritually nomadic individual who leads a solitary life. Perhaps resigned to being misunderstood and even hated by representatives of the social order, he or she is often an isolated creature wandering in relative, self-imposed secrecy through a world that seems preoccupied with what is mundane, petty, and small. The nomadic psychotherapist/psychoanalyst looks out upon the world with a mixture of pity and sadness, both elements of what Nietzsche calls a pathos of distance separating the higher from the lower person. However, mitigating the spiritual wanderer’s tragic aloneness are irreplaceable moments of rapturous insight unavailable to most other people.

Rather than tell us how to position ourselves toward the social order, Nietzsche counsels us to develop the noble powers of our souls. Specifically, from a Nietzschean perspective, the psychotherapist faced with an unreceptive and hostile social milieu shows nobility of soul in an optimal indifference to common opinions, rather than in forceful or vengeful action against them. Unlike most other people, the free spirit is more interested in developing an affirmative stance toward life than in squandering valuable time and psychic resources attacking those who promote life-denying values.

The classist features of Nietzsche’s thought are naturally offensive to most modern persons, accustomed as we are to the modern, egalitarian notion that democracy must be open to all people so as to prevent more powerful social classes from exploiting those with less social power. However, there is reason not to judge Nietzsche too harshly on this score. For example, scholar Keith Ansell-Pearson’s thoughtful discussion of Nietzsche as political thinker suggests that Nietzsche’s more spiritualized, interiorized rendering of the classical Greek demos softens and humanizes the arguably cruel dimensions of his thought (Ansell-Pearson, 1994). Further, I propose that his ideas are of value in our quest to maintain spiritual courage and a healthy ordering of our values in the face of social powers that resents psychological and/or psychoanalytic views of human nature. Nietzsche’s own words, in On the Genealogy of Morals, exemplifies the emotion with which he embraced the idea of overcoming a herd mentality, and imply a spiritual stance which we too may find to be a source of healthy pride and hope....

...ihe higher ought not to degrade itself to the status of an instrument of the lower, the pathos of distance ought to keep their tasks eternally separate! Their right to exist, the privilege of the full-toned bell 

over the false and cracked, is a thousand times greater: they alone are our warranty for the future, they alone are liable for the future of man...

....And therefore let us have fresh air! fresh air! and keep clear of the madhouses and hospitals of culture! And therefore let us have good company, our company! Or solitude, if it must be! (trans. by Hollingdale and Kaufmann, 1967, p. 561). 

Regression, Rebirth and Creativity in Warhol and Nietzsche

Garth W. Amundson, PsyD.
Six years ago I was a psychologist at a Day Treatment Center operated by a managed care company that was plummeting into bankruptcy. Now, most people assume that managed care companies are wealthy, although this is by no means always true. In fact, many of these corporations are struggling financially because of the large numbers of people they must employ to review treatment requests. The managed care company I worked for was rapidly succumbing to the ironic situation of having spent millions to contain costs, and was now approaching the proverbial end of the trail.


A positive aspect of this dire scenario was that the owners — all white, male business entrepreneurs with no real knowledge of psychology or psychoanalysis— suddenly became more accessible, both literally and in a psychological sense. Shedding the facade of aloofness and self-assurance which they had worn up to that point, these newly-humbled managers arranged meetings with employees, to hear what we had to say about achieving what they liked to call “marketability”. And for the first time they actually seemed interested in what we had to say.


Our CEO was Bill, a burly blonde-haired former football player for the University of Virginia who approached business like a college bowl game. He had the kind of vigorously masculine, extroverted and unflappably optimistic approach to life that is idealized by Americans generally, and by American business in particular. A comment that Bill made at one of these meetings stays with me over the years because it embodies in distilled form my core sense of the zeitgeist of our present age. It was an unselfconsious observation that he made in the course of brainstorming ideas for creating a drug-treatment center that (of course) would charge people a lot of money. While deliberating about this plan someone had gloomily suggested that expensive training would first have be undertaken so as to create staff competence, before we could even consider putting ourselves on the market. Bill, looking somewhat exasperated by this notion, said “No, you’ve got it all backward. The idea is to first create a belief that we are offering something special.” Probably in response to the dead silence in the room, he added rhetorically, ‘Does the Betty Ford Clinic really do a better job than some store-front clinic? I doubt it. But Betty Ford is phenomenally successful because people have the perception that it offers something superior.” More silence. Finally, in a last effort to make his point, Bill leaned forward and hissed, “It’s perception. Perception is everything.”


Perception is everything. Now, I was inoculated against the tendency of this idea to induce existential paralysis because, for some time, I had been privatelyturning it over in my mind. It was an idea that I first became preoccupied with as a graduate student, about fifteen years ago, when I first discovered that the notion of a genuine or “true” self existing as a kind of psychological “space” within the person was increasingly being questioned, relativized and sometimes discarded altogether by American psychoanalysts. It seemed to me that America’s amazing diversity and lack of historical roots and traditions makes our analytic thinkers skeptical about any claims that there is something substantial and lasting in the self, and uniquely receptive to the notion that change, flux, and impermanence are hallmarks of selfhood. This may explain why we find American psychoanatysts, starting with Harry Stack Sullivan, recasting the self as a social or, to use more recent psychoanalytic terms, “relational” or “intersubjective” product. In my own immature way, I realized that revisioning the self in this way challenged thousands of years of Western assumptions about human nature. I later learned that these assumptions started with St. Augustine, who was the first to systematically describe the soul as an internal space toward which we turn so as to encounter God, like a box that is enclosed on all sides except one — it has no top, because it is open to God in heaven.


The notion of a psychologically interior, “true” self has been questioned at various times throughout Western history, although only recently has such questioning reflected a widespread crisis of identity among Westerners. Earlier in Western history, such questioning of interiority occurred under the assumption that ultimately the Christian God would reveal who we are to be in relation to Himself. However, with the rise of secularism and the end of Christianity’s dominance during the Renaissance, confusion about the nature of the self became both fuel for, and a symptom of a socio-psychological crisis of meaning.


Replacing the unifying function of the Christian God were the mutually-reinforcing secular social forces of democracy, capitalism, and consumerism. We Americans like these forces because their promotion of diversity, multiplicity, and plurality is the basis of our unprecedented social and interpersonal freedoms. It may well be correct to say that the common denominator of all modern social forces is that they promote and celebrate the victory of manyness over oneness. A result of this is that, for better and worse, we in the West are presently in the historically-~unprecedented position of being told that it is better to see things from multiple perspectives of human invention rather than through a single eyeglass provided by God.


St. Augustine defined the self as a box whose top remained open to heaven. Augustine scholar Philip Cary (1993) argues that modernity kept this metaphor in modified form, by maintaining Augustine’s metaphor of self-as-box minus God.  This is most dramatically illustrated in John Locke’s more modern view of the self as analogous to the 17th century Italian camera oscura which is an enclosed room with a glass lense on one wall through which images are projected on to the opposite wall, using candlelight. Cary notes that Locke’s movie theatre model of the self eliminates God, by putting a ceiling on the Western soul that closes it off from the metaphysical reaIm. We might add that this creation of the completely self enclosed soul marks the dawning of the era of “psychological man”, as Philip Reiff (1965) describes in his book The Triumph of the Therapeutic. Eliminating God as the ultimate point of reference outside of the ego results in the prototypicaily modern self, which can no longer look up but must now either look in or sideways for deliverance. Looking in is often a terribly lonely task for which few people are prepared, although some sing its praises, such as Thoreau, Whitman, Nietzsche & Jung.


This leaves the far more popular interpersonal solution, consisting of a reaching out to those boxed-in selves on either side of us. But here too we are vulnerable to anxious loneliness, because we are unsure as to whether or not we are welcome inside others’ habitations, and, if we are, what we should think about its contents. Such uncertainty derives from God’s absence, since in former times it was God who offered certainty about what is (and should be) inside of all souls. Removing God leaves this question unanswered in any absolute sense, making subjectivity (our own and that of others’) a place of fearful uncertainty.


I suggest that this widespread anxiety partly explains our insatiable appetite for the superficialities of this modern era. Specifically, gathering together in mutual admiration of the bright and shiny surfaces of the modern, technological world (such as cars, CD players, cell phones, Barbie dolls and above-ground swimming pools) soothes our loneliness, without putting us in the torturous position of having to evaluate one another’s souls without God’s guidance. That is, modernity is preoccupied with form because it is no longer clear about what should be considered to be substantial to the soul.


I really couldn’t get angry with Bill, if only because he shared the modern triumph of form over substance with a refreshing if perverse directness. Beyond this, I also felt grateful to him because I knew that, purposefully or not, he had accurately summarized in three simple words an aspect of the spirit of our age. That is, although Bill was talking about what business people call brand recognition, he was simultaneously describing an entire stance toward existence, one which dominates every moment of the life of every modern person.


Interestingly, it is usually children who we think of as becoming swept up and losing themselves in the superficial, who define themselves largely in response to immediate and concrete sense impressions and impulses. Further, in many psychological theories of child development, these transitory sensory stimuli are thought of as titillating, unintegrated excitations that do not refer to anything beyond themselves. In extolling that aspect of life which consists of the merely immediate and apparent, Bill displayed an astute perception of how the loss of a transcendental God creates a widespread, socially-normative regression to the field-dependence of early childhood. Or, using Winnicott’s language, we might say that the death of God causes a collapse of the potential space in which mankind’s symbol-making capacity lives, causing us to teeter on the brink of a regression to a pre-symbolic existence in which things are just as they seem.


Without God, our collective sense of freedom has no goal, no transcendent object upon which to focus its many energies. Out of this existential vertigo c~ emerges a childlike sense of awe, gullibility, and what we might call an innocence born of disorientation. Arguably, this childlike mind-set is expressed in a need to play endlessly with the glossy surfaces and bright colors of consumer society. This need to play as a response to existential disorientation increases our need to experience simple sensual pleasures, and explains why modern professional meetings (like this one) are held in the cultural playgrounds of places like Hawaii, rather than in places like Duluth. We all feel a need to lose ourselves in the maternal qualities of the warm sun, brightly-colored surfaces, and sensual reassurance of such places. We call these locations “paradise” because they help us to recall the psychological paradise of allowing the burden of selfhood to slip away as we rested in our mothers’ arms.


There are other ways of saying that perception is everything. If you dislike scholarly jargon, you might say that this world is a hall of mirrors. a non-stop music video, a titillation machine, that it is all outside with no inside... or if you prefer the visual to the verbal, you might look to certain forms of modern art to give you the gut-level sense of what Bill is talking about.


Andy Warhol’s art is perfect for this purpose, and I have printed copies of two of his works for you to contemplate, these being the well-known Four Colored Campbell’s Soup Cans (1965) and a less-well-known installation piece entitled White Brillo Boxes (1964). Warhol himself appears to have admired technology and its capacity to produce identical products en masse. Therefore, he intended his art as a kind of celebration of modernity, reflecting his love of the impersonal, repetitive, brightly-colored surfaces of contemporary urban and suburban life.


My own associations to his works are somewhat more negative. Unlike Warhol, I think of the regimenting and depersonalizing aspects of capitalism and, related to this, the American love of the inoffensive and banal. Another association that comes to my mind about Warhol’s works is that they are obscenely — or, depending on your biases, gloriously — self-referential. Such art announces its freedom from any objective scale of value, to the point that it challenges us to the absurd proposition tha ome randomly-selected Brillo boxes are high art when all other, identical Brillo boxes are not, simply because Warhol decided that this is to be the case. Further, an effect this self-reference is the subtle self​satisfaction emitted by Warhol’s works, which we may describe as a kind of narcissistic obliviousness to their effect on the viewer.


If we put the above observations into a philosophical context, we might say that Warhol’s art speaks to us of what Nietzsche calls the death of God, because it implicitly elevates its own ordinariness to the position of the supreme existential value, which is to dethrone the Judeo-Christian God. Of course, in the Judeo-​Christian tradition such continual referring back to the self as the supreme value is at the core of the sin of idolatry, which is breaking the taboo against making the profane into the sacred. I suspect that the intuition of idolatry is why many people initially feel antagonism and occasionally even hatred toward Warhol’s art. However, if you are one of those whose immediate response to his work is disdain, you may also have noticed how hard it is to maintain this initial feeling, and how easily you slip into acceptance and then, imperceptibly, into kind of liking his images. If you feel any warmth toward Warhol’s representations of mass-produced soup cans and steel wool boxes, it may be because these are prime tools in the modern urban and suburban mother’s caretaking armamentarium. Perhaps this is what motivated Warhol’s love of the modern world’s superficiality, namely, that superficiality itself is a hallmark of childhood:

to celebrate a kingdom of bright, cheerful, and utterly impersonal surfaces is, in effect, to return to (what we imagine to be) the lost innocence of childhood.


Like a naughty but lovable child, Warhol’s impish genius shines forth in his ability to seduce us into loving his art against our better judgment. He knows that we must finally embrace his art because few of us can genuinely hate representations of the mundane things in our daily lives. This is not simply because we associate them with our mothers or with being mothered. Beyond mother-love is the existential fact that in a world without God (that is, a world devoid of traditional forms of self-transcendence) these concrete, profane objects are the only remnants of value and purpose left to us. I believe that this is why we accept Warhol’s works as high art. For in fact his creations are iconic, representing the highest, most exalted values determining our lives in this particular place and time, as well as reminding us, through their banality, of how far we ourselves fell when we engaged in the ultimate narcissistic self-​indulgence of knocking God off His throne. I should also note that we accept Warhol’s art because, as willing participants in a secular, capitalist society, we also secretly share his idolatrous impulses. We might say that Warhol’s talent lies, in the words of art critic Rachel  Haidu (2003), “in his brilliant ability to make us see the germ of perversity inside our most commonplace habits and unexamined loyalties...” (p. 24)


Like capitalism and to a certain extent childhood, the vacuous, repetitive, and utterly self-referential nature of Warhol’s images makes attaching meaning to them a difficult task. For example, Warhol himself would probably agree with anything you have to say about the images in your hands. If you say, “An idiot could do this” , he would agree. If you say, “This isn’t art, it’s just copying an image”, he would agree. If you say, “Ah, genius!”, he would also agree. In his 1965 book Philip Rieff, identifies a similar malleability in capitalism that underlies its adaptability and, hence, success. He says that under the influence of capitalism, “Western culture is changing... into a symbol system unprecedented in its plasticity.’ Nothing much can oppose it really, and it welcomes all criticism, for, in a sense, it stands for nothing”. (p. 65)


However, we are not obliged to accept Warhol’s argument that his art should merely be taken on its own terms, as simple representations of mass-produced objects to which we should not or cannot assign meaning. I suggest that his art is fundamentally different from the glossy surfaces of the consumerist world it represents, in that it points in the direction of some transcendent meaning, however indirectly and playfully. This idea was outlined by philosopher Arthur Danto (1983) who said that Warhol’s art performs the therapeutic function of forcing us to think in the broadest possible terms about our life in society....


Without theory, who could see a blank canvas, a square lead plate, some dropped rope, as works of art? ... Perhaps the same question was being raised all across the face of the art world but for me it became conspicuous at last in that show of Andy Warhol at the Stable Gallery in 1964, when the Brillo box asked, in effect, why it was art when something just like it was not. And with this, it seemed to me, the history of art attained to the point where it had to turn into its own philosophy. It had gone, as art, as far as it could go. In turning into philosophy, art had come to an end. From now on, progress could only be enacted on a level of abstract self-consciousness of the kind which philosophy alone must consist in. If artists wished to participate in this progress, they would have to undertake a study very different from what the art schools could prepare them for. They would have to become philosophers.


Although Warhol’s works convey naive (and hence childlike) enthusiasm about consumer culture, Danto suggests that they also provoke us to begin the arduous intellectual work of redefining ourselves in relation to a world in which titillating, fleeting sense impressions and small pleasures have become central values. Like modernity itself, Warhol’s art is disorienting and destructive of our familiar ways of making meaning. Yet, his art actively courts us to do something that modernity — and particularly modern consumer culture — suppresses because it is subversive: namely, it invites us to project ourselves into (or, to be exact, onto) its surfaces and, in doing so, to begin to wrestle with the question of who we are in relation to consumerist values. This is an activity that is inherently self-transcendent and thus creative, if you believe that thought is our one best way out of bondage to the immediacy and concreteness of the social world that presents itself to us. In Winnicottian terms we might say that the very vacuousness of Warhol’s art sets the stage for a type of healing regression in which potential space collapses and we are forced to revisit and recollect ourselves as little children. This is the prelude to a new, healthier return to adulthood, one which begins as we re-enter dialogue with the flat, meaningless surfaces of the world and thus begin to create a new potential space in which new meaning is born. In this way, Warhol’s art performs the essential artistic function of helping us to escape the confines of our socially-defined egos so as to begin the process of relocating ourselves psychically and spiritually in the perplexing dislocation and anomie of the modern world.


As Warhol is to modern art, so is Friederich Nietzsche is to Western philosophy. That is, he is philosophy’s big tease, an arch-provocateur and intellectual bad-boy who pointed to new possibilities for self-transcendence even as he tore at the foundations of the transcendental teachings of Christianity by proclaiming that God is dead. He poured out his life in the service of promoting what he called man’s self-overcoming, meaning the transformation of the individual from a social herd animal into an independent and heroic creator of meanings. Yet, despite the macho overtones of his philosophy, Nietzsche actually approaches philosophizing with the mind of a child. Beyond this, he insists that it is the child’s grandiose if innocent self-love that is now the only sure basis upon Which we may give meaning to a world devoid of God.


Nietzsche’s writings were intimately related to his personal life, and are really the public records of his personal struggles with depression, rage, fear and loneliness. This is the basis of what is commonly called Nietzsche’s perspectivism. Nietzsche was correct when he called himself a psychologist, since the focus of his attention is always upon the individual as a subject. He believed that only an intense devotion to the unfolding of one’s unique vision of reality can cause life and hope to be reborn in the midst of life’s tragic absurdities. As with Warhol’s art, Nietzsche’s insistence upon speaking from his own subjectivity gives his thinking a free-spirited, playful quality, and in fact one of his early works, Human, All Too Human is subtitled A Book for Free Spirits. In his perspectivism we see Nietzsche’s philosophy striving to recapture the mind of a child, in that it is children who insist upon the predominance of the subjective over the objective, and who bravely create useful illusions to overcome loneliness and despair.


Nietzsche seeks salvation from the emptiness of modern life in the creative potential of this modified form of egoism. For example, in Thus Spoke Zarathustra he has the modern, godless hero Zarathustra say....

Creation -- that is the great redemption from suffering, and life’s growing light. But that the creator may be, suffering is needed and much change. Indeed, there must be much bitter dying in your life, you creators. Thus are you advocates and justifiers of all impermanence. To be the child who is newly born, the creator must also want to be the mother who gives birth and the pangs of the birth-giver. (p. 199)

And again, Zarathustra says....

To esteem is to create: hear this, you creator! Esteeming itself is of all esteemed things the most estimable treasure. Through esteeming alone there is value...

Change of values — that is a change of creators. Whoever must

be a creator always annthilates. (p.171)


In the above passage Nietzsche joins with Warhol in promoting a kind of playfully loving destructiveness toward reality, particularly toward accepted social realities, in the service of clearing the ground for a new creation. His imprecise and emotionally-charged prose reflects this destructive, or more accurately, deconstructive quality, like an angry boy insisting upon freedom from guilty attachment to others’ opinions.


The ferocity and vigor of Nietzsche’s literary style is consistent with his view of himself as a spiritual wanderer and destroyer of old systems, a modern prophet announcing the end of the Judeo-Christian world in which God ruled, and the birth of another, in which the courageous individual reigns. Nietzsche’s new man he calls an Lübermann. Loosely translated, this term means one who has gone over, beyond or above ((über) his old self, breaking the social yoke of guilty conformity so as to become answerable only to the dictates of a purely individual sense of pride. Nietzsche wants humanity to grow up healthily, that is, to achieve maturity in the modern world based upon the retention and development of the child’s freedom and playfulness, rather than through the deadening repression of our innate and joyful will to power that typifies pseudo-adulthood.


Hence, although Nietzsche is well-known for proclaiming the death of God and exalting a certain kind of egoism, to see him as simply a cynical atheist is to misunderstand him completely. I believe that it is more accurate to describe Nietzsche as an impassioned advocate of how passion itself may become the basis of a new, this-worldly spirituality, one which finds sanctification and purpose purely on its own terms rather than by reference to abstract, universal principles.


To put it more simply, we might say that Nietzsche replaced an abstract, heaven-dwelling rendition of the Christian God with a pre-Christian, Dionysian cult of the earth-and-life-loving ego. Yet, this cult of individuality retains in modified form many of the generic spiritual virtues that are central to the Judeo-Christian tradition, and, arguably, to all genuinely spiritual world-views. Most important in this connection is the way Nietzsche describes the übermensch as seeking deliverance from the pettiness and self-absorption of the ego, albeit through attitudes and practices that are different from those found in Judaism and Christianity. Like any man of faith, what Nietzsche most wants us to overcome are the diseased mental states of our time, some of which we have discussed above: the spiritual depletion, smallness of vision and constant temptation to envy and resentment typifying modern selfhood.


As with Warhol’s art, Nietzsche’s writings end in a push toward self-transcendence. This is what makes his atheism sound religious in nature. Nietzsche does not simply glorify the ego’s desires, in the manner of an eager capitalist. Rather, like genuinely religious people, he also extols the value of getting outside of one’s subjectivity, specifically, of shedding the false pride and pettiness of the isolated ego. Nietzsche believes that such self-overcoming yields a new, healthier relationship with existence, one characterized by courage and joy in the face of death.


A key conclusion of the above is that it is important to get beyond our initial impressions of Warhol and Nietzsche as simply the renegade destroyers of old values, so that we may grasp how their destructiveness is simply the first act in a performance that ends in the creative act of coining new values. They advocate and even try to incite a collective psychological regression as the best response to modernity. Of course, there are different kinds of regressions, some malignant and some the prelude to the birth of something unique and transcendent. I suggest that it is here that we find a key difference between the childlike egoism of Warhol and Nietzsche, on the one hand, and that of the typical capitalist exemplified by our friend Bill, on the other.


Discerning the presence of this creative potential in Warhol’s and Nietzsche’s works may help us to see how they are pointing to a stance toward existence that is fundamentally different from that voiced by our capitalist friend Bill. Specifically, Warhol and Nietzsche share Bill’s promotion of the ego and the cult of self-reference, but with one essential difference: they do so ironically, and thereby provoke self-reflexive thinking about things that are over, above, or beyond the isolated ego. As Danto notes above, this is no less true of Warhol’s art than of Nietzsche’s writings, even though Warhol himself denied all such philosophizing motives driving his creativity.


So, in their own ways, Nietzsche and Warhol encourage us to follow through on the premises of a radical, childlike self-absorption until we break through to something that transcends the personal. St. Augustine’s view of the human soul was that it was a box whose top is open to God. Significantly, Warhol’s Brillo boxes have no opening, and so represent the schizoid, self-enclosed modern soul of which Bill is an example. Specifically, Bill is a thoroughly modern person who does not really believe that there is anything outside of the box-like container of his ego. We can imagine him decorating the interior of his box with glossy mirrored surfaces into which, like Narcissus, he stares and wastes away. We can call this a malignant regression, one that leads to the psychic malleability and collapse of meaning of the kind described above by Philip Reiff. This kind of regression is an attack on the self-transcending and hence creative potential of the individual, one that sets the stage for an existence based (paradoxically) upon non-existence, non-being, and anhedonic, psychologically-anorexic attitude toward life.


Unrestrained capitalism both fosters and requires such collective deadening of our spirits, so that we may be available as fuel for its relentless engines. Only by loyalty to our innate urge toward self-overcoming and creativity can we avoid joining the ranks of this pitiable work-force.
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT





Dear Member of the Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis:





Welcome to our first newsletter/journal for 2005. The Open Chapter has many events planned for the year – all in support of psychoanalytic theory and education. COCSP remains dedicated to egalitarianism in terms of providing a forum and meeting place for mental health professionals who share a vision of providing clinical treatment using the broad base of psychoanalytic perspectives.





You don’t need me to tell you that we are still feeling the effects of the industrialization of the field.  Many programs and positions have been lost. What you may need is a reminder that during difficult times it helps to have the support and understanding of your peers. So please consider joining us and getting involved in one of our ongoing reading discussion groups. It’s a great way to stay connected to the field and to commiserate and brain storm with like-minded clinicians. 





This Issue


We’re happy to feature two articles by Garth Amundson, “Nietzsche’s View of the Re-Ordering of the Soul as a Response to Dis-Ordered Times” and “Regression, Rebirth and Creativity in Warhol and Nietzsche” as well as Waud Kracke’s “Freud’s Dream Theory and Recent Dream Research: Do They Clash?” 





Saturday, March 18…


…is the day we sponsor a symposium by Gerald Gargiulo entitled “Psyche, Self and Soul - Rethinking Psychoanalysis, the Self and Spirituality." Dr. Gargiulo, a good friend of COCSP, will discuss his conception of the psychoanalytic clinician as a “midwife of meaning.” For more information see the program announcement in this issue.





Call for nominations


I am calling for elections for officers of the Open Chapter. It is time for new blood and new ideas and your input is necessary. Please send in the nomination form included in this newsletter/journal. I’d personally like to thank David Downing for his help and dedication.


�Write on!


We are looking for new material for our next newsletter and encourage you to contact David if you have something to contribute.


Tell a friend…


…about us and give them a copy of the membership form conveniently placed at the back of this issue and don’t forget to renew your 2005 membership!


Best regards,





Russell Omens, Psy. D.








	3Ros Cartwright and Ramon Greenberg both present Freud as stressing the discontinuities between dreams and daytime concerns. This is of course a great oversimplification of his theory. While in Chapter 7 Freud did talk about the infantile wish as capital for making the dream, helping to provide the energy to bring it to hallucinatory vividness. Freud also stressed that dreams are made up of day residues -- including the daytime worries and concerns that disturb sleep, as well as “indifferent recent memories.” Even the childhood wishes that dreams draw upon to enhance their hallucinatory quality are mostly wishes stirred up the events of the day. In all of his analyses of dreams in the first six chapters, and even in the seventh, Freud portrays the dream as expressing conflicts that grow directly out of the dreamer’s current life. The irma dream was a reaction to Otto’s report about Irma; his dream about seductive and flattering remarks from Breuer’s daughter (in Dreams) was stimulated by the wish that his wife would pay more attention to him; the butcher’s wife dealt with her concern that her husband might be interested in her friend -- and so on. Many such criticisms of Freud’s theory of dreams take a part of the theory, ignoring the complexity of the whole theory, then disparage that part-theory for its incompleteness.





7French and Fromm also do not have it all, though; it is equally important to address the navel of the dream, that part which cannot yet be understood but leads down into the depths of the unconscious.
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