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%, The Development of Personality,
Narcissism, and Moral Judgment

WMMM%MWWWMMHHWMWMHIOFOmQu:m w.wmmm hustory the notton of
ot ol s ot ﬂmMmmnnm of unfolding nceds or competences, has
b OMZINgE mvo‘:n psychological development. The

vo most 1mposing 1ntellectual fgures, Freud and Piaget, both
mqo_uomna stage theories, one of psychosexual, and the other of gniti
evelopment. o
:.Ew‘_mHME: <anm vmu«.n:o.momanm :mcn. begun to wonder whether in fact the
i \:a?mnmm EM ~orderliness om Stages s a property of the object ol study or
mmmm, ; w,mﬁo OHWMMMWMdmﬁ.v:MnMEm of the ow.mmﬁqmn {see Flavell, 1971, ww.mww
fel, | Om:m ! s m. 15 both: saience, lilke all human cogmition, entails
» position of categories of thought upon sensory expericnce to make |
S.S:Emm:_ mm.nm manageable. It was Piaget’s mn:mpm that allowed hi o
discern a:.oamwmw sequernce in cognitive development mu:,ﬁ he Ed:ﬂ Mo
constrained by the “facts” to put something like mom,_ﬁw_ operat s at the
end and not at the begmning of that sequence. perations at the
amwwwmsmw MWMOM,_mMﬁM:MHcacnmm mwﬂﬂ: such as stage, Just as when he intro-
what he :._nm:mﬂ 50 nrmmwﬁ”wmmmmummm_uﬂmn“:ﬁ o Mm_mnmg_ o _Q,m:mmmﬁn el
on beyond its usefulness, wreak _3<0Mmowoﬂwmmmw M_i_wwmmw«.c_nnﬂ P
° , | as rake 1ts acquain-
nwwwu_”_oM:Hnwﬁw_mQMMMMMQ”MN%MJMM M_.WOmm EM_O _:ahomwn it frequently. wd this

er I will, i, S harmed metaphor m
best described through another metaphor. The nom”Q m of & ﬁnnrm.ﬁm

sets of processes that shape current E:n:.o:n: Bmwnmmzoz e
shapes a shoreline. As one wave recedes ﬂ:nm:m bmerges 1 OM s
mmm_wmm the shore, and remolds the wmmmmmﬁum Eun.w:n ”.Mwwm%ﬁw mwﬁ_wmwn Mm
mewmﬂ other words, a sct of processes will be seen on the honizon, will
o M._mmr and will gradually recede, to be replaced by another.

mxm_MmM MBMMMMWWMMNE; oMn has 1ts m::mm.ﬂo:mu &;:nr should be made
cxpli fror n_ﬁ.m_on 0 mco.u nusinterpretations, First, it cannot ilfustrate

pmental arrests, m which a wave fails to recede mn 1ts
proper ume. Secondly, 1t does not accommodate regressions, m which
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previous waves return to the beach. Finally, the metaphor jacks an nmage
of maturity, though it mcely illustrates the constant flow of experience that
constitutes human life and perennially molds and remolds personality.

More formally, stages are sequentially organized ways of fecling, think-
g, and behaving 1n the evolution of structures. In other words, they are
waxing and wamng methods of carrying out particular functions. To
argue, as ! did in Chapter 3, that certain control mechanisms develop from
overt behaviors to mtrapsychic rransformations, 1s to say that the method
for fulfilling the function of affect-regulation changes from acnion {e.g.,
sitsing on one’s hands) to thought {e.g., thinking about something else). At
younger ages the child will rely primarily on the former, while at older
ages he will use a combination of the two; and if mental strateges fail, he
will resort once agamn to behaviors.

The aim of this chapter 1s to enunciate a theory of personality develop-
ment, one that draws on the rich climical and theoretical understanding
developed over several decades by psychoanalytic climcians as well as the
growing empirical literature on child development that has: enriched our
knowledge of the way children think, feel, and behave. The chapter will
begin with a discussion of current approaches to the development of nar-
cissism and object relations, moral judgment, and ego processes, and will
then show how a synthesis of these perspectives and recent research can
paint a fuller picture of personality development.

The Development of Narcissism, Moral Judgment, and
Ego Processes: Current Perspectives

A briet discussion of a persistent and growing problem in psychoanalytc
theory provides a useful insroduction to current perspectives on personal-
ity development. Classtcal psychoanalysis 1s 2 theory of diives and their
vicissitudes, which argues that personality development 1 Synonymous
with psychosexual development. Since the 1940s, psychoanalytic theoret-
cians have been steadily recogmzing the importance of understanding €go
development and the development of object relations, and it has become
he latter aspects of maturation cannot be under-
however interfocked they may be. (For a
of this state of affairs’and the incon-
s and object relations theorists,

increasingly clear that t
stood 1n psychosexual terms,
masterful presentation of the history
sistent assumptions held by drive theorst
see Greenberg and Mitchell, 1983.)
Classical psychoanalync techmque was intended to be applied only to
patients with a certain level of “ego strengeh,” who could toterate delving
into their tantasies and formung 2 highly emotion-laden relationship with
the analyst. The classical mode! suggested that one couldiunderstand the

pathology of these neurotic patients by looking for poinss of psychosexual
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fixation. A problem aros i
nmﬁoﬁjnamvmmﬂm mmmm”g ﬁwmwmwmzwww %WMM_NMMMWWVQW and psychodynamic psy-
ogy at a low e o ng the theoretical waters ot -
A mwﬂm Mwo:nwm Mu&_omm preoedipal” level. Cartographers EH_UMM_%M-
thus region, which nowmw_mo_:mm created an atlas of often conflicting maps of
Neurotic disorders @amM“mm €go mmwnsom.omw and object relations theory.
conflict between desires and mwowmm.mmnoﬂm:m to psychoanalytic theory, a
o ot e e %ﬂw hibitions, between impulses and the nommn,
with extending this mm“ »._ eals Freud called the superego. The probiem
severe than neurotic .mM ﬂ:._:r.mmm to “preoedipal™ pathology (i.e., more
Ocdipal years) 1s that _H:_“,: assumed to reflect psychic defects prior o the
ogy lack the solid core Om_M_MsmMMMMMMMWW o W_a:a Mm more severc pahol
superego and : ypothesized to create the j
e ﬁmm :n:uwmmnhq Hn?ﬂ a much more malignant source of Eﬁnﬂmmnowmhm
person with a complete n_wa estion of E:mnvﬂ, they can survive, as a whole
o bort on ther nmmwﬂnwmwnﬂ_mwm ﬁnmmaéw&ﬁ%m munw%_m who at times seem to
feclings — whethe ; hether they can experience tf
mzn:_munm_:m MWMW W_Mn:mﬁw jo,ﬁ desperate need, or W:mniﬁmnroﬁ ME:MM_N
Clinetans wio Ec_.mwnm mmsm.ow_:mu engulfing, or being engulfed.
they were observing :,H nré: 1 these people thus came to believe that what
vears of life, before the c mﬁf@msmzﬁm was a defect that began i the first
e e it et Mwmm ishment of morals embodied in the superego
wmumqmnm yet mﬂmn.:,ndu u:amMMMMMnMN_W_MM :W._ﬁ:n world as someonc who :M
or. Manv yet able to trust that he wi
than a anW:MMMMMM :.nMMgM to the .mummmm Emw this defect ran HMMM% ngmwwwnw
A modei of peychoses 0 wﬁmnmrm:n wishes.
this level, and the ?.oZMMH ngﬁmwmmwm_umoﬂ M“mo:n account for pathology at
thar the hypot! wanalytic theory 15 the re
e &m<mWOWWMMMMM__NMM%szwmm of neurotics can occur at the mmﬂwomﬂwwm
of the Fotadion docs nor m% people with more severe pathology. If the era
analysis assumod moEmm_E. um:.._u_nmo::ﬂ tor level of pathology, as psycho-
someone who 1s wncuomm nwn._n se must account for the difference between
rotic, according to the m:nmm_: someone with a borderline disorder. A neu-
ogy arising 1n the first <m”ﬂ%%w _unOoS._J~ fixated, which means a pathoi-
patients with “anal? _.n,ﬁwnm wﬁm_cww ne mo::w.:_ﬁmm encounters borderline
vanced, who are comupulsiv ogy which is psychosexually more ad-
and prone to sadiste vw_i e, ughtly defended to the pomnt of brittleness
neurotic differ from the mﬁmn w,:a outbursts. In what way, then, docs the
personality, or the ps n:ooﬂ Hnw. tne, the narassistic character, the schizoid
the level of :‘,:.nmmm.mwﬂ m%%nmwmwmuwmmmnmomﬂnsa mwm;; the difference lics 1n
development. . lations, mora functioning, and
vHOmns_umm to mMrm:w“an mn.:mﬁmmm Em.: womﬁ: by examining nmm:.MMM Mwmw
offer a developmental anding of each of those domains, and will tt :
modei that encompasses them. v e
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF NARCISSISM AND OBJECT RELATIONS

elf Heinz Kohut relates the case ofa p

raissistic disorder:

had the tollowing dream during 2
blicly honored and celebrated: “The
¢ me. 1 thought: How about

In lus Analysis of the S anient de-
scribed as suffering from a na
Panent C., for example,
he was looking forward to being pu
question was rased of finding a successor to

God?” (1971, p. 149)
Jean-Paul dartre writes i all earnestness, “The best way £0 conceve of the
fundamental project of human reality 1s to say that man s the being whosc
d* (1957, p. 63). Pauent C. has been diagnosed a
narcissist; Sarere, 2 philosopher. One may question the validity ot therr
diagnoses or suggest, 45 several psychoanalysts do, that the:genus “narcis-
sism” has both its normal and pathological specics.
A number of theonsts have defined narcissism a variety of ways; n the
psychoanalytic literature since Hartmann (1950), the «Lilndinal cathexis of
che self” has become the accepted defininion. Freud defined narcissism as
the libidinal cathexis of the ego. Hartmann amended this becausc onc catt
make little sense ot the cathexis of a structure responsible for cogmition,
perception, motility, defense, and the like. Freud had not systematically
disunguished berween €g0, self, and self-concept, feaving his notions of
narcissism and object love problemanc.
The development of Freud’s thought on narcissism has been traced a
number of times (sce Bing, McLaughlin, and Marburg, 1959; van der
Waals, 1965; and Pulver, 1970} and will thus be treared only briefly here.
Freud's earliest and most definitive statement on the subject 15 hus rich and
ocattve paper, “On Narcissism” (1914}, a dense and often confusing

essay that has frequently been misunderstood. Freud developed fus theory
or to his later and fina

of narcissism pri { dual instinct ‘theory (sex and
aggression), and he never made 2 concerted effort to reconcile the two.
The result has been a confuston 1 psychoanalytic theorizing about the
relation between wmwnromwnxmm._ theory and object relanions theory.

Freud was not sansfed with his theory of narcissism {sce Pulver, 1970},
and with good reason: as Ralint {1960) pomnts ouk, Freud really presented
three theones, not one. Balint refers to these as the theores of primary
narcissism, primary object love, and primary autoeroncism. Perhaps the
most coherent extrapolation of Freud’s argument 15 the following. Origi-
nally the psyche 18 unstructured, and libido 1s stored 1n an undifferennated
ego-id. This 18 the state of autoeroficism, il which the neonate does not
cathect —t.e., does not relate to—the world around lum. With the differen-
natton of an ego and emMErgence of psychic structure, a1l the baby’s libido
cathects the ego (or, as Hartmann would say, the self). Freud calls this
stage primary narcissist, and 1t 1s characterized by overvaluation of the

pertod when

project 1t 15 O be Go

prov
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sclf {cf. Piagetian egocentrism). With increased maturity some of the libid
may remain attached to the ego, while a significant U.E‘mo: of 1t will Uo
sent out in two directions. The first path 15 object love: the libido tor _n
nmnrmnﬁ.“:m the ego becomes attached to an object. Espeaially n ps Msﬁ. !
according to Freud, libido which was attached to objects 1s ﬁm%muoﬂma
agamn into the ego, which accounts for megalomania. The manozanmwﬁ,m
involves the creation of the ego ideal: libido from the ego becomes E<nmmnn_
I an ego ideal, which 15 a sane way of preserving mfantile narcissism
Q,m:nm:u_\.u this developmental model has great explanatory power _.
though 1ts theoretical and empincal difficultics are significant M:ﬁm o:nu an
preserve most of 1ts virtues while eliminating the cm:mmmmmmm.mmmvao Hnﬂmw
nology. A variety of psychoanalytic writers have crincized or elaborat ma
upon this framework and s numerous permutations. Balint, for exam Mw
attacks n:n whole notion of primary narassism, arguing mm,: the Emm_uﬂmu
M.H:.mmmﬂ m,wumm is onc of intense relatedness to her environment which wmwnm
M”n mﬂ ?.:dWQ _.o.wn: .Swmcv. Balint is certaimnly .:m_# it pointing out that
heory that the infant does not originally “cathect” the world 15 empiri-
cally incorrect. Sucking and grasping behaviors, for example, are nawn:n
from birth, and if the baby did not relate to the world E‘omsm wwn {and
E.Eﬁ? hallucmated all her needs, as Freud contends), every mfant .N:Wa
die of malnumntion well before the end of the first Bo,:m.: , e
The relation berween narcissism and object love s a :EL« topic of deb
m mmwn.ro,m:m_w:n literature. Pulver soundly deteats the r%o&wm_m deri M:M
from libido theory, of an inverse correlation between object love wnm_.wcwm-
love, noung, on the contrary, that those who love themselves are Em
Q:umZn of foving others (1970, p. 335). Van der Waals sees an m_nam:mgw
narcissism in every object relationship. He describes a mutnally sausf ¥
sexual relationshup i terms of “giving saustaction to one another b mu“wm.
aily pursuing egoistic wishes” {1965, p. 298), which sounds onnmzw lik
a sexualized Wealth of Nations in which each iadividual pursum ._:mm X
mmmm.w:ﬁmammﬂ leads—as if by an “invisible gemital” ~to a B:E&m ow.m%mfmﬂn
o ¢ msmn%mm:m ﬁmnmm_m:no {or muﬂrmmumu some would say, recognition) of
araissistic disorders has generated a significant amounr of psychoanalytic
Mwmﬁww_ﬂﬂm abour narcissism, mma two analysts in particular, O,:o Wn:wmmnm
1 rwzwu\u%nvmumwmnm IQMN_HAOW%M (1971, 1977}, have developed competing
and hotly deba models. Like other psychoanalytic approaches to nar-
, their theories of narcissism are simultancously theories of object
relations since one’s attitude toward oneself in relation to others | w
integral part of one’s relation to others. As Kegan has pur 1t, obje ; ._m:
tions are really subject-object relations (1982, p. 77). The Bomu_mmmwwmwnam "
berg and Kohut are the principal views of object relattons and nar o
i1 CUrFency .Bnm:\ and will thus be briefly expiored here. e
Kernberg's work (1975, 1976) 1s an attempt to integrate nsights from
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object relations theory {especially that of Klein, 1946, 1948; Fawrbairn,
1952; and Jacobson, 1954, 1964) and ego psychology (especially Erik-
son, 1963) nto psychoanalytic thinking without abandomng drive theory
or the structural model (id, €go, superego). The basic logic of develop-
ment, tn broadest terms, is from a lack of awareness of self-other differ-
entiation, to a differentiation of object- and scif-representations based on
affect (i.e., good versus bad), ro an eventual construction of mature ob-
ject representations (inctuding self-representations) that mregrate ambiva-

fent feelings.

Central to Kernberg's developmental model 1s a movement from “split-

ting” to repression (and related defenses) as the ego’s primary method of
defense. Splitting, for Kernberg, means the separation of good and bad
object representations. This mechanism onginally stems from cognitive
immaturity but later 1s used detensively against the perception ot objects as
both frustrating and gratifymng. According to Kernberg, repression should
artain primacy in the third year of life (1976, p. 69}

Kernberg delineates five stages mn the development of object relations.
The first he describes as a “Primary Undifferentiated” period {1976, p.
60), which corresponds to the frst month of life. The psyche at this point,
as m most psychoanalytc views of mfancy, 15 basically unstructured,
though forerunners to the €go Start 1o emerge by the end of this phase.

The second stage is that of “Primary, Undifferenaated Self-Object Rep-
resentations” (p. 60). During this period, which lasts roughly trom the
sccond to the sixth or eighth month, the intant develops a “good” self-
object representation, which later develops 1nto the core of the ego. This
“good” representation does not distinguish self and other. “Good” at this
stage means “me,” and “bad” means “not-me” (p. 36). The good repre-
sentation 1s mvested with libido, and the bad representation, with aggres-
sion {p. 64}

The third stage, which ends between the eighteenth ‘and thirty-sixeh
months, is that of the “Differennation of Sclf- from Object-Representa-
tions” {p. 64). In ths stage, self- and object-representations begin to sepa-
ood” and “bad” camps, so that the child has images of
nd bad mother. The child, however, still
d others since good and bad images
¢ mamntained actvely 1 an effort to

rate within the “g
good me, bad me, good mother, a
lacks integrated images of self an
remain separate. Splitting begins to b

ward off anxiety (pp. 37, 67).
The fourth stage 15 that of the “Integration of Self-Represenzations and

Object-Representations and the Development of Higher Intrapsychic Ob-
ject Relations-Dernved Seructures,” which begins 1 the latter part of the
third year and lasts through the Oedipal period (p. 67). At this stage
posiive and negative self- and object-representations coalesce (p. 40), ve-
sulung in the formanon of “yotal objects.” In other words, the child devel-
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ops ntegrated, ambivalent represencations of self and others, and repres-
ston comes to replace splitting as a primary way of am?:nm:mu Id, e ov»s&
superego coalesce, as do 1mages of self, object, ideal self u:nm._mm,mwmom‘nmn
The final stage 1s the “Consolidation of Superego E.&,Mmo Inte 39% »
i which ego 1dentity solidifies and the superego matures (p Wwv .%m
Hmnwmo becomes depersonalized and abstract (p. 42), and the mmo ??Mﬂ
wnmnﬂMM%m self- and object-representations) matures in its function of reality-
Kohut’s theory has stirred quite a controversy in psychoanalytic circles
because he superimposes a “psychology of the self” x_wmm classical psycho-
analysis, arguing that a comprehensive psychology requires _uoﬂrw mm_m sy-
chology and a conflict psychology {1977, p. 78). His approach s ,mm%nmmwa
upon :.5 notion of the “self,” a term he uses m two different Emﬁ.. In ¢
Analysis of the Self he considers the self a collection of mn:.mmmamm,m:”.\;_o:gn
m:mmwmo:m to an object-representation (1971, p. xv). In The %m&ogwho: m\,n
mcm Self his defimuion broadens considerably; here he reters to the self Jmom
psychological sector” comprised of ambitions, skills, and 1deals ﬁmum
63). The former view of the self 15 consistent with Emﬁocm psychoanal ,W.
usage, whereas the latter poses the self as a structure on an equal f g
with, if not superordinate to, 1d, ego, and superego. ue foonne
In his later works (Kohut, 1977: Kohut and Wolf, 1978) Kohut view
the self as a bipolar structure, consisting of maw_mo:um on one side, 1de _m
on the other, and “executive functions” poised between the two :mwu o
49, 54). The pole of ambitions emerges from the “grandiose mn:CU. _u%:
archaic structure that the infant erects to compensate tor loss of E,Em
narcisstsm. ,m.r.m pole of idealizatton arises from the :Enm:wn%wmgw
me%,ww a similar vision of omnipotence, this ume ascribed to the parent
Kﬁ:ﬁ.w.ancn_omﬂm:nm_ theory begins, like Kernberg’s (and aimost ever
mmwm:o...ﬁm_w:n writer), with an undifferentated stage fi:n:, Kohut n;:z
the stage of the fragmented self” (1971, p. 118). From ths mmmnrwmm
cauldron of drives, perceptions, affects, and whatever other nom%ﬁanm
the Emm:m.. desires in his ontogenetic primeval soup emerge the Em&om
self and the idealized parent imago. Through these structures m_”:,m baby
ALEMPLS [0 Preserve fus ongmnal state of (imagmed} perfection (1968 )
mmr ascribing omnipotence and omniscience to himself and to an _anmmwmmw
‘ selfobject” {1971, p. 3; cf. Winmcott’s “transinional object,” 1971} which
he percerves as part of himself (Kohut, 1971, p. 23). Whar Worw: calls tl
:mmﬁma self anises during the second year of life (Kohur and Wolf, 1978 iy
417) trom the grandiose self, the idealized parent imago, and nrmuE&BmM..
tary exccutive functions “arched” berween them. This :um.wmwm in the *
of ﬁ:w‘no_,am:_n self” (1971, p. 32). s
With the consolidation of the self, the child proceeds to the tasks of the
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Ocdipal years, as etucidated by classical psychoanalysis. Durmng the Oedi-
pal period the ego matures, and the 1dealized parent ymago s introjected
nto the nascent superego (1971, p. 28) as well as the ego {where it per-
torms tuncnons largely related o drnive-regulation, pp- 298-9). The ego
also mtegrates facets of the grandiose self, providing goals, ambitions, and
self-esteem {pp. 107, 299). Throughout fife the narcissism of the grandiose
self may be transformed mnto empathy, creativity, humor, and wisdom
(1971, p. 299). Central to Kohut's theory 1s his contention that narcissism
has both healthy and pathological transformations.

The theories of Kernberg and Kohut are complex, and the reader may
have as much flavor for them after reading these very concise sLMMAnes
a5 one has for Devon cream after eating 2 reaspoon of evaporated milk.
Their theories converge and diverge on d number of issues {for an excellent
discussion of their sumilanties and differences, see the panel discussion
reported by Schwartz, 1973.) They differ, n parucular, m their views on
therapeutic technmique and on specific beliefs about borderline and narcs-
sistic pathology. At the cheoretical level, perhaps the main difference lies in
their energy concepis: Kernberg mainfains a more Ereudian stance, while
Kohut moves somewhat away from the classical paradigm (which 1s a
general difference between their approaches), praceically positing a narcis-
sistic drive (see Kohut's discussion of the “ego’s capacity to fame narcissis:
ric cathexes and to employ them for its highest aims,” 1966; sec also 1971,
pp. 219-20} or at Jeast viewing libido as a collection of scveral drives
(1977, p. 23}

Their views have been debated m psychoanalytic arcles as largely -
compatible approaches, though one can detect 3 number of pownts of
agreement between them. For example, parallel to Kohut's call tor two
complementary psychologies, one which examnes the self and s defects,
and the other which analyzes conflicts of a cohestve self; Kernberg distin-
guishes “two levels of internalized object relations,” one of tragmented
self- and object-representations, and the other of cohesive representations
(1976, p. 245). Kernberg seems to agree with Kobut (1977, p. 227) thata
fiym self (and, he adds, cohesive object-representagions) s an essential
precondinion for the experience of the Oedipus complex (1976, p. 200).

Further, Kohut's description of the “developmental stage” of the gran-
diose self, in which the child views himself as perfect and omnipotent and
assigns “all imperfections t©© che outside” (1968, p. 96} sounds remarkably
amilar to Kernberg's stage m which “good” equals “me,” and “bad”
equals “not-me.” Finally, Kohut’s contrast of “vertical™ and “horizontal”
splits (1971, p. 193) 15 almost identicat to Kernberg's contrast of splitting
and repression. Both see splitting (Kohut's vertical splits) as characreristic
of more severe pathology, and repression (Kohut's horizontal splits) as a
later, less pathological phenomenon.
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In general, object relations theorists of various theoretical stripe
Ewmma agree on three broad suppositions. First, psychic development ws,m
rails a gradual shift trom a lack of realistic and cohesive self- mw& object-
representations to the ability ro form mature, mulu-dimensional ,:,m.c_.cm
tently “cathecred” representanions. The person, 1 other a,._ow.ama , mﬁ:,im,
comes to experience herself and others as both good and bad M:mnmha MW_M
to mamtain positive feelings toward herself and others in ,Em mumm of
SIFORE negative .?m::mm and vice versa. Secondly, by the ume this capac-
ity has been achieved, significant ego m@ionEQ:n has occurred ;m@?p.
the moral internalization which establishes the superego. ﬁ:awﬂ E:m
the mmﬂvrmramﬁ of the supercgo, the need-sanstying v%nwo_omw‘ .om the
preoedipal years begins to give way to a mmﬁromo‘mw in which one’s own
needs and impulses are tempered by internalized prohibitions and a rec
ognition of the impact of one’s actions on others. —

MORAL DEVELOPMENT: CURRENT APPROACHES

Psychoanalytic thought on narassism has had little relanion to psychoa
lyne theortzing abour moral development. The latter 15 viewed w_u:.ﬁnzsnm:ﬂ
the development of the superego, whereas theories of narcissism ¢ _nm_%“
emphasize the preocdipal period. According to psychoanalytic nrmww mww
SUpPErego arises as a precipitate of the Oedipus no.Bw_mx ﬂ:.ﬁocmm ﬁwm_ ro-
mmmm.om ﬂn:zrnmﬂo:. As marurity approaches, the superego mumno_dmmmnmm
ngid and personalized, with internalized ideals and values substituting £
mternalized objects {introjects). In addinon, the cgo comes to mmmmc:ww
many of the moral functions of the developmentaily more primitive and
punmitive superego, though the mechanisms by which the ego no::..m, to
usurp moral authorney are obscure.

The Freudian view of moral development suffers from four defects. The
mnmﬁ._m the connection between the development of the superego m:m the
@ma_mﬂsm,nmmﬁumos complex. (Elsewhere [ have more thoroughly examined
Freud’s theory of internalization and the Oedipus complex and discussed
the very problemanc links to the superego and moral development;
Westen, 1984b.) According to Freud the superego 1s the “herr to m.:WOon
pus complex” (1933}; by this he means that, in the male case, the child
suffers an object loss when he gives up lus mother as a sexual nwv ect, and
mo replaces the object with massive 1dentifications with r_m. father _ﬁmvap:
this detensively, as a result of fear of castration. Thus, by wmiro mna ﬂ_umm
facher, the boy develops a superego. o e e
) As even some writers within the Freudian tradition have recogmzed (see
Flugel, M@me Loevinger, 1976}, the idea that the superego forms i “one
fell mEoﬂ.uwu: {or a few fell swoops around age five) with the resolution of
the Oedipus-castration complex 1s both implausible and contradicted by
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empirical data. Psychoanalytic writcts often speak of “archaic superego
precursors” (Reich, 1954), early supercgolike introjections of parental ob-
jects and/or demands. if such introjections occur before the Oedipal age,
why should one suspect that a different mechanism 1s required to explain
the formaton of the rest of the superego? That preoedipal ‘children have
many isolared “pockets” of supercgo can be confirmed by any three-year-
old’s parents and suggests that superego formation need have little to do
with Oecdipal issues.

Freud’s inability to conceptualize adequately the psychological de-
velopment of femnales stems in large measure from this faulty view of the
causes of superego development. In the male case, according to Freud,
the child’s fear ol castration €auses him to internalize the father and
accept the father’s morality. This poses a significant theorérical problem:
since females cannot be castrated, why do they develop superegos? On
several occasions Freud concluded that women must not have well-
developed superegos, yet this 1s quite obviously incorrect. Empirical re-
search, not to mention casual observation, suggests quite the opposite,
that females in Western society (and 1n fact 1n almost all known societies)
are socialized to focus on the needs of others and tend to hold more
«humanstic” values (Hoffman, 1975} In pomnt of fact, the majority of
hysterics whom Freud analyzed were female, and he developed the notion
that a conflict between internalized prohibitions and infantile sexual
wishes is the root of neurosis im farge part from lis experience with
hysterics. Freud's largely unsuccessful attempts (1923, 1931, 1933) at
female psychology all fail preciscly because he 1s trymg to account for
superego formation in eTms of the Qedipus-castration complex. He
should instead have recognized that if boys and girls both deveiop super-
egos, and only boys can fear impending castration, then the castration
complex cannot explain superego development.

1f Freud’s hypothesized connection of superego and Oedipus-castration
complex were true, onc would expect that, m the male ‘case, the father
would vastly predomnate over the mother mn the boy’s supercgo, 1.¢., that
conscience should be largely derived from the father {sce, for example,
Freud, 1913, p. 157; 1923, p. 44). Agam, reality runs: coumnter to this
prediction. Particularly in modern Western society, in which the father is
often absent from the household for most of the day, moral training falls
fargely upon the shoulders of the mother. An empurical study by Hoffman
and Saltzsten (1967) found that for both boys and girls, mother’s child-
rearing practices Were more \nfluential for child’s moral development than
father's. To try to answer this talsificanion of his theory, Freud might turn
to the theory of the “negative Ocdipus complex,” which asserts that the
child really wants both parents, so he identifies with each. In the male
case, if the child is not to become homosexual, he must still internalize his
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father more; yer again, many if not most moral nternalizations in most
cultures are maternal or ar least feminine.

A central problem here is the failure to distingumsh between gender
wdensificanion and moral mternalization. The child’s gender 1dentification
may m part stem from Oedipal issues; however, his moral mternalization
except where 1t overlaps with his ideal image of his own sex, is not Fammrw
dependent upon the Oedipus complex. Indeed, one Eo:&nmmu in the Freud-
1an model, why the superego includes nonsexual E_::nxo:m“v why does the
¢hild :.:mm:m:w.n. the value of sharing, for example, which relates neither to
sex nor aggression? The psychoanalytic model fails to separate ideal self-
images formed through identification, some of which are gender-specific
from moral belicfs, which are fargely independent of gender and Oedi mm
Issties. , “ "

This 15 not to suggest that the Oedipus complex 1s not of tremendous
_umwnro_om_num significance, at least in cultures with nuclear families, or that
children do not develop prohibitions against incest.' The reader mmmm only
try for a moment to imagine himself or herself engaged 1n sexual inter-
course with a parent to recognize the strength of these prohibiions
Rather, the pomt is that all moral development 1s not contingent, by m:nw
large, upon psychosexual development or the vicissitudes of the mum% us
complex. ’

A clinical example clearly differentiates Oedipal dynamics from moral
development. The pauent, a stocky muddle aged man, was an only child
from a nudwestern Italian family. He had considerable conflicts around
sexuality wiich nhibited enjoyment of a normal sex life, and had devel-
oped Hrm%p:”mme as a child that lus father’s sexual wnﬂiﬁn with his mother
had left her unable to bear more than one child. He also had difficult
establishing an identity as a competent male and had considerable no:mmmh
around homosexual impulses. He had tried as a child to mimimuze identifi-
cation with his father, who had a long history of trouble with the law, and
had become something of a “confessor” to his mother, resulting 1n mennn-
baton of Oedipal 1ssucs, , ’

The patient very early developed a hyper-moral stance and had been
through his twenues, a priest. From an Qedipal perspective, his choice om
the priesthood was a compromuse-formation: by being bus Bmm:omwm confes-
sor he nm:E be her closest confidante, while at the same time renouncin
E.m.Onm%w_ wish by renouncing masculine sexuality., This mﬁu_mmuzonm
while true, 1gnores two other aspects of the compromise that cannot be

I
H,n 15 not entirely mFm? however, that these prohibitions stem either from childhood tant:
sies or from socialization. Evidence from lsrach kibbutzim {Shepher, 1971} sug .nm"m. th “M
the incest taboo may well have biological roots. It would certainly be an odd E:wwc* K:w,.m
the castration complex were in part a rationalization of a biologreal aversion, a mis , ib :
tion of a biologically based teeling of disgust. . b
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explained psychosexually: mwmrSm:mn::cnmﬂrnvnnmnrooa _..wmﬁ.nmm:nmﬁrn
pinnacle of power and worth, so that becoming a priest was a way (o gain

self-esteern and the esteem of others; and secondly, priests were the most

available malc figures of identification other than lus father, so that m

trying to reject identification with s father he could nonetheless develop

an 1deal of nondefective (though neuter) manhood.

What the psychoanalyfic theory of superego formation least accounts

for in this case is the patient’s devout Catholicism and high moral stan-
dards. The Oedipal theory leads one to expect a linear correlation between
\dentification with the father and strength o the supercgo. in this example,
in contrast, moral development through internalization of religious valaes
and 1dentification with the Church occurred af the expense of 1dentifica-
rion with the father, who was secn as sinful and earthly. Because the
patient could not, s0 10 speak, find a tather at home, he found a holy
tather in the Church. The quesuons the psychoanalytic theory cannot
answer are why he, like most children, wanted o find someone with
whom to identify, how moral development could occur 1w aiman {who as
an adult 1s very erhical and sensitive to the cffects of his actions on others)
despite problematic \dentification with his father, and how religion can
offer a sense of meaning that has very listle to do with wfantile sexual
1S5UCS. .
A sccond problem with the psychoanalytic theory ot moral develop-
ment 15 that Freud left ambiguous the relanonship berween superego, ego,
and the insutution he called the ego 1deal. While a literature has arsen
on the concept of the ego ideal (which Freud devecloped m 1914 but
never reconciled with fus later seructural model) and its relation 1o the
superego (see, for example, Reiwch, 19545 Novey, 1955; Hartmann and
Locwenstemn, 1962), psychoanalysts have arrived at no consensus on this
issue. Whether the ego takes on moral functions of the superego as
maturity approaches 1s unclear (which 15 a necessary hypothesis since
Freud views the superego as faidly primutive and not subject to fustorical
change, whereas values do, 1n fact, change throughout the lifespan as
well as hiscorically), and whether the ego or supercgo ultimately deter-
mines action or is responsible for self-punishment 15 ambiguous. Issues
about the funcrional relations between the three structures abound.
Whether the rider or the saddle~let alone the horse—ulnimately prevails
15 unclear 1n the Freudian paradigm. .

A third difficulty, innmated above, s that Freud provides no mecha-
mist for generational change 1 the superego. The child’s supercgo “Is in
fact constructed on the model not of its parents but of 1ts parents’ super-
ego” {1933, p. 67). In other words, cultural and histonical conditions
jeave little or no imprint on the superego: once it is established, 1t 15
preserved forever. If the superego really is the psychic center of morality
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{which 15 us funcuon), then this is unrenable. Moral values do, m fact
change over nme, and one has littie reason to believe that mﬁm:m.mmm
century “superegos” are exact or nearly exact replicas of the earliest
Homo sapiens.

Finally, the Freudian nonon ot morality as represented by the superego
is unable o account for true moral autonomy. Superego morality entails
the following of parental or social rules. Existenual philosopher Oaw a
comments, “Whether he be original or a plagiarist, man s the novelist m0m
himself” {1961, p. 156). History and anthropology suggest that most
people m:d?m to retype an aging manuscript—perhaps with an occasional
change in puncruation —rather than to create an original piece of literature
In the moral realm, Freudian theory can accommodate only the Emm_m:ﬁ..
the superego 1s passed from generanon to generation like a family rn:“
__.uo:r and the mature mdividual 1s one whose depersonalized mm,@mnmmo
(i.e., a superego with generalized rules as opposed to internalized parental
objects and thair particular commands) acts m harmony with hus selec-
uvely identifying ego (i.e, an ego which identifies with various objects
selectvely instead of wholesale}. The problem with this model s mrwmﬂ It
no:mc%m mternalization with autonomy. That an dividual no longer re-
guires the Sm:m:nw of his parents in matters of morality may well be a sign
of @ more entrenched heteronomy, rather than a true auronomy. Such an
Enrfacm_ does not act upon his own standards; he simply no longer
requires active participation by s parents or soctety to ensure that he will
perform in the manner they perceive as morally correct.

Pur one more way, the psychoanalytic model of moral development fails
m that 1t cannot explan an individual like Nietzsche. Nietzsche came to
overturn the very core of his superego, questioning the notions of good
and evil themselves, concluding that the dominant equanon of “ Moax
with “altruistic” 1s a perversion of true conscience (1887). Did Z__mmNmm:m
vo&nmm:m strong ego with an extraordinary capacity tor “selective 1dentifi-
cation,” or was he simply a psychopath or vmnm&.—ommnm_ narcissist? The
mwmw&,m: ?mn.._n(couﬁ can offer few other possibilities, and 1ts m:mwmm?\ to
m.moﬁmn msight 1nto such an individual s especially significant iven
T”n:g,m assessment of Nietzsche as possessing “a more penetratn ,w:mg&,
edge of himself than any man who ever lived or was ever m:,.n?mmo live”
(Kaufman, citing Jones, 1975, p. 20). A v

Outside of psychoanalysis, the leading models of the psychology of
,Eogm development are the cognitive-developmental models of Emmnm\m:nw
s disciple, Lawrence Kohlberg, and the social learning approach. For
Piaget (1932), morality involves a respect for rules, and moral m%.&o -
meng w.anmmam tn two stages. In the first stage the child’s respect for E_mwmm
dervative of her respect for the authorities who teach the rules. In tius
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stage, which Piaget calls “confornuty”™ or “constraint,” the child views
rules as nmmutable and eternal. Authoriey 18 absolute, and acuons, not
mtentions, determine culpability. In the second stage of “cooperation” ot
“qutonomy,” the child perceives rules as the product of social interaction
and group choice, not as divine mandates. With the second stage, which
emerges roughly between ages eight and twelve, 2 mutual respect replaces
the unilateral respect for adult authoritics.

Kohlberg argues that moral development can be viewed mn terms of $ixX
stages, organized nto three levels of moral reasoming, cach comprised of
two stages {Kohlberg and Kramer, 1968; Kohlberg and Mayer, 1972). The
frst level of morai development Kohlberg calls “preconventonal,” m
which the child accepts labels of good and bad but interprets them in
terms of the power of those who create rules or the hedonistic implications
ot action (i.e., whether one will be punished or rewarded). In the first
stage, the child 15 oriented toward pumshment and obedicnce, and in the
second, which Kohlberg calls “instrumentat relativism,”’ reciprocity
emerges but “is a matter of ‘you scrarch my back and I'll scratch yours’
not of loyaity, grantude or justice” (Kohlberg and Kramer, 1969, p. 100).

At the second, or “conventional” level, the person comes to valuc the
moral code ot her tamily or society n iself, regardless of hedonistic unpli-
cations. In both the third and fourth stages, the child mantains rules and
commands to which she tries to conform. The third stage mnvolves a “good
boy”/“good girl” orentation, and the fourth s characterized by a “law
and order” emphasis, :

The third level, “post-conventional” morality, entails the belief in uni-
versal moral principles not tied to a particular authority or social group. In
the fifth stage, a social contract prevails, and actions viewed as just are
those with the greatest social utility; principles of democracy, legality, and
contract predomunate. In the final stage, morality involves umversal princi-
ples: the individual chooses principles such as the greatest good for the
greatest number, and she refuses to freat herseif as an exception to those
rules even when expediency contradicts them. In thus stage the person

believes m equality and the value of individual liberty.’

The cognitive approaches of Piaget and Kohiberg have proven valuable
in two ways. First, they have attempted to operauonalize, and, in the case

' Though he 1s never explicis abour s, Kohlberg appears o belicve that ontogeny recapitu-
fates history i the development ot morals. The idea of a socal contract has its roots m
Sophist phitosophy but was not prevalens m the West untif the eighteenth century. Simi-
larly, Kohlberg appears to see twenueth ceneury America as a prototype ot moral develop-
ment at the socesal level, with its principles of democracy and formal equality, although he
coutd and may cqually argue that a tutare socalist society nught bester approximare the
Stage 6 tdeal. In a tootnote to an article {Kohlberg and Kramer, 1969}, he endorses the

nontion of societal evolution of morals {p. 106n).
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ot Kohlberg, measure the development of moral judgment, as opposed to
theorizing about 1t using only case examples as data. Secondly, they have
emphasized that children do not simply mternalize parental prohibitions
but acuvely construct their understanding of these principles. This is, of
course, an extension of Piaget’s constructivist epistemology to the moral
realm. Piaget and Kohlberg both pomt out that a child’s knowledge of
moral rules, like all other knowiedge, 15 constrained by the linutations of
the child’s cognitive apparatus. Though Freudians did not previously em-
phasize the cognitive side of superego development, they recognized from
the start that the superego 1s the child’s construction or representatnion of
parental norms, not a direct reflection ot parental rules. Kohlberg's pet-
spective i particular has the added advantage of suggesung a stage of
moral development beyond the collection of mjunctions and prohibitions
which comprises the superego.

Despite these merits, Kohlberg’s theory, in particular, has been vigor-
ously cniticized (Kurtines and Greif, 1974; Hoffman, 1977), though often
on methodological grounds, which will not be repeated here. Rather, I will
focus on six more general problems with his approach to moral develop-
ment. {(For an excellent review of critical commentary on Kohlberg, sce
Lickona, 1976.) First, Kohlberg and Piaget are both guilty of smuggling a
number of value judgments under their fab coars. This becomes particu-
larly clear when one exammnes the philosophical underpinnings of their
psychological theories. One could argue thar the relation between Plaget
and Kohlberg 15 sumilar to that of Rousseau and Kant: Piaget recapitulates
Rousscau's error which mfluenced Kant, and Kohlberg recapitulates
Kant’s crror by following Piaget. Rousseau asserts chat decp within the
human heart lies a divinely impianted morality. The primittve individual in
a presocial state of nature could apprehend this morai law directly. Rous-
scau conceives of the “natural man” as a being motivated by self-interest
and a natural compassion or “pity” that gives lum pamn to perceive the
musfortune of anorther senuient being. Society has now corrupted and elimi-
nated this natural man, but through reason one can rediscover the moral
truth within one’s breast. The truly free person 1s one who perceives and
tollows the dictates of his divinely-inspired conscience. Since all people
reason alike, and the moral law is the same for all, if everyone were to
withdraw to his corner of the world and discover and follow his con-
science in the silence ot the passions, the result would be a harmonious
“general will.” The general will, for Rousseau, 15 the collective will of the
community, and 1ts aim 1s the good of the group. In essence, conscience 1s
identical to the general will, and to act autonomously is to follow ths
divine law.

The problem for Rousseau 1s that people do not always reason cor-
rectly, are often swayed by selfishness, and thus misperceive the Good. On
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the soctetal tevel, the “will of all” does not always reflect the mm:m_um_ e.,::.d
In the case of a disagreement between individual conscience m.au the will o.‘_.H
all as to the morally correct action, the will of all must mvw.,ﬂ:. because It 15
the closest approximation to the gencral will. If the mdividual disagrees
with the collective belief, he must, to use Rousseau’s curious phrase, be
“forced to be free,” since freedom consists 1 obedience to reason, which s
embodied mn the general will. The individual thus must be noﬁmm:ma.mo wmm
“yutonomously,” Le., freely. The same difficuley 1s endemic to Piaget’s
moral psychology: autonomy 15 defined in terms of conformity to group
decisions. . e and d

Kant, like Rousseay, believes that reason ¢an prescribe ends, .«:a.ﬂmﬁ
freedom consists 1 subordinating individual desire to a “categorical 1m-
peranive” o treat other people as ends 1n themselves as opposed to means
to one’s own ends. Reason, according to Kant, does :on.@o,.a to partcilar
interests; a rational morality 1s one that can be umversalized {i.e., a person
cannot make himself an exception to his own moral rules). For mer then,
moral autonomy entails imposing upon oneself or :mm_m.nroo"m:wm aset ol
preordained, ready-made principles ?a&mw.w are nmmmmnme Hmma:mrwuﬂo:w
of Judeo-Chrisnan morality}. If a rational E%ﬁa:m_ 1imposes 1pon himsel
a different ser of principles, he must, mnnowm.:m.m to mﬁmnrwvm reasoning
sncorrectly, and not acting :mmﬁomoaocm?.: mﬁim&f for ﬁor?ﬂmv post-
conventional, self-chosen principles are by definition erther social contrac-
tartan or umversalizable Kanunan moral commands. The Eow_mE 15 that
one could conceivably develop and freely accept other types .om moral
values that, for example, cannot be umversalized. mﬁcrﬂun_‘m, like ﬁmmm
would contend that a person of this sort 15 not acting m.:mo:cavcmmx .
(i.e., w line with Kohlberg and WAM::,M Ennm_ vieWS), m.:a he Encwn_ add
that the person’s thinking is regressive (as in .ﬂ:m often observed phenomie-
non among college students of Stage 2 morality momWoE_um m_ﬂ..mn 4).

This whole line of thinking rests upon the mustaken view, pervasive in
moral philosophy, that reason can mmoﬁan mzm.m. and ﬁmwmﬁ the ends 1t
chooses are altruistic ones. The fundamental difficulty .g..;ﬂr the Honu_
philosophy of both Kant and Rousseau and the moral wmmn:nmom% of wammm
and Kohlberg 1s the assumption that all people who reason correctly
will come to the same moral truth. This leads to a misbegotten view of
autonomy that tries, ansuccesstully, to umite free thought with a preot-

' Plate recogrized this problem and conctuded that the Eio%v:ﬁ%rc can mmanqmqu:ﬁﬁwm
Good must also be a king who can impiement and entorce 1. Hobbes came 1o Bm_..mﬁm._p u
the same tssue, mvestmg the sovereign with the power to decide moral ﬁ.cnm:%:w :m.sm .“. _qm
Rousscau invents @ divinely mspired ..mom_mw.:on._ fand a rutor, on the i W_E::mm annm_
modeled atter Plaros philosopher-king, to direct society so that the M:: of & “.w.”\.ﬂw es
with the general will, For Rousseau, as tor Plato, the difficulty lies 1 ﬁnq%_:_m.r h » 0
fact, 15 qualificd to be the lawgiver. .Io_uvnm provided the only consistent answer
question ver devised: mught makes right.
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damed end. Onc cannot have both autonomy and moral absolunism: either
one m:.oém people to think m:nomo_docm?,_m which case one nmm.:om be
sure of the conclusions they will reach, or one demands that everyone
accept the same moral view, 1 which case one must stifle all free ﬂronmrﬂ
Rousscau, Kant, Piaget, and Kohlberg fail i thewr moral theonzing Wm..
cause they try to mamtain the contradictory values of individual autonomy
and moral absolutism. This is, indeed, one of the central conflicts of liberal
moral and political philosophy.

. The second problem with Kohlberg’s theory s the confounding of two
distinct phenomena: post-conventional morality as ability to form abstract
nommmwﬂmm_wwmnuomm and as self-chosen morality. One can see this confusion
quite clearly by examning the evolution of his ideas. In 1963 he saw the
hughest fevel o,m moral development as involving the ability to generalize the
norms of one's society (Kohlberg, 1963). This is a <nm< Piagetian view
which mmmam:m:_«_ views moral maturtty as the application of formal o mEH
tronal thinking to moral reasoning. By 1969, the definitton of MOm?
conventronal morality had shifted to denote the “effort to define moral
values which have validity and application apart from the authonity of ”mn
groups or persons holding these principies and apart from the individual’s
own ama,zmnmwo: with these groups” (Kohlberg and Kramer Gmmﬂ
101). E this latter view, the essence of post-conventtonal Bomm:mf is ﬁwmﬁmm
1 m&.m.n:ommsw logical, and not derivable from one’s specific culture. Note
the difference berween this approach and the earlier claim that :.53_.52:-
rty entails the ability to abstract a “formal system” from “a set om,mm,.nnn_,
upon assumpnons” (1963, pp. 29-30). These agreed-upon assumptions are
rooted in the culture, not spontaneously generated or culture-free

An example will make this cntaism more clear. Thomas .bbEm.mm was a
very bright fellow, surely capable of formal operational thinking Imnw he
atempted a systernized Christian ethics, the project would m.w.n? have
entailed an atcempt to bring together the various moral laws of Christian-
ity mto a conststent sct of values, perhaps derived from a few assumptions
(¢.g., about the nature of God). This would have been post-conventional :,g
the cognitive sense, 1n that it would have applied abstract thinkmg to
moral phenomena. Yet Aquinas’s ethics would surely have been conven-
tional in the sense that he would not have m:mmﬂozmm the pillars of Chrs-
tian faith as to what constitute morally correct and incorrect courses of
action. mwd:ml? if a member of the Gestapo had taken Hitler’s premises
about purifying the human race and developed a conststent moral system
trom mrnmn principles, can one say that he displayed the same level of
moral judgment as the member of the underground who rejected entirely
the current “agreed-upon assumptions”? v

This leads to the third problem, the confounding of cogmitive processes
with content, resulung in a view of moral development with a significant
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value bias. Kohlberg finds hedonism morally repulsive and consequently
relegates 1t to Stage 2 morality, even though 1t frequently appears in late
adolescence or early adulthood (see, €.8., Kohlberg and Kramer, 1969). As
noted above, Kohlberg sides with the type of morality developed by Kang,
with 1ts rationalistic and individualistic bent, Stage 6 morality proclaims
the rights of human bengs as “individual persons” {p. 101), and Stage §
involves a legalistic, social-contract orientation predicated on notions of
mdividual nghts. To say that one aspect of moral development nvolves
the ability to develop coherent principies instead of ad hoc rules is entrely
different than to argue for the psychological supertonty of a particular
moral view. One can think abstractly as a libertarian or reactionary Just as
one can as a liberal individualist.

Fourthly, this importation of content into the domain of process renders
Kohlberg's theory cuiture-bound. That preindustrial, non-Western people
tend not to reach Stages 5. and 6 is not surprising given thar they are not
indocerinated from bireh with social contract notions and proclamations of
individual liberty, as are Americans. Kohlberg, like Piaget, tends to under-
estimate the extent to which both cognitive and moral schemas are cultur-
ally constituted. .

A fifth problem 1s that the theory 13 sex-biased in favor of males (see
Gilligan, 1982). Not only did Kohlberg generalize stages he discovered in
studying a sample of males, but the type of morality he views as the
pmnacle of moral development 15 one historically practiced primarily by
male philosophers. More concretely, he explains the fact that women, in
contrast to men, are more likely to remain at Stage 3 than at Stage 4 by
“personal concordance morality 15 a functional morality for

3

noting that
housewives and mothers; it 15 not for businessmen and professionals

(1969, p. 108). 1 have difficulty seemg how a woman who cares for her
family 1s less morally mature than a businessman who replaces workers
with machines. Coles (1981) and others have criticized this model of moral
autonomy for emphasizing the cogmuve side of moral reasoming, which
establishes men like Kant as moral glants, without regard to their actions.

This suggests a final objection, which many have raised, and which
applies to both Kohlberg and Piager, that nomn:z\m-anﬁmowﬂm:m& ap-
proaches to moral development do not account for moral behavior. A
person may have lofty wdeals while nevertheless treating people like dirt;
the 1deals may serve as a magical amulet that protects the person from
recognizing his actual baseness.

Aside trom psychoanalync and nomsnim-aﬁiowﬁnam& theores, the
other major approach to moral development 1s social learming theory.
(For a more complete account of competing views of moral development,
see Lickona, 1976; Hoffman, 1980.} Social learming theorists argue that
morality, defined as prosocial or altruistic behaviors (Mischel and Mis-
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chel, 1976), 1s learned like any other kind of behavior, through cogni-
tively mediared conditioning and socially mediated wmmam_:m parucularly
modeling. The production of moral or prosocial behavior mmnm:&m both
upon the (cognitive) competence and the mducement to do so (Mischel
and Mischel, 1976; Bandura, 1977a). The competence involved 1 proso-
cial acts 1s primarily developed through watching other people perform
them, and the incentive to perform them oneself comes from an assess-
ment of response contingencies (i.e., one learns from both trial and error
and vicarious conditioning that one will be pumshed or rewarded for
certain acts). In addinon, people learn to regulate theirr own behavior
through self-resnforcement, by pumishing failures to achieve standards
and wmé,m_.nm:m ability to delay gratification,

. Social learming theorists, notably Mischel (Mischel and Mischel, 1976)
have taken issue with both psychoanalytic and cognitive accounts n“m Eoﬁm
development. Agamst psychoanalysis, Mischel argues thart the superego 1s
not a unified structure, and that studies have demonstrated only modest
correlations {around .3) between mdexes of moral judgment, .?809:
behavior, and guilt. Against Kohlberg, Mischel emphasizes the umportance
of social learming in the development of specific moral beliefs.

The social learning approach has considerable merit 1n explaining the
roots. of some prosocial actions 1 terms of cogmtvely and soctally medi-
ated learning. One can readily sce how a child who 1s vcm_mvmn_ for .mm:zmm
may come to see fighting as a maladapuve response. Further, Mischel’s
criticisms of psychoanalytic and cogmitive-developmental %noommm are in
some respects well taken. Psychodynamic psychologists too frequently
mmmmw of “the superego” as if 1t were a single, coherent agency _m:oz.mw
the impact of specific situations n evoking particular mﬁm:@mam.w%ozvﬁm
1s indeed guilty of failing to examme the extent to which his higher levels
of moral development simply represent the modeling of culturally con-
structed moral systems.

?mmnwn.m.m critique, however, also rests in part upon msunderstanding
That mﬂ&_nm have demonstrated cross-situational inconsistencies in m;dmo..
cial behavior is not problematic for psychoanalysis, which sees most be-
haviors as compromises between wishes and internal standards. One
would expect, therefore, that situations that permic greater rewards for
impuisive behavior will show a lower inaidence of behavior m accord with
superego standards. Psychoanalysis 1s predicated on the notton of psychic
conflict, and nothing 1n the theory implies that people will always obey
mternalized standards. ‘ .

?mmmrm_ equally musunderstands Kohlberg by equating moral develop-
ment with the strengthening of “prosocial behaviors” and then showin
mwamm.m:nw behaviors are not linearly related to Kohiberg's stages. Ro:m
berg’s morai siruations are precisely those in which the person must choose
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between two “prosocial behaviors,” such as obeying the taw versus saving
one's wife's life. Kohlberg 1s thus wnterested 1n moral dilemmas and their
resolution, not in the rate of altruisnc responding. One mught, in tact,
expect the highest production of prosocial behaviors 1n many cultures and
situations among people with conventional moral reasonmg, who are in-
terested 1n others’ opmions of them and in the welfare of members of thewr
particular group.

In situations of conflict the problems with the shallow focus on moral
behaviors inherited from behaviorism become most apparent because at
such points the whole queston 1s which behavior 1s moral. Is a helpful
Nazi, who “pitches in” and volunteers his time to the cause of the Final
Solution behaving prosocially? Is the person who refuses to drop napalm
on Southeast Asian peasants despite draft laws behaving anusocially?
These kinds of questions are the stuff of moral angst, and they are entirely
outside the scope of social learning theory.'

The social learming approach to moral development 1s problematic in
other respects as well. While one can easily see how a child comes to the
concluston that untamed aggression will ulumately have unpleasant conse-
quences for him, what tlus approach fails to explain s why such judg-
ments are deemed moral, as opposed to practical. Why, for example, does
the child come to see stealing as morally wrong, even when he can get
away with 1t? Bandura would certainly be correct in arguing that the child
may actually cheat despite the moral belief, but this does not explam why
the child would feel guilty n doing so. If people respond to moral dilem-
mas m the situation-specific way social learning theory suggests, they
should be able to discriminate situafions in which they would do well ro
behave altruistically and experience guile (understood by Mischel and Ban-
dura as anticipation of bad consequences} as those in which they are likely

! They arc aiso cnorely sgnored m psychological constructs such as “socat skills, social

adjustment,” and “social competence.” Mischel, for example, contends that intelligence 15
highly correfated with honesty and socizl and interpersonal adiustment {Mischel and Mis-
chel, 1976, pp. 86-7). It 15 difficult to sce how anyonc who has been afliaied with a

aniversity as long as he has could hold such a beliet; acadenua 15 riddied with brilliast

people who withdrew o their intellects because they coutd not deal with people, were
scapegoats as children, are socal isolates, are rremendously competinve, arc nusanthropes,
or some delighttul combinanon of these, In sum, onc can be meellectually compesent, as
many people with borderline disorders are, ver be unable to mantan wari, fasting, and
saustying relanonships with people. Farther, to posit an abstract noton ot “socal skills™ or
“sogial competence” withous considering the ends ro which these alleged skills or compe-
tencics are used makes Hitle sense. Hitler was cremendously adept at convineing people @
tollow him, and many “socially competent” people joned him. Millions ot well-adjusted,
milk-drinking American imen are, at any glven moment, ready to go 1o a toreign country
{preterably an underdeveloped onel and kill “enemues” about swhom they have not
bothered to tearn anything. Is this social competence? Erch Fromm perceptively raised
these issues trom a vmana_om_nm_ perspective decades ago {Fromm, 1955}, questoning the
relanion berween social adjustment and samity a1 an “insane” society.
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to be caught. This is not, of course, how real people act or feel, though
cerramnly the threat of pumshment increases prosocial wnvmfonw ,ﬂw_mm.mm
because 1t activates a second cogmuve-evaluanive msmatch, aside from
that relatng to moral standards or ideals, which mmvolves fear for one’
well-beng, m

The question the social learning account cannot address 1s why the child
comes to view intcrnalized moral standards as his own, as opposed to
lmpositions to be avoided when possible. The function of modeling is to
facilitate learning in the absence of direct reinforcement. In the case of
EOE._ learning, however, modeling often runs directly counter to one’s
conditioning, as when 2a child models the virtues of sharing and finds
himself with one tenth of a piece of cake. According to Bandura, modeling
oceurs most m situations m which the consequences of various mnzomm are
ambiguous (1977a, p. 90). This 1s rarely the case in moral learming, since
En.z.& values are frequently self-abnegatory. The question, then, is EME the
child accepts as not only a prudent maxim, but as a Eo_mmu ﬁwnr various
standards modeled from aduits, many of which run counter to expericnce
If moral beliefs are expectations about response contingencies then mwm
same human beings Mischel characterizes as infinitely flexible in discrimi-
nating situationally appropriate responses are remarkably pOOT as5essors
of probable outcomes. _

Another problem with the social learming approach to moral develop-
ment relates to the notion of self-reinforcement. One can readily see woémm
person could learn to reinforce herself so as to maximize ~omw-ﬂmm3 self-
mterest. What cannot be explamned from a social learmng perspective 1s
how a person could learn to resist temptation for the benefit of someone
else. Delay of gratification and impulse control are not inherently moral
They may be used to further altruistic or egoistic ends (through memawwm“
tion of long-term self-interest). As argued in Chapter 3, despite centuries of
philosophical denial, nothing guarantees that altrusstic morality and long-
term self-iterest coincide. ’ "

EGO DEVELOPMENT: CURRENT APPROACHES

A third approach relevant to an examination of personality development is
one with 1ts roots 1n psychoanalytic ego psychology, namely the study of
cgo development. Rapaport (1959) disunguished several historical periods
in the development of Freud’s thinking regarding the ego, from his earliest
ﬂné.om the ego as consciousness or “self” to hus final umﬂ:manmﬁ w1 the
Ontline of Psychoanalysis (1939), m which he conceves of the ego as a
structure ....om@omwmmw_m for perception, action, judgment, reality-testing, de-
fense, and related functions. Freud's lifelong emphasis on the 1d mm_w n-
stnctual life led him to focus on the ego’s defensive funcrion. Heinz Hart-
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mann naugurated a new way of thinking about the ego in 1937 with hus
lectures on the ego, iater published as Ego Psychology and:the Problen of
Adaptation (1939), m which he explored the function of the ego as an
organ of adaptation fo reality. (For a history of the evotunon of the
concepts of ego and €go development, see Blanck and Blanck, 1974; Loe-
vinger, 1976a.) .

Perhaps the clearest and most definitive statement of the psychoanalytic
perspective on €go development s Hartmann, Kris, and Locwenstein’s
classic paper, “Comments on tine Formation of Psychic Stracture” {1946).
Hartmann and his colleagues argug, in contrast to Freud's most frequent
position that the cgo develops out of the id, that cgo and id develop out of
undifferentiated matrix. The importance of this theoretical shift 1s that it
establishes the presence from birth of strictly cognitive, reality-oriented ¢go
funcrions. Freud, 1 contrast, viewed the ego (including its cogmave func-
tions) as a precipitate of the trustranion of drives. According to Hartmann,
Kris, and Loewenssein, the psyche s onginally undifferentiated in another
sense: the mfant lacks coherent representations of self and objects, so that
self and other are not yet distinguished. This 1s an aspect of psychoanalytic
ego psychology with which intancy rescarchers of most theoretical pet-
spectives would agree {sec Atnsworth, 1969). M

According to Hartmann and his colleagues, psychic differentiation and
development occurs for both cognitive-maturational and dynasmc reasons.
For example, before a child can tolerate absence of his primary caretaker,
he must learn to modulate his need for immediate indulgence. Once he has
matured cogmitively to the pomnt at which he can form a: psychic represen-
tation of his mother and her love, he becomes even more vulnerable to
anxiety because he can now {ear loss ot her or ol her affection.

Like most currently pracncing psychodynamic climicians, Hartmann and
his colleagues believe that the development of the ego “proceeds along
with that of the child’s object relations” (p. 23). With ego development
comes an ability to form a constant representation of a love object despite
the child’s need-state. The development of object relations proceeds from
an undifferentiated primary narcissisi, to the use of others to sagisty
drives and impulses, to the ability 1o love others in themselves and the

internalization of the superego. .

Erikson (1963, 1968) has proposed a theory of ego development {actu-
ally, psychosocial deveiopment} that tres to bridge Freud’s more biological
or Organismic approach with an understanding of the role of culture and
lustorical forces. He argues that people go through a scries of “crises,” by
which he means twrmng points in psychological development 1 which the
evolving psyche faces both danger and opportunity for growth. The frst
stage 15 “basic trust vs. mustrust,” n which the task for the fant is to

develop a sense of humself and his social world as safe and consistent

149



A THeoRY OF PERSONALITY

through time. In “auronomy vs. shame and doubt,” the child needs to
m.nnn?.r:dmm_m as a separate source of will and action. Problematic passage
through this stage results m chronic shame, mability to tolerate m%uﬁ;,%-
ness, or a taulty sense of self and will. The third mﬂ.mmn “initiative <ommmm
guilt,” establishes the superego through identification. mm “industry versus
5?2020?: the child comes to learn the ways of her culture and to de-
velop competence n culturally prescribed areas, hut the danger is a perva-
sive sense of mcompetence and inferiority. i
. Adolescence (or w:nnmmwoﬁﬂ 15 the age of “identity versus identity con-
fuston,” 1n which the person must develop or mnnnww an identity which s
objectively recogmzed (by his soaial group) and subjectively nxmum.ﬂn:nma as
authentic u:m« worthwhile. One of the many virtues of Erikson’s theory 1
that 1t provides insight mto psychic functioning and development after
puberty. The task of the next stage, “intumacy vs. 1isolation,” 1s to learn to
love and become mumate with a person who is nzmummn:mna as separate
and worthy of commitment. In “generativity versus stagnatton” the Wmmw 15
0 teel productive and concerned for the next generanon. The final stage 15
'integrity versus desparr,” 1n which the person either accepts that he has
lived his one life and lived it well or feels a protound sense of despair and
M“mﬂmw,swmmm“mwwﬁ%rmm %o%ww_mumwzwmws gowm not view these stages as
) , 1M e: ge the person experiences a ratio of the
opportunity to the danger (c.g., trust to nustrust), which influences passage
through the next stage. P
Ourside of clinical pracuce, the mam approach to ego development 15
that nm Jane ro.ms_ummn and her colleagues {1966, 1976a). For néowgmnmamm
Loevinger has been developing a method, based on analysis of answers to
a sentence-completion rask, for empinically examinmg ego development
Her Ennw 1s a pleasure to read because it is wnformed by a critical mmnm
theoretically momrumcnuﬁ& mind as well as by a body of <m1mmEm data
{For reviews of her theory and research, sce Imcmmﬂ 1976; Noam HAO.EH
berg, and Snarey, 1983). u ,
. ro.nE:mnn poses ego development as a “master trait,” second only to
_:ﬁnm.rmnsno In accounting for human vanability on a varety of fasks
(1966, p. 205). Ego development, tor Loevinger, includes :.:mE.mn control
character development, nterpersonal relations, and conscious preoccu mu
tons {as éw: as, she claims at one powmnt, “cognitive mode,” 1976) m.mﬂ
theory 15 related to Kohlberg’s theory of moral am.\_owow_dm:m both no.:nm -
tually and empirically: like Kohlberg, she posits development from mnmnom-
formust to conformust to postconformist stages, and her measure of ego
development correlates highly with Kohiberg's measure of moral am.,_&om -
ment (sec Noam, Kohlberg, and Snarey, 1983). P
Loevinger (1976a) views the ego as a process, not a thing and she
concetves of her stages as representing both a developmental mmpwgna and
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a character typology. The first stage she calls “presocial,” during which
the mamn task 15 to separatc self from nonself. During the second, or
“impulsive” stage, the child 1s preoccupied with his own wishes and im-
pulses, and others are “seen and valued in terms of what they can give
him” (1976, p- 16). The third stage 15 the “self-protective” stage, in which
the child or the adult whose development has been arrested at this level
has developed some capacity to control his or her impulses through antict-
pation of short-term rewards and punishments. The person remains essen-
tially hedomistic, though Loevinger adds a sense ot guardedness and vul-
nerability and a tendency to externalize blame. ”

In the “conformist” stage, the child 1dentifies with powerful parental
figures, and moral values are partally «nternalized. The conformist is co-
operative, secks approval, and identifies with a group; she or he 15 not
attuned to internal psychological states or motivations. The next stage
Loevinger calls «conscientious,” in which internalization of rules has pro-
ceeded “to include self-admimstration of sanctions, self-cvaluations, and

self-selection of the rules 10 be followed” (1976b, p. 290). Introspection
increases, and the person becomes awarc of discrepancies between per-
ceived self and moral standards. This stage recewved its name for two
reasons. First, the person at this stage has developed an aduit conscience.
Secondly, though Locvinger is not entirely explict about 1t, her prototype

for this stage 1s the conscientious objector (see 19763, p. 21). According to
' societies 15 sOMe-

Locvinger, the modal or typical personality in Wester
where between the conformust and conscientious stages, at a rransitional
level she calls “self-aware” {p- 19).

The next stage 18 the «autonomous” stage, although it 18 preceded by
another transitional period, the «individualisuic level.”? At this level the
person cherishes individuality and comes to appreciate internal conflicts,
though the recogmuon and parual transcendence of conflicts 15 not more
developed until the autonomous stage. In that stage the person recognizes
and values the autonomy of both seif and others. Unlike the wndividualistic
person, the autonomous individual recognizes the limuts of personal auton-
omy. The final stage, about which Loevinger says relatvely little, 15 called
“integrated,” which she compares to Maslow’s sclf-actualized person. Un-
like the autonomous persorn, according to Loevinger, the integrated person
has consolidated a sense of dentuty {p. 26). m

While Loevinger’s model offers, 1n broadest strokes, a useful way of
conceptualizing ego development, 11 IS particulars itiis problematic 111 &
number of respects. First, like Kohlberg's theory, while the model purports
to be structural, in actuality 1t confuses content and structure. By and large
a person who 1s fiberal-to-leftist 10 an individualistic soctery will score
higher than someonc who is not, and given that liberal political values or
individualistic atntudes are as much a product of socialization as ego

151



A THEORY OF PERSONALITY

deveiopment, this poses a serious problem. For example, a person who
completes a sentence completion 1em, “Education - . .” with “should be
available to all” will be scored as conscientious, whereas one who answers,
“is good tor gettmg a job” will be classified as self-protectuive (Loevinger,
Wessler, and Redmore, 1970). While this may indeed represent an ego-
psychological difference, 1t may also simply reflect differenuial class, cul-
rural, or historical circumstances. In hard economic times people are more
likely to focus upon education’s utilitarian value, and surely not everyone
m a preliterate society or a working class neighborhood 1s developmentally
ssunted at a stage before conscaience.

This confusion of content and structure leads to a second problem, the
inference of ego-psychological ditferences trom cultural differences. People
at the conformist stage value niceness, helptuiness, and cooperation,
whereas those at the self-protective stage are competitve and self-interested
(1976, p. 18). New Yorkers are thercfore by and large less developed than
Georgians or rural Mexicans. In reality, people can mternalize individual-
ism Just as they can mternalize communalism. in both cases the psychologi-
cal processes are similar, though the content 18 different.

Thirdly, because the measure focuses so heavily on conscious verbal
responses, it does not discimmate intelligent, liberal people with severe
ego detects from those who actually are quite integrated and ego-psycho-
logically mature. Many, if not most, people with borderline personality
disorders are very ntelligent and many hold lett-wing political beliefs; yet
trom an ego-psychological perspective, they are unahie to modulate their
emotions, have tremendous difficulty i regulating self-esteem, trequently
biur self and other, and are often unable to mamgain a coherent sense of
sclf or identity. Such people are frequently attracted to extremist ideology
because 1t splits the world into unambiguous categories ot good and bad,
mamtams a sense of coherent goals and values, and pernuts expression of
rage. It also fits m wich their understanding of the world as cruel and
malevolent while simultaneously fulfilling longings for a merger with
others and for the end of real societal struggles that become projective
screens for tremendous psychic bartles. This 1s nog, of course, to imply that

41l or most radicais are mouvated by ego defects, or that armed or un-
armed struggle 15 not trequently a reasonable response to state terrorsm of
the nght or the lefe. Nevertheless, many severely disturbed peopie hold
seemingly humanistic, egalitarian, or otherwise “calightened” values that
compensate for murderous rage or reflect the desperate need for unambig-
uous ideology upon which to rest identty, and these people would often
score high on Loevinger’s scale.

In general, Loevinger’s model suffers from a lack of clinical grounding. |
am not simply saying this as a snotty climaian who would like ro claim
that no one without clinical experience can understand personality. Unfor-
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tunately, 1 do not have enough clinical experience myself to M:mrm mcsw: m.
self-serving, condescending claim mnamo:mf useful. w&rmr am mw %mﬁ
arguing that Loevinger’s model relies upon a number of stercotype bt
clinical observation simply will not permit. For example, tO VIEW now.m
dation of a sense of identity as an mnn.oamrmram:ﬂ of ithe final :Mﬁn..
grated” stage reached by only a few belies the experience om. many of us
who may not have reached such a stage but nonetheless n.ﬂnwzx experience
and are .nmnom:ﬁna by others to have a stable 1denuity. m:ﬁumn? to MMWMM
that people at low jevels of ego améwo?mmwm do not nxﬁﬂwn:nn .mmwamm:-
depression {p- 20) 15 clearly wrong. Loevinger’s prototype 0 mmvﬁ M.éo w
rity appears to be the well .msaﬁnm mmc:u yet many suc mom ‘ ; who are
well aware of many of their more primitive conflicts, are much less @

remn in sadistic impulses and commit themselves © other Mmom:n than some
pective awareness who are nevertheless steady

people without much ntros

as an OX. . ‘ | , .
Finally, Loevinger’s model and measure 15 0O hghly correlated with

intellectual competence be useful as a measurc of ego awﬁwovﬂanw
Loevinger’s model 1S ughly correlated with 1Q .mma <.n%mm wM.m%.Q M.mmn
Hausez, 1976). This is not stmply a vmoEmE of Emmﬂﬁﬁm:ﬂ vali :.W‘mw.ww,
discriminating one construct from another; Omﬁﬁvé m:a mﬁwﬁ :
The problem, as suggested earlier, 15 that many .G:me; mmomw mm.m mmmon
psychologically very primutive. One thus cannot _.:mz@ mﬁ <wm$ that, M»
example, a person with “low ego level will not mmmmmﬁnmﬁwﬂmnw Mm moao.w:m '
self from his ego 1deal” because “persons of low _m.ai mmmﬁuw%ooo not hav
that degree of conceptual complexity” (Loevinger, ww\‘\.mwm D. ma ). et
Recently Kegan (1982} has .ﬁnow@m.na another anm_ of ego deve o%W |
that relies heavily on Piaget, though his model é& not Wm elaborate WE_H_“
Kegan has proposed a stage sequence i the mco_zno:.om | Emmsammmﬂw g’
with considerable depth, though like other anm_m‘ﬁmﬁmnq on Ko nﬁmmm
theory, he confuses content with process, as when he presumes that mnom e
whose morality centers on the good of a larger group are Er_nnannm .Em Wa
level than those with a more vmnﬂn&mﬁmﬂn Woﬂwm (pp- HohT.m ). Znéﬂ:m 58,
his theory offers a number of interesting insights and is part of an G?Emw
new school of thought {see Selman, 1980; and the volume edited ﬂw Leean w
Noam, 1983) that is attempting to bring together cognitive-developmenta
1 clinical understanding. : ‘ .
m:%“ﬁmm\nﬂ% brief mnﬁmémom approaches to varous mmwnnm. of mnaonmm.ﬁ
development, 1t should be apparent that the concerns of meommznmm:mﬂ._s-
rerested in the development of narcissism and object retations, mora _Qnm
and ego processes are clearty related. Theories of ego development an

1 At other points he ymplics that the majority ot people 1 the ﬁdwE cannot be mnmate (P
1035Y, or thar they lack a sense ot self {p. 106}
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theories of the development of naraissism and object relations underscor
the same movement from an undifferenniated condition to pursuance M
mmnm-%mzm.mmnmo: to internalization and true concern for others nrmwo.
examined by ego psychologists and moral psychologists who posit r._mm
from preconformust to conformist stages. , postta
My aim in the remaming sections of this chapter 15 to offer an inte-
manﬁ theory of personality development that synthesizes the :ﬁ. o:um
insights o.m these approaches while avoiding their Avmﬁmmm_m. In mmmzncm_mn nmm
theory will attempr to sketch a portrait of ego and moral development ,Hw :
avords _.d&n,.nm:mmmma or ethnocentric ascription of content to _umS es a mmw
makes liberal use of contemporary rescarch on child development wo .Wmm
the theory closer to observable data than object relations theories E?nm
tend to posit unverifiable stages. In barest outline the theory proposes a
movement from a stage m which self and other are not mrm:oa%_omo -
cally &mﬁ:nﬁ to a period m which a rudimentary self-concept 15 mco?w
but others are important primarily insofar as they fulfil one’s needs; to m
stage 1m s;.:nv morals are mcreasingly internalized from significant n“mrmm
and the child comes ro accept as legitimate the moral beliefs she “m learn ;
Emmmun.w .om following them for expedience; to a stage beyond Eﬁnﬂz.&w Hﬂ.ﬁm
in which the person creates from her own experience values m:.nm %56:_
beliets that seem meaningful and valid. The presentation here will focus Mm:
the development of the ego ideal from a morality of self-interest 1 whict
the needs & others are secondary, to an internalized morality premised h
the subordmation of oneself to the ligher authority of m_m:.mmnmnﬂ onwmwM
to a syntheric or integrauve morality based on the H.nnomm:.._oz of tf t u
and power of both self and others. e

Internal Narcissism

For vears psychologsts have assumed, along with William James, that ti
nfant’s world ts a bloomin’, buzzin® confusion. Research on ,no g .
processes 1n _mwmnﬂm has come to modify that view (for a review, see mmuo:“._m
1979), suggestng that infants are capable of learmng quite m,:.? i lif ,
and that in the second half of the first year they are abie to *o,n:w mo:ww
mwwmvn, though relatively abstract concepts {e.g., Cohen and Strauss,
Zm<nnﬁmﬂwmmmmu the evidence 15 clear that during the first months of lif
reality 1s dimly perceived and relatively unorganized trom the perspect .
of the Emm:ﬂ. In part this reflects limitations in the perceptual mm_u mqmn” Emm
the baby: mfants would likely be unable to discriminate &mm%n:n £ e
and certanly facial expressions, n the first month or two solely fo e
ceptual reasons (Souther and Banks, 1979, cited m Sherrod MWMMM-
Equally significant 1s the lack of experience and maturation of mom:mm.:_m
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capacities necessary to develop schemas through which to process intorma-
gon. Psychologists since Piaget and Bartlett have tecogn zed the impor-
tance of schemas in both constructing and retrieving knowledge, and one
need only imagine a condition in winch one must construct all knowiedge
from scratch {with a lirtle help from mnnate perceptual mechanisms) Lo
grasp the extent 1O which infancy conforms to James's view. Further, 1
the earliest months a high percentage of the infant’s pme is spent 1 sleep,
which limits the capacity to process and organize nformation.
Somewhere between the third and sixth months, pradual changes be-
ound four months one begins to see differential
ntant smiles more at tamiliar than unfamiliar
faces, suggesting some capacity o store and retrieve nformaton about
socal snmuli. While the data are not entirely clear becalise of methodo-
logical problems, the weight of evidence suggess that infants cannot dis-
criminate their mothers from Strangers until the second guarter of the first
year {Olson, 1981). As early as the tourth or fifth month, infants appear to
| expectations, showing signs af distress it their
s of social behavior by suddenty becoming
disinterested {Trevarthen, 1977; Oster,

come perceptible. AL ar
social smiling, 1 which the i

possess rudimentary socia
mothers violate expected pattern
silent, expressionless, of seemuingly
1981). m

The first six months’ comprise a period 1 psychic development I will
call prunary mternal RArcissisi. This period shares certain fearures with
Freud's stages of AUtOEroLicism and primary narcissisim, though 1t assumes
an intant actively engaged with, and withm the limits of its cogmitive and

perceptual capacities, responsive 1o is environment {cf. Fast, 1981). Freud,

in contrast, assumed chat the infant begms life totally withdrawn from sts

environment and 1s as satisfied with hallucinatory wish-fulfillment as with
tus phase® of what will later be described as the
the mfant 15 Enwm:ﬂm-mmmw,:m, interested in
re by and large produced through biclogical
faiming momentary, pleasure, such as
lity the wnfant 15

satisfaction m reality. In €
stage of internal narcissisa,
quelling negative affects that a
homeostatic mechanisms, and main
the presence of a familiar face or smell. Though in rea
object-related from the start, 115 phenomenal world s inally, 1o use the
psychoanalytic teri, “gbjectless,” which means devoid of stable and re-

trievable object representations.”
A significant feature of prumar

y internal narcissism is the lack of differ-

s i am, of course, speaking only ot approximanons. The

! When I give chronclogical age
briously nfheenced by constitutional and eavirenmen-

exact age s which o stage ocours 15 0
ral tacrors.

* § use the tesm “phase” 1o reter to substages. .
\ : h : . .
' A perenmual problem 1n nmmn_._on_:mjﬁn theonzing 15 the contusson of abjecave and subjec-

trve peespectives i dealing with object relations, The intant mIernces with people trom 11s
first days and is thus obiccuvely object-related, though subjectively it caniot vet disanguish

self trom other or onc abject trom another.
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enti i ot hi
mmmﬂMMMM Mm Mm_M and other. On this aspect of infantile experience, re-
nd theorsts of many different ! \

. . persuasions agree (sce Ains-
wWor . _ Lo
o ﬂﬂwzwmmwv. The primary internally narassistic infant has no concept of
self, only a realm of experience, or what Rogers {1959 Id
‘phenomenal field.” Inf 1 Ity
o .” Infants appear to develop differentiated object-

or person-schemas' before they devel f
. evelop coherent self-
schemas {Harter, 1983). Tl Hbvious: "

. , . The reason 1s fairly obvious: mf 1
schema 3). T 15 k : mfants interact
mcmvwhmmnm:m people, and they find the interaction with some more plea-
. e or amm_nmmcnm%mm than others. They thus have both cogniuve and

ynamic reasons to learn to disungui
n : guish berween people. “Inte ”
dr : . raceion
ww self, contrast, Is constant, allowing the illusion that reality and
one’s experience are identical. .
moWw say mwﬂ: the nfant .Enwm differenniared concepts of self and other 15
ow:maomm_,.mw ys as many theorists have, that the infant confuses self mmm
miuw.: ﬁM <~nQ :wm_wm_«:ﬂwmn when a three-month-old sees its mother walk
inks 1o itself, “There goes a pie ” .

: ce of me.” That a five-m .
away 1t : : onth-old
o M%mewwmmwn_mn wmommmmnmnmmm:_w suggests the presence of primitive

5, however difficult to retrieve, R
ect s, . Rather than conf ]
and others, the infant a . g sl
ppears to lack stable and readil bl
trievable con-
cepts of a self and of others s iy do )
eparate from self. He simply d
cepts ind . elf. ply does not process
?ow: mﬂmo:_ MmEm these categories because he lacks the ability to wﬂMu back
mself cognitively in order to har | .
: ; \ see that he and other .
o . ‘ people are
M&nwmmami animate objects located 1n space and tume, not just .won%mm&:
ne- -
ww &Mmm_: images m fus flow of experience. (For a fascinating application
. erentiation notions to the development of gender dentity, see F
1978, 1979,) & mmr
Be i
e mﬂ“ﬁw woﬁmirmﬂn between six and ten months 1s the phase of secon-
tnal marcissism, which predomin level
. ates m normal devel
through twenty-four to f . 1 crertics of
orty-eight months. The definmg <l .
througt \ \ . g characteristics of
m:%wmiﬂ umﬂmmnuu‘m narcissism are the emergence of pnminve self-schemas
and ¢ M_“Mm 0 omxmam Mm mxmnm:mazmu mirrors, or tools of the self. Whereas
ary phase the infant lacks a concepti ; : .
: peion of self, in the second
phase of internal narcissism self-1 . d on
-images have emerged and devel
phase o : . , eveloped con-
fen mmm Mmcswﬁamu_ww%:m:%.Bmmmaw unrealisaic. In other words, subjec-

jective self have begun to conver 1b : ively, A
ove 4 : . ge, alberr only tentatively. As
:oﬁmmn mwnm Inhelder astutely note, “Freud ralked about narcissism but did

ufficiently stress the fact thac tlus was narcissism with a Narcissus”

! i WO pr & =
3 ~ o m 1 _n o
ﬁ— U W T t a ' 3
[ H aDiy mna SCnse 10 reier 1o these as person schemas™ instead of :OU_.nnm

representations” to avol
s Mcawm_ mﬁﬂm.ﬂmno:»:mmoz. Both psychoanalync and Plagenan psychologsts refer
o _mu:_:ﬁwn u .~: ifferent meanings. By “objcct” Piaget mntends any sumulus, anmar
el .“Ew _:mhz 15 u:%_.w_nnn ot thought. The psychoanalytic notion originally Mﬂn\::,.wm

q irct, and has gradually come to : mult

) 0 miean a represel

° ; itatson ol i
ndowed with human characteristics or one that s affecnvely :wﬁrnn"na » of @ sumulus
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(1969, p. 22). With secondary internal narcissism, narcissism has found its
Nareissus.

Lewis and Brooks-Gunn (1979} argue that the mfant’s first sense of self
is what they call an “existential self.” a recogmtion that she 15 a causal
disunct from others with separate actions and thoughts. During the

d third vears the child develops a “cacegorical self,” through
d to categorize herself as

agent
second an
which she learns to take herself as object an

possessing Certain mﬂ&@:ﬁmm. m

The emergence of rudimentary self-schemas 15 obviously difficuls to
study empirically becausc it occurs in preverbal mfants, though a sense of
agency appears to cmerge somewhere m the second half of the first vear.
The phenomenon of “social referencing,” in which a person gauges the
safery ot a possible action by observing someone else’s emotional reaction,
arises m the last quarter of the first year, SUEgEStINg Some degree of self-
other differentiation (Klinnert et al., 1983).

The use of sclf-referent nouns and pronouns provides one index of the

development of a sense of self during the ‘

second and third years, Self-referent
nouns are common n the speech of verbal two-year-olds (Brown, 1973). Use
of one’s own nam

¢ exclusively to refer to one’s own pICtUre as opposed to

those of others is not normatve until the end of the second year {Lewis and

Brooks, 1978). Interesungly, Bossert (1982} observed that the use of the

pronoun “mine” far outstrips use ot other self-reterent words in the speech of
two-year-olds. m

Because the ontogenests of self-schemas 15 difficult tofstudy empircaily,

ocused on visual self-recognition as an indicator ot the
niy speak to the

researchers have f
existence ot a self-concept. In reality, these researchers 0
devejopment of a body-self-concept, if not a visual-body-self-concept (as
opposed, for example, t0 a tactile-body-self-concept, which may emcrge
what earlier). Lewis and Brools-Gunn (1979) argue that visual self-
occurs in 15- to 18-month-olds and 15 solidified by 21 o 24
months, though as Bossert (1982} observes, and a perusal of thety data
suggest, the data support no such conclustons. In a methodologcally 1m-
peccable study, Bossert (1982) found that visual self-recogminion s actually
aot solidified until sometime m the third year.

The second phase of mternal narcissism 1s the first pont at which
ses between self and other because the mtfant had previously
been unaware of the presence of the other. The infant now accepts the
existence, but denies the legiumacy of the other and, particularly toward
the beginning of secondary internal narcissism, 1s unable to understand the
complicated goals, mMOLIVEs, and perspectives of significant others (sce
Bowlby, 1969; Selman, 1980). The child during this pertod 1s certainly
object-secking; however, she 15 still unable to view people as legiimate
cnnities with their own, aUTONOMOUS EXISLENCES. The defimng characteristic

some
recogmition

[enston arl
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of internal narcissism, both primary and secondary, 1s that the individual
percetves only her own needs as legitimate. In terms of the ego deal and
Hnamm development, internally narcissistic morality 15 a function of the
child’s own anmqmm‘. Morality, a content of the ego ideal, at this stage 1s
synonymous with the pursuit of pleasure. The infant ﬁmmnmEnm “the good”
as %ﬂmm ém:n:‘ 15 1n accordance with her own desires.
o] ohet The ranstion obyec,the schetype of which 1 he
‘ : > 1T ject, the archetype ot which 15 the
teddy bear, 1s an external object upon which the infant projects her own
mm_EmnmEﬁf it 1s the “intermediate area berween the subjective and rhat
Mm”mweww objectively percerved” {p. 3). Winmcott explams in Playmng and
It 1s not the object, of course, that 1s ransinonal. The object represents
the infant’s transition from a state of being merged with the mother 10 a
state of being m relation to the mother as something ourside and separarte
(Pp. 14-15) .
The realm of the transitional object is that of the secondary nternally
narcissistic ego, with 1ts maipient subjective awareness of mmnm.?:om from
caretakers. It 1s an early artempr at synthesizing subjecaivity and object:
after the two have become disjoint. , e
For the child {or the adult for whom aspects of ego development have
been arrested) at this stage, people take on many of the n:m_‘mnmn:m:nm of
rransitional objects: they function for the child as extensions of self, pro-
jections of self, mirrors of self, or tools for gratification. As early M_mwm_x
months the nfant will begin to engage 1ts caretakers in communication
centered around its activities. Escalona (1968) notes a shift at this point
ﬁém,na. more vigorous attempts to elicr and maintain socal responses
Srﬁ.w Enmnm.mmmu as well, an mapient differenuanon of self and omrmm ’
Piaget’s discussion of the development of symbolic play i early mrmnm,
hood in many ways parallels Winnicott’s discussion of transitional phe-
nomena. According to Plaget (Piaget, 1951; Piaget and Inhelder, 1969
pp. 57-63), the first form of play, “exercse play,” occurs a:wwnm ﬁrm
sensorimotor stage and involves reperition or P.@n.?mzo: of actions that
are m other contexts tunctional. The second form of play, “symbolic
play,” occurs nmﬁmﬂm_? between the ages of rwo and six, mmm it m.uwmnnanm
a type a.; play characterized by objective, socially transmitted rules
Symbolic play” lies somewhere between Piagetian assimilation and mn..
commodation: it represents a transitional form of acovicy which in some
sense mmwn:oé_nnmmmm the reality of the external world bur tailors this real-
MQ to the needs .oh the child. Symbolic play, like the transitional object,
HMMMM._MMM MM_MMMMMMM,NMMMQS phrase, 1n the “interstinial space” berween
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Piaget contends that around eighteen months, with the move trom sen-
sorimotor to preoperational thought (Piaget, 1970), a fundamental change
occurs 1n the relation between self and others:

.. there occurs a kind of Copernican revolution, or more simply, a kind
of general decentering process whereby the child eventually comes to
regard lumself as an object among others 1 a umverse that 1s made up of
permanent obgects. - .. (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969, p-13)
As can readily be seen from the description here of secondary internal
narcissism, this phase 1s as thoroughly cogmitive as affective or object
relational. Indeed, the processes that lead to and comprise psychic develop-
ment are so wntertwined that to separate the various aspects of develop-
ment 15 as implausible and artificial as it 1s necessary for understanding the
various functions and capacities of the mind. As Robert Hott remarks:
. we shouid not procced to develop one model for motivation, one o
explamn memoty, and another for each of the nwu&zom_m_ divisions of the
oid elementary texts, m the vamn expectation that the unity of observed
human functomng will somehow emerge trom the jaint, even “interac-
uve,” operanon of these several models. Nature may be orderly, butitis
not the creation of an obsessive-compulsive God who created thought one
day, motivation another, and saw to it that there were proper boundaries
berween all such categories, {1976, p. 188} m
In a somewhat different language, Pilaget expresscs the same thought:
There 15 no behavior pattern, however ntellectual, which does not -
volve affective tactors and motives; but, wnn_?o,ﬁn:wa there can be no
affective states without the mterventons of perceptions or comprehen-
stons which constitute their cogmitive structure, Behavior 1s theretore ot a
piece, even if the structures do not explamn the energenes and if, vice
versa, its energetics do not account for 15 mm.cnz:m% The two aspects,
affective and cognitive, arc at the same tune mseparable and wreducible.
(Piaget and inhelder, p. 158}

The phase of secondary mternal narcissism corresponds to Mahler’s
stage of “separanion-individuation” {see Mabhler, Pine, and Bergman,
1975), 1n which the child who 1s hatching from symbiosts with its mother
tries to walk a nghtrope between the development of autonomy on the onc
hand and the tear of aloneness, abandonment, and the regressive pull of
merger on the other. In the “practicing” phase of separation-individuaton,
which Mahler correlates roughly with the period from ten to eighteen
months, “the world 1s the junior roddler’s oyster:”

" the child scems intoxicated with his own faculues and with the
greatness of his own world. Nareissism 15 at its peak ... The chict charac-
teristic of this practicing period 1s the child’s great narcissistic mvestment
in his own functions, his own body, as well as Hmwm objeets and objec-
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tives of his expanding “reality.” Along with this, we sce a refattvely great
imperviousness to knocks and talls and other frustrations, such as a toy
‘ Gnm;m.mwuwvnm by another child. (P. 71} _
Psychoanalytic writers frequently attribute to the mfant a fantasied
sense of :oB:wooH:nm: (Freud, 1914; Winmeott, 1971). While the phe-
nomenon to which they are pointing 1s certamniy real, perhaps one would
ﬂo better to speak of the mtant’s magical sense of “potency.” One has
rw,mw.m reason to supposc that tnfants routinely 1gnore the myriad cases in
Ew_nr their potency fails, or thar all infants reason mumnn_.mm_.« the same 1n
this regard. One need only observe a healthy two-year-old, however, t0
understand what psychoanalysts have i mind. The confidence with Emﬁr
the two-year-old will march meo a neighbor’s house with abandon, liter-
ally run arcles around ts parents, or willfully make its position clear on a
wide range of matters can be truly astounding. The experience of a forru-
nate infant cerrainly promotes a magical sense of potency.' When she
n_ommm. her eyes, the world gets dark. When she cries, her caretakers come
to relieve her distress. The internally narcissisuc intant does not recognize
that berween her actions and parental ministrations 1s a parent with a will
and desires of her own. Emptrical evidence documents this magical pot-
ency in late infancy. Marvin (cited in Shanez, 1975) found that two- and
z:on-.«‘\nmﬂaomam, uniike children even a vear oider, tend ro insist that
ﬁ_mwomm: their own power they can make their mothers return. By age four,
mm:Ean might instead Rmﬁo:m that they cannot bring their mothers back
‘but herself can.” Developmentally, children tend to attribute agency to
themselves before attributing 1t to others (Watson and Fischer 1977;
Harter, 1983). , .\
Self-other differentiation 1s mcomplete m the secondary mternally nar-
CLssstic nEE. During the apogee of this phase children are only UnmiE:m
to sense that others have their own subjectivities or that the child himself
has a private world of expenience. Maccoby (1980) gives the example ot
the two-year-old who complatns that her milk is not cold enough. When
:.Q‘ mother protests that she just took the milk from the refrigerator, the
_:mm girl takes another sip and says, “See, 1t 1s warm!” (p. 262). Hma 18
similar to the three-year-old who covers her eves and says, “You can’t see

' The ntant who s tortunate enough te experience this illusory poteacy of “ommpotence”
develops what Ertkson (1963} has cafied a sensc of “basic rrust” or Lamng (1959} wwm
wermed “prumary ontological seeurity,” a sense that his needs will be mer through his o,.,,ﬁ
actions and those ot others. For the miant who is not so lortunate, MAtters arc quie
different. To preserve a sense of satety 1 an untrustworthy nmc__,on__mnuﬂ the _:EMM or
voung child may defensively distort his sense of tmpotence to a view of mo,Bm omumporent
controt, withdraw mro apathy and depression, develop an expectation that to m::.m_..n he
st riﬂ_n ncnﬁi:.mw he can and aveld contact with people, or micrnalize prumitively
HWMMmmM”oM,wﬂm_cn introjects” while simultancously idealizing them and pretending they
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me.” As these examples suggest, ego development 18 _Em:%mma with cog-
nitive development, though neither 15 reducibie to the othet.

Similarly, as Vygotsky ({1934} observes, 1t 15 NOL until mvﬂmm-m:n._-msrm:
or four that the child begins speaking for others instead of producing
egocentric monologues, and Piaget notes that egocentric language persists
through age six (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969). This gradual change to truly
social communication 18 both cognitive and object relational, representing
both the ability to understand the listener’s point of view n_zﬁ the concern
for the listener’s pomnt of view.

As early as fourteen to twenty months the child, in what Sander
(1975) refers to as the «self-assernion” stage of infant-mother mnteraction,
comes to develop goals independent of, and often In opposition to his
mother’s wishes. This 15 the ongin of moral conflict (ie., the conflict
between compenng interestsy, and the mternally :mnn_mﬂ_mcn moral view
resolves this conflict n favor of impulse. In other words, gratification 15
the summmum bonum, so that the child responds primarily to condinoning
or restraint. m

The child does not come [0 FECOBMIZE the existence of the private
thoughts and desires of cclf and others until the thirdlor fourth year.
Research by Flavell and his colieagues (cited Harter, 1983) documents
that children begin to realize around age three that they have a private
realm of thoughts that others cannot observe. Harter and Barnes {cited in
Harter, 1983) found that three- and four-year-old children have difficulty
differentiating their own emotions from those of their parents and that
they cannot separate the causes of their emotions from the causes ot their
parents’ emotions (€.8. “Daddy would be sad if he couldn’t stay up and
watch ‘Hulk’ on television”). By age three, children attribute intentions
and mouves to other people {Keasey, 1978), though whether they also
atribute these to 1nanimate objects 15 unclear (Gelman and Spelke,

1981).
The child’s gradual development of a sense of self, potency, and sepa-
rateness from others 1s probably best chronicled by Mahler, particularly n
her description of the period ol “rapprochement” whichjshe clasms gener-
ally occurs between ffreen and twenty-four months (Mahler, Pine, and
Bergman, 1975). Dunng this period the child manifests an incipient fear of
loss of love but retains much of s or her “anal” negativism (1975, pp-
76-7). According to Mahler and her colleagues, childrenduning this pertod
display two contradictory behavioral patterns: “. . _the ‘shadowing’ fin-
cessant watching and following] of mother and the darting away from her,
with the expectation of being chased and swept wnto her arms,” which
Mahler takes to indicate “heth his wish for reumon w ¢h the love object
and his fear of reengulfment by w” (p. 77).
The toddler 15 coming to differenuiate sclf from athers (p. 78}, and that
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every chi hi

nomvﬁmwﬁwvﬁw:_mw ovmwjﬁnm experienced stranger anxiety during this pe
. attests to the powerful psychi  the reali hat,
‘ : ychic impact of the realiz

not only can others exist ind i ey oo
\ xist independently of the child, b ‘

: ut that the
exert power over him as well. “The juni d : that
: : . e junior roddier graduall i
o i : gradually realizes that
mo:.wﬁ_u,wnognnﬁw Am.zm Wwwn:mmv are separate individuals with their own per

b erests” (p. The child for th ;
. . . e first tume recogn hat |
wishes are not identical with tl e as orcns
hes th those of his mother {p. 90). W
ously the child used the D P
\ mother as a haven or "I base”
0 he cf tome base™ for emotional
mqmmcm_mm, Fm_ mcipient awareness of her separate desires and existence
nds behavioral expression in hus © inual thiny
ne ; s “continual bringing of th
. : : . bringing of things to mother,
mﬁwwxmm.wﬁ lap *.é_m._ objects that he had found 1n his expanding world” :u.
. The mother at this stage 15 gradu ‘ .
‘ . ally changing for the chil
transictonal object to 1dealized | bject. i o
ed love object. The toddl
: . er often expects th
t . : the
om_,ﬂm« magically to read his thoughts and fulfill his wishes (p. m%v
Eooamumﬁm:mmﬁ_n oWM:M period are indecisiveness, ambivalence, and rapid
vings (pp. 95-6). Mahler describes ti ict
! . es the central conflict of th
which Erikson (1963) ! i , erets shao
1 has so aptl “ u
which Bk ptiy designated “autonomy versus shame
A ‘
/ wo“_w& 18 months our toddlers scemed quite eager to exercse their
api M growing autonomy to the hilt. Increasingly, they chose not to be
_.n_ﬁmanmma that at nmes they could not manage on their own. Conflicts
M:mzw that scemed to hinge upon the desire o be separate, grand, and
_:w:woﬂnn". on the one hand, and to have mother magically »c_m:‘nmﬁ:‘
M 1shes, E:ro:.n thetr having to recognize that help was actually coming
Maler _.cmw%n _GEmEP on the other. (Mahler, Pine, and Bergman, p. 93)
mcely eluaidates the affective sid e
. . ide of the cognitive ca
Mabl ‘ apacity to
PMQMM mnwm ﬂoﬂ a.om:nn. observing that children i the ﬁn:o% of rap
ent seck ndependence and auton -
: . omy as well as fear s
as evidenced in rapidly alte ity and 1o
. ‘ E alternating efforts to push the
: ther away and
cling to her. This suppest i hil rencing
. 5 s s, as well, the confiict tt ild i
cling to her. © s y the ct the child 1s experencin
sire for scparateness and | i
. > des i otency and the
) h id p 3 contimued sct of
omn_wﬂmm and behaviors generally described as “attachment.” Another side
UQEMM:EOM swing between undervaluation and devaluation of the self
: mnipotence and impotence, and i illati :
a similar oscillatio di
others. This 1s the a as i . of all-good
‘ ge Kernberg views as involvin i
b : g the splitting of all-
and all-bad self- and object-representations. P g of allgood

External Narcissism

The shi .
mnnﬁhu:_? from parents as transitional objects (or in Kohut's evocative
o «©@ 3 I :
' mBg:wa ) mn_mow“mnﬁ 1977} to objects with an independent existence
a and subtie and 1s evidence of tl .
‘ e emergence of the d
s gradu . second stage
processes in the development of personality and moral judgment E.w:mr
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will here be called external parcissismt.
emergence of exter
and five vears, and 15 g
adolescence. The first nvolves
the second involves the form of moral
rertwined. First, the
understanding the wishes a
to value the nterests of significan
good” changes from need-satisfaction to ¥
internalized from sign
child’s wishes and desires

narcissism the mortals and
ego ideal set-

hase her self-esteem on the capacty to achiev

standards.

ificant others. Whereas in mrernal narcissism the

! Two nterrelated events mark the
nal narcissism, which begins some nme beiween three
cnerally consolidated durng preadolescence Of
object relations and social cogmuon, and
judgment, though the two are
person not only becomes capable |of more fully

nd feelings of other people, but she or he comes
¢ others. Secondly, the meaning of “the

alues and standards of behavior

serve as the basis of his morality, i external
ideals of significant others begin to funcuon as
goals, an ideal self starts to emerge, and the individual must

e externally denved ideal

The first aspect of the emergence of external narcissism has been de-

scribed by psychoanalytic theorists variou
objects or total objects, object constancy {

sly as the development of whole
Kernberg, 1976)] libidinal object

constancy (Mahler, Pine, and Bergman, 1975}, and true gbject love. One

must be cautious i using terms such as these which have a

! gy “nparassism’ L mean tie belief in the value and power of the self, ¢

that narcissism gccurs or 1S sustamed through la
dentifcanon with powerful athers,
Just as easily have named tl
50 to emphasize contipaity Wi
My unwillingness to papoint
than trom two I1ssucs, ONe ¢mpl
1Ty ACrOSS individuals and cultures 15 5o great that
Secondly, the conceptualization of “srages’
and waning processes

than n cither a contmuity or 4 discontinuity mode
resented graphically by a straight|line from the ongn

than development bemng easily rep

with a slope of one, as1n 8 mode! of conunuous lineat development; r
long platcaus, as m 3 discontinuty model

sudden spurts of growth); this mo”:mmaniu:a: vIEws
processes best illustrated by overlapping curves, with} the slope ol an carty
g nogative as a new SIAge emerges. Transicions arc re

PrOETessions with steep slopes punctuzied by
{with stage transitions conceived as
stages as sets of
stage largely bein
overlap, where one s¢t ot processes 1
upambiguously pomnt to an age and corre
models of growth may be illustrated as folows:

Conunuity modcl Disconsinuty
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mewmﬂwm@wﬁm M_ans Smomm_m.ﬁmnm meanings. nwéromn objects” 15 a good
O centanons _o Mnm are ﬁvcm:% juxtaposed with part-objects, which
are representanions E_mo%ﬂmn aspects of a person. The problem 15 that
e e o e et o bross, il otbers e
represch . ad of breast, while others have
e uma MMWMmmw:mmmen mnmnwm_ and metaphorical, namely the ability to
. The former oc instead of loving it solely for its mmmm,mﬂmm?_:m
aspects. The former ﬁrwwhm quite early, certainly by eighteen months if not
muc BnmmE_m (hile o mmnnm‘w S:nmzm not to be solidified until five or six. A
e o ,.w@ ocwﬂnmm is the ability to store and retricve a
A an an % ject .nrmw is both frustrating and gratifymg.
e emergence of ex mm:m y RATCISSISLIC ProCesses occurs 1 the vn:om de-
e wm,,,&.:n mz.gnm:m.m : Mm._unommo:amgoa of self- and object-representations
Emﬁ.mm.m‘ ¢ structure mM M .orcﬂ as the stage in which a cohesive self has
emerged, The | mwm:m%ﬂc T m._u th development involves a gradual shift from
ot onhere Wil s chfrs novprmarly cogmiive,
in that it entails a change n <m._:m2.o: of ot e M_m i SN e
them, 1t 15 certainly connected with, and d e v
them, 1015 ¢ onne ,ar ependent upon cognitive develop-
men AMmMW%@MM%MMWMMMwﬁﬂ%ﬂw@%mvanmﬁ .om empathy, which Iom,
man (177 - y traced from primitve conditioning and
&mm.nmmm " MMMMMWAMM”SMB%@EW.mmmnﬁ:ﬁmm and cognitively Enn_mmm:n&
distres 7 g of others’ internal states in older children and
It al . ‘
i o o e e ehmg (e, 1930)capabiieshrouh
Higgns akun, elman, 1980} capabilities thro
Bmwwwm.u_mﬂ_mmw_moﬂmw Lo mmnwnmﬁmmﬂ others’ psychological experience. w_:mw
550 e by Sﬁ_mmm and exquisite programme of research, Selman
rooah foe mn:o%m < mom chart nrw development of perspective taking
e e e :.T e first 1s undifferentiated and egocentric perspective
examing nnnmmnnn_mm wmmwﬂmwwmm\m“mﬂwwﬁ w_mmm:m:nmnw y mmx. e ey e
exan : ctive: younger than three years of age.
uom,mmmm_ MMM M_qmmﬂpm%mmm:m:mm self from other physicaily but not ﬂmﬁvr\wm
ogeally an e M Hno mmmuwnmﬂm subjective teelings from objective reality.
The sccond stage 15 EE ﬁw m:vmmnzﬁm perspective taking,” in which the
hid o o_umngmvm:%a .Mdnmm e nonﬁnn@ncmmmwuﬂ_o:m of others, and attributes an
nmmnor obsery mnﬁw_ and unity to their thoughts and feelings. The child
not, a¢ :mn:.wﬂanunmwE:nn:wm, recognize ambivalence in others.
ive of u:o?mw vnnmomm n>nM Mmmn MMMWMN ﬁ_”m ME_% " o 8&8._6 et
e of r . ‘ vel, the young adolescent can ste
o mmWnowﬂu”MM MWMMM” mmwﬁumﬂﬂé and the perspective of concrete o_”rmww
e cspecvos. Fi mm ive, third-person approach that integrates muitpic
] s. Finally, in the fifth stage, the person is fully aware of the
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distinction between mnm-?.nmn:mmsom& appearance and psychic reality, 15
able to form complex object epreseniations, and has sorme awareness ot

logical functionimg, including the existence of uncon-

the depths of psychol
scrous motivational processes. (For an excellent summary of related re-

search on the development ot social cognifion, sec Shantz,|1975.)
The second aspect of the emergence of externally narcissistic processes

is that alongside a differentiation of self-schemas from \deal self-schemas 18
a change n the form of morality or sense of “the good.” [The criterion of
he standard of good and evil and s replaced

need-satisfaction nmnmmmmmmﬂ
E_ «internalized” standards. «Internalization” i another one ot those con-

seructs that should not be used without explicitly stating hat one means.

It is an omnibus term 1n mmwnrou:a«ma that does not draw certas very

ymportant distinctions. One such distinction, which has often been ignored

A ) . i ‘
because of the ambiguous place ot object relations concapts in the Freud-
Jan structural model, 15 betwee

n object representation u:n_w identification.
one concetves of cogninion as at ego function, then any mental representa-
tion or schema 18 “internalized into the ego.” Yet this 15 an alrogether

different phenomenon from the ingernalizanon process Ereud described 11
“Mourning and Melancholia” (1917) ¢hrough which a person malkes a lost

object part of humself (e.g., takes on many of 1ts mjmammwnzmsnmv and thus
incorporates the object “into the ego.” Freud himself failed to distmguish
the cognitions people torm of significant othets from the internalizalions
that in part constitute the ego and superego. i

One can distnguish several distinct phenomena ”rno_c h which aspects
of an object or ideal are «inrernalized.” The first1s object representarion,
or the formation of a person-schema, 1 which the wrm?&a& torms 2
cognitive representation of the obsect. The second is modeling {Bandura,
1977), in which the person dev |

clops the competence to 1mitate some as-
pect of the object’s behavior. T

he third 15 Eﬁnn:mmwm_ n of function, m
which behaviors or atntudes of the object or aspects iof the relationship
with the object are replaced by self-regulatory €go ?Lnﬂo;m, such as the
ability to restrain oneself from tempting but mu:mnﬂommm acts or the regula-

won of self-esteem {see Retch, 1960). In other words, the person develops
the capacity to carry out mtraps

ychically a tunction previously tulfilied by
the object. Anna Freud (ated 1n Maccoby, 1980) provides an excellent
example of this phenomenos:
A lirtle girl, just two years old, had always been pit
and there was a tamiliat bed-time routine. For the Grst nume, the mother
was away over aght, and the child was being put to bed by a baby-sitter.
The child had great difficulty gong to sieep, and evin though she was very
ured, kept her eyes open atter she was tucked in anl the siteer had up-toed
out of the room. Through the open door, the sttter hears the child say,
mother’'s voice: “Goodmpght my mnmﬁ_mmra {Pp. 14-15)

to bed by her mother,

nraring her
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m:o MH:M_Q .no:wb.n._nw internalization of function a subcategory of modeling
- - n 1 B B : ?
o_uowm“ww.mﬁ behavior” being modeled 15 intrapsychic, e, a mental
% fourth process 1s moral internalization, 1 which njunctions are es-
tablished as moral standards and values are learned and acce nn_m. Fifd
and often related, 1s the tormarion of 1deal self-schemas .Uo#.smuﬁom& _,, M
nonmoral. At the most primitive levels these may be m,anmmmna and mz-
mw:nm_ self-schemas or object representations {or what vmﬁrowzin sts num:
introjects”). Finally, the person may alter self-schemas or mmx,n,owna m”
accommodate representations of idealized objects or ideal self P
_The relanionship between these processes 1s complex and :m.m never bec
adequately elucidated. For example, partly m the service of affect w
partly for strictly cognitive reasons, people torm schemas of si smmnmmﬂa
others. The nature of social schemas and the cogmtive distortions _mmqo? d
in mm,numm information processing have been studied at length by moDnm_
cognition researchers (see, e.g., Nisbett and Ross, 1980). The nature of
representations of other people has aiso been a focus of object mnfsozm
theory n ﬁmwnrom‘:mwwma. ‘u: psychoanalytic metapsychology the Em.nm of
such representations is ambiguous. As noted earlier, .oEmnn representanons
rmﬁ.?m@:nsmz been viewed as “internalizations” i the ego or supere
.> nw:E can, however, form a schema of her father without Eﬂﬁ%m: e
her father or hus artributes as an ideal. Inadequacies 1n social E»Q.Bmw_mm
processing (e.g., in the formation of object representations) invariably af-
mn.mﬁ moral mternalizations: a child with a schema of a parent whic
distorted for cognitive or motivational reasons will necessarily form W,MH
lematic ego ideal internalizations when ntrojecting distorted images Mm th
parent as moral mternalizations. This 1s an area in which one Emmﬁ bear n
mind the warning of cognitive-developmental theorists from Piaget .
Muma mﬂ; Bom.& “internalizanions” always involve active nom::mm vﬁwwu
N ¥ - : i :
EM”MW Onwm__w_““wnwhm. and are never perfect representations of parental de-
..wrn phenomenon one may properiy call identification is actually a com-
posite of several om. these processes. First, the child must form a cogmav
representation of the object or the aspect of the object with fwrmnm he M
mamaz&::m. A sccond process involves the setning up of this object m
attribute as an ego ideal set-goal that establishes a standard to be mm_ﬁm_m nma
Thirdly, the child imitates the desired attribute or behavior, trying to .mr..
r:mmm_.m more like the object. Finally, he adjusts hus mm:.oomnm. t Ma $ Enm.mn
mn:'.mn:oamm to reflect the altered 1deal and behavior. .ﬂ:w will _Mnmﬂ_ y
m.nﬂmzo.:u:.f mvolve a defensive distortion of self-schemas to allow H,M
nw.:_m._”:o sense that she or he actually 15 like the parent by
dentification. pasent or object of
Disentangling these various processes also allows one to distinguish be-
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dentification. Bandura {1977) has argued that we

tween modeling and _
lit with the more

should jettison the concept of identification and replac

observable nonon of modeling or imitation. In contrast, psychoanalytic
psychologsts usually use the term © identification” to mnﬂﬂ tO any OCCasion
in which a person appropriates the thoughts, feclings, or behavior ot some-

K h L .
one cise, usually an authority fgure. As opposed to cither of these two
views, the present approach sug

gests a useful distncuon berween modeling
and 1dentification: modeling means cog

muvely mediated n_ﬁzmﬂos, whereas
\dentificarion refers to a process it which modeling of behaviors or attr-
butes 15 motivated by the establishment of the object c_n attributes as an
ideal, and 1n which the person expects to gain pleasure or reduce displeasure
by adjusting self-schemas accordingly. In other words, whereas modeling
nsually occurs m many sifuations asa way to produce appropriate responses
i the absence of direct reinforcement, wdentification Eﬁ_u?nm the alteration
of ideal self-images as well as self-images relevant to those ideals.

All 1dentification thus has a component of modeling, but all modeling
does not entail identification. The distincrion between the two is clearest
regarding the internalization of moral beliets. Modeling of self-abnegatory
rules would not occur without identification because direct conditioning
would overnde it. Such rules are, however, internalized|through wdentifica-
tory processes because acting or believing like the parent 1s iself rewarding
since 1t allows one to fulfill an ideal of becoming like the 1dealized objeet.
With identification, unlike nontdentificatory modeling,|the reward or “re-
nforcement” is in the process 1eself, not the potential to produce more
suitable behavior it the modeled domain. When the little boy imttates fus
father shaving, he does not do so because he knows that ten years jater he
will benefit from having practiced shaving as a child; he does so because
being like lus father 15 pleasurable.

This all raises the question of why the externally narcssistic child rden-
d comes to accept thewr moral views as legiti-
sms through which this can occur. In so
doing 1 will not hypothesize that every child identifies for precisely the
same combination of reasons to the same degree. It 1s time that the psycho-
dynamic understanding of development move away from nomotheuc ac-
counts of allegedly umversal phenomenology to a preater FeCOgNItion that
one must be extremely caugious in ascribing wmn:nm__un thoughts to “the
Oedipal age boy,” “the child,” or the like. For example, before domng
clinical work 1 suspected that the psychoanalytic notion of “penis envy”
was a flight of Freudian fancy, an dcological projection of culrurally
d learned beliefs about male superionty. In reading clinical
accounts of pems envy, i which anger at men Of jealousy of various
privileges granted to males m Western soclety werc i rerpreted as manifes-
tanions of pemis envy, 1 was convinced that clinical data were being too

tifies with parents at all an
mate. 1 will propose three mechant

constructed an
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readily umm::wmmﬂm mto theoretical constructs, which indeed, they often
are. ~ was theretore rather surprised when a female patient Eu the context
of discussing her revulsion for women and her sense of .m%:. muworummm
inferiority, described her early sense of her body as missing something. In
psychotherapy one does, in fact, come across mm:mm envy of this sort m:a
when one thinks about the conereteness of childhood cognition, it WW not
surpristng that a little girl who sees her brother getting mn?msﬂmm.wmw because
of huis sex may view the source of her musfortune as a missing pems. Yet we
have no reason to suppose that “the generic girl” —i.e., every girl—under-
goes preasely the same experiences and thought processes to develop a
view that women are inferior, that their infenority stems from a physical
detect, that mother was responsible for the child’s defectiveness, and there-
fore that father 1s to be loved. Many little girls bave not seen Eﬂin genirals
yet nevertheless develop conscience, and 1t 15 certanly o be expected that
of%omm girls who unconscrously view the vagina as a defect or a wound
{which many do), an cqual number are likely to blame the father for ir as
the mother, since the father, unlike the mother, appears to be ntact. The
pomt of this 1s not that we should abandon nomothetic accounts and .%on:m
exclusively on individual differences. Rather, we should be careful in cau-
sally ateributing phenomena such as conscience, which are nearly cszmmﬂm&
uma“ appear n people with vastly differing capaaties for nom‘%_mx symbol-
ization, to complicated and individually highly variable menzal processes
‘The first reason for identification, and probably the most :zmoﬁmﬁ.
relates to the mamtenance of self-esteem. When the child has Emﬁmnmm
cogmitively to the pomnt at which he must begin to relinquish the magical
sense of potency of mnfaney and to recogmze his inferiority with respect to
his parents, he can regain or mamntam a sense of hus own .nosﬁﬁ and value
by becoming like someone who appears all-powerful and all-valuable. He
thus begins to establish moral demands and 1deal self-images that Wmnm_mm
set-goals to which he must aspire. Adler emphasized the child’s sense of
_:mn.ﬂozﬁ with respect ro his parents, and Freud offered a hypothesis very
m_w:._mm to that proposed here several years before he came to believe in the
origin of the superego through resolution of the Oedipus complex. In his
essay on narcssism (1914) he argued that with the move away from
nareissism and the formanon of an ego ideal, the child trades his m.::moQ
EE:QF omunipotence for the worship of a new ideal. One need not sup-
pose that the mfant has a sense of ommpotence for this mechamsm mmuo
operate. Rather, the infant does appear to have a magical sense of potency
and with cognitive development, he forms goals or wished-for self-ima nm
that he now realizes are beyond his capacities. ’
.?E:v.nm (1952) has described the process through which the infant
relinquishes an hypothesized infantile ommpotence for what he nicely calls
“satellization,” i which the child 1s “relieved of the burden of justifying

168

Development of Personality

his adequacy on the basis ot actual performance abili
with seemingly omntpotent parents. In so downg he shar
cence much as “the retainers of a powertful potentate

ty” by identitying
s 10 their magnifi-
vould revel 1n the

glory of their liege” (pp. 57-8). Ausubel argues that satgllizauon proceeds
from 2 “devaluation crists,” m which the child begins|to realize that lus
parents are fulfilling his needs because they, as autonomous beings, want
to and that getting what one wanfs depends upon thelexecutive abilities
possessed by adults (Ausubel, 1958). Sarellization will not occur appropr-
ately if the child 15 rejected by the parents or valued only for achievements
in which the parents can bask {cf. Freud’s essay on fthose wrecked by
success” and the “exceptions,” 1916, and Jacobson's| elaboration of i,
1959).

One of the mmplications of Ausubel’s view 15 that the child gains en-
hanced self-esteem sumply by feeling like part of his parent or his parent’s
entourage, without even having to adjust his behavior. in other words, by
redefining his self-schemas to include a likeness or relasionship to a parent
or parents, the child atrams set-goals of being like these omnipotent, om-
niscient beings. This has unplications for cross-cuitural study of the self-
system and self-esteem as well, because mn cultures in which the individual
s not considered a separate umit apart from significant others, self-esteem
s less likely to depend as much upon factors such as individual compe-
tence, morality, etc., and more upon the status of relevant groups or
fulfillment of group ideals. This phenomenon 1s not limited to non-West-

ern societies and can be seen both in the behavior of children, who revel i
their parents’ successes because they identify with w_m:.mwmr and in the
expenience of people whose idennity prominently includes significant
others, so that, for example, a housewife may feel badjabout herself when
her husband must accept a low-status job or proves mrompetent at work.

Kohut (1971, 1977) has clegantly described the shift from intermal to
external narcisstsm cxanuned by Ausubel i terms of devaluation and
satellization in a way informed by clinical observation of adults with bor-
derline and narcissisuc pathology rooted in this developmental era. This 1s
the period of transition from a fragmented self to a cohesive self and the
emergence of a grandiose seif and an idealized parent 1mago.’ One could
argue that a grandiose self has roots m an infantile sense of potency burt 15
then defensively elaborated with the growing recognition of lack of power
and control. The child thus develops an image of himself as able to do
anything, to stand alone, to surmount all odds. The 1dealized parent imago
gradually emerges trom parental selfobjects (i.e., transitional objects that
serve as extensions of self) and later becomes ncorpo rated into whar | am

! The orthodox Kohutian will, T hope, torgive me sf 1 exrend Kohub's ideas somewhag, using
them as teansiional objects with which 1o play and mingle my own thoughts.
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calling here the ego wdeal. Grandiose self and idealized parent imago|es]
both become established as aspects of ideal self, and with development the
child both rones down these ommipotent fantasies and icarns to tolerate
greater discrepancies between 1deals and self1image.’

A second source of identification and 1dealization of parental figures s
the need for securiey. Both Ausubel and Masiow (1954) have pomted to
the need for security 1n the formation of idealized “omnipotent parent”
schemas. If the child 15 to mamtam basic truse ateer recognizing his relative
powerlessness, he must be able to put his faith 1n what one might call a
benevolent other in whose hands he must put his very existence. The
inability to maintain this trust in a benevolent other — whether because the
child’s affective life s consurutionally so mntense that others seem inca-
pable of keeping onc safe and satisfied, because those upon whom he relies
are so defective m some respect that 1dentification s problematic, or be-
cause of experiential or environmental factors such as chronic infantile and
childhood illness—can be psychologically devastating. This 1s observable 1n
the most extreme form in the experience of infants who grew up without
nurturance or attachment in sterile foundling homes as first described by
Spitz as “hospiealism” (1946).% It 15 also central to the experience of people
with profound character pathology and 1s manifest in a transference fre-
quently filled with fears of rejection or abandonment, intense longing for a
benevolent other (or, as a patient once called me, “my protecror”) juxta-
posed with a tremendous fear of attachment, themes of poorly differenti-
ated victims and vicumizers, and an alternating sense of one’s own danger-
ousness and unworthiness and the dangerousness and unworthiness of
significant others. The child in such a position will generally both reject
identificarion and withdraw mto fantasies of secure aloneness on the one

" Kohur argues that one of these two “poles” ot the *self” can often compensate for defects
m the other. One can readily sec how serious difficulty with echer grandiose self or
iealized parent imagoies} could lead to sertous pathology. If the child cannot develop a
sense of himself as competent, powertul, and valuable i the tace of recognition of linuta-
tlons, he s likely chronically to devalue himself or detensively to create a self-image of total
grandeur, which 15 the psvchic complement to extreme devaluation. The result s likely to
be an over-dependence on others or an intense need tor “narcissistic supplies” trom devals
ued others. Difficulty tormng an image of idealized parenr figures will cesule i an wabiticy
to identify and consequently 1n whar Kohur calls “nussing segmenss™ of psychic structure,
the conunuavon of a morality of need-sanstaction, and a falling back apon a grandiose
self-concept that 1s iragile i the face of cognitive development. tn people with borderline
pathology one trequently sces defects in both “poles,” so that the person oscillates between
miense need tor an unambivalently positive, idealized object of identificaton and a fercely
mdependent stance as a person who needs no one, who can satsty his own needs and will
do 50 because ne one else is to be truseed.

While there has been sorme controversy about whether psvchological defiaits sn such chil-
drens stern largely trom affective factors relatng to artachment or simply from lack ot
stsimulation, recent evidence quite clearly demonstrates the profound impact on character ot
lack of adequate figures ot attachment even 1t childrer who received adequate stmulanon
{Tizard and Hoedges, 1978).
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hand, and identify with priminve hostile “introjects” who must be abusing
him because he deserves the abuse on the other. The result of an mability
to believe 1n and identify with a benevolent other 15 what one might call
(to appropriate Sullivan’s term, 1953) a “malevolent Qm:‘mﬁoﬂuﬁsom: m.i
the object world. Later experience of intense and &moamw:ﬁm:m affect will
often cause a regressive activation of these primitive schemas.

The 1dentification process that establishes an mxﬂmﬂ:mw_&“ NArcIsSIstic ego
1deal and forces the child to relinquish need-sausfaction as hus highest good
is the most important form of a more general mechanism that ::mnmm.mm
much of modeling, moral internalization, and wdentification, which entails
the internalization of objects and behaviors that one desires for ommmn_hvmﬁ
does not possess. This mechanism encompasses both the|learning wm adap-
uve modeled behaviors (including “internal behaviors”) _mma identification
with those whose status one envies {cf. Whiting, 5:1@5%:“ and Anthony’s
“status envy” hypothesis of identificaion, 1958). It underlies both the mas-
sive internalizations that result in the formation of conscience and later
identifications with significant others, cultural heroes, and the like. The
logic of this process 1s quite simple: if someone has something you want or
knows something you want to know, watch that person and copy the be-
havior; and if someone 1s tremendously powerful and valhiable, make your-
self like him or her, and you are likely to become more powertul and
valuable (or at least to have the pleasure of thinking you are].

The third factor promoting dentification and the nternalization of moral
rules 15 cognitively mediated conditioning and soctal learming. The Q:E
learns to expect punishment for particular actions and rewards for others,
and she discovers that she can optimize emotion by following certain max-
ims. This explanation, incidentally, encompasses Freud’s ¢ astration hypothe-
sis, which asserts that the boy actively represses Oedipal wishes to avoid cas-
tration or allay fears of 1t. Gender identificanions and mw:nwm.n-umwnov:mmm
Oedipal object choice also stems from soctal learning: the child learns that
certain behaviors are appropnate for members of her or his sex, and also that
one can gain pleasure from being, for example, coy 1n “nn_mzo:mrmvw with
members of the opposite sex, particularly the opposite mmx parent.

The wish to avoid pamnful affects and attam pleasyrable ones is an
ymportant source of moral development which can explan %5\ the child
learns certain prudential rules and performs certan pnmuzo:m in order to
gain approval. What it cannot explain 15 why she or he considers these
rules morally correct as opposed to pracncally useful, cmmnn: obeys them m
the absence of a watchful parental eye, and identifies 51% the parents as
idealized authorities whose notions of good and bad are as objective as the
nsing and setting of the sun. If moral mnternalization were strictly a fune-
tion of conditioning or social learning, people would come to believe in a

totally sttuation-specific morality, in which one need never experience guilt
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and only need be upset if one breaks rules and gets caught. In reality,
however, most people beyond the age of seven or eight do not sunply
regard moral mjunctions as convenient rules of thumb to maximize self-
mterest (Kane, in fact, specifically defined such maxims as outside the
bounds of morality): they view them as standards of behavior thar give
meaning to their lives and transcend self-interest. The trauma—and the
achievement —which the child experiences during this period is that he
must trade his own potency or “omntpotence” for that of his parents. In
so doing he must submit to their morality, but in return he receives a new
torm of power and value, an external narcissism. The mternalization of
moral values thus mvolves a shift mn the percetved locus of power and
vatue. The mternally narcissistic person tries to incorporate others 1nto his
orbig; the externally narcissistic person has become a satellite in the orbit
ot significant others.

. Whereas the nternally narcissistic person attempts to exrernalize the
internal, to make the subjective objective, the externally naraissistic person
attempts to nternalize the external, to make the objective subjective. To
put the matter differently, the internally narassistic individual views exter-
nal reality and external objects as extensions or murrors of himself. The
externally narcissistic mdividual, in contrast, perceives himself as an exten-
sion_or mirror of external reality {of an external object, e.g., pareng,
EBE; or society). External narcissism has, to date, been the norm in all
rr.:dm: cultures and 1s illustrated in 1ts most extreme form by the soldier
who gives his life for hus country, perceiving his own body as an agent of
the group or state.

- From an ego-psychological pomt of view, the shift to external narcis-
sism 1s the central dynamic operating during the “Oedipal” years. Cer-
tainty Oedipal issues are significant in most, if not all cultures, and
paraicularly those with nuclear tamilies. The Oedipus complex is :oruwoé-
ever, solely an aspect of psychosexual development; it 15 also one facet of
the gradual relinqushment of infantle power, value, and centrality—
affecuvely complementary to Piagenan cogmimve “decentering” —which
oceurs somenme between late infancy and late childhood.

I should maice absolutely clear that I am not therefore arguing for the
nonexistence Or unimportance of the Oedipus complex, which no one who
does clinical work with his eyes open couid possibly do. Rather, I am
making two more specific arguments, First, the Oedipus complex 15 not
responsible for the buik of moral internalizations. Aside from the strictly
sexual aspects of the Oedipus complex, the recognition that one cannot
possess the .nmmm:na parent 15 an aspect of a broader recogrition in early
nr:.mroom.ﬁnmn one cannot have everything one wants, and that if one
wishes to have the love or privileges of significant others one must accom-
modate oneself to a world that 1s not under one’s magical control.
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Secondly, I am arguing that the time has come for psyghodynamic psy-
chologists to recognize what has gradually become apparent since the
development of ego psychology but which no one has been willing to say:
that the development of personality ivolves the maturatidn of various ego
processes (including cognition, soctal cognition, self-representation, ¢go

. - . ; |
ideal formation, and understanding and modulation of affects), and that

what Freud called psychosexual development is only a mnd__nmowan:ﬁa line,
albeit an important one. The schemas a person forms| about sexuality
originate in childhood, and fater informanon 1s processed through those
schemas unless the schemas accommodate to new information. Such ac-
commodation may not obliterate early affective responses that remain at-
tached to cognitive representations or symbols, even when the representa-
fions themselves undergo various rransformations. These|schemas nteract
with, but are not isomorphic with the various schemas and scripts (Abei-
son, 1981) a person forms 1 INLeraction with early parental objects. All
problems with authority are not, after all, problems with Ocdipal author-
ity; all anxiery 1s not castration anxiety; all envy Is not penis cnvy; ail
conflicts do not surround sexual gratification or the need to discharge
pent-up aggressive energy; and all psychological development 15 not born
of conflict.

External narcissism develops in two phases. First, at the inception of
external narcissism, the child has formed schemas of $bad me,” “good
me,” and the like, and he has constructed primitive schemas of parental
rules that are used 1n the service of avoiding punishment and gaining
rewards. This phasc roughly corresponds to Kohlberg’s preconventional
jevel. The child at this point obeys parental commandments, but they are
not, n large measure, the “child’s own.” They are expedient but not
morally obligatory. Characteristic of this phase 1s what Piaget cails “moral
realism™ (1965), the beliet that pumishment “paturally? follows a “had”
action. For the young child, Loevinger observes, “physical prinaiples, psy-
chological principles, and moral necessity” are jargely indistnguishabie
(1976b, p. 287). This 1s the period Loevinger describes as the beginming of
the “contormist” stage, and the epoch Kegan (1982) tabels the “imperial”
stage, in which the child has learned to take her own :d_mu:_mnm as an object
ot thought and therefore to be able to control them. Being “bad” at this
stage 1s experienced primarily m terms of fear of punishment and shame,
though one begins to see the rudiments of guilt.

During the second phase, wiich usually begins in middle to fate child-
hood, conscience becomes fully developed as the child tomes to believe in
thhe morals she 15 internalizing, irrespective of their hedonic value. Research
by Harter {1983) suggests that children do not often expenence shame in
the absence of anofher person until middle chitdhood [(around age eight).

While rudimentary guilt experiences have been observed in children as
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young as two {Zann-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, and King, 1979} and appear
to be important 1n early object relations (if one can cautiously use recon-
structions from adulthood as data), full guilt responses mm:m,nmw? do not
emerge until around six vears (Hoffman, 1979). .

The ability to expertence guilt and mnternalize moral values to which one
1s commnurted relies upon a number of cognitive-atfecave developments
such as the greater orgamization and coherence of self-schemas, the devel-
opment of ideal self-schemas, the ability to tolerate nmmnmnwwnﬁ_nm between
ideal self and self-concept so that one can develop what psychoanalysts
call an “observing ego” which allows one to observe oneself even _mwﬂ:m
mmn.m of pamnful affect, the ability to regulate affect more successfully so that
guilt 15 not disorganizing and an observing ego 1s capable of omnrﬁ.m: and
the contnued evolution of perspecuve-taking skills. &

Ample evidence suggests that children’s self-schemas begin concrete and
mH.m&amm:« become more abstract as they grow older (Livesiey and Bromiey
.Gw.x Banmster and Agnew, 1977, Monremayor and Eisen, 1977, Immﬁnﬂ
_wmwr which fits well with the kind of m@mmo.vanmﬂm_ mma:mwnm mﬂwm;aa wm
Piaget tor qo:m.ODE cognitton. Harter (1983) has micely ,Eumu:ma. mwmmmn_m.:
theory to the development of self-schemas. The preoperational child, she
contends, would not be troubled by logical contradictions Umgnn:q er-
cerved actribures of self and would not show hierarchical ordering of Mummm.
images. With the transition to concrete operations (roughly between ages
five and eight), self-images would become hierarchically classified and .mo_m i-
cally related, though they would continue to focus ?.,_Emﬂ:«, on nommqmmn
observable details. Formal operations brings the ability to think abstractl :
about oneself and one’s ateributes and mental processes. -

A coherently structured set of ideal self-images also emerges duning the
mmno:g.ﬁrmmm of external narassism, superseding the unsystematically or-
ganized and activated ideal self set-goals of carlier years. Older children
arc also more capable of prevennng wished-for self-images trom distorun
self-images beyond recogmition. Studies by Rubie and her colleagues ?.:a,m
marized n Ruble and Rholes, 1981) demonstrate that young children’s
self-atrribunions are significantly positively biased and are relatively inde-
pendent of actual success or failure. This 15 a good iflustration wom the
interaction of cogmave, affective, and defensive processes: the child’s ina-
U.:Q to reality-test about her own abilinies 15 certanly 2 cognitive deficit
but it 1s motivated or mamtained beyond its stricely momn:Em-mmaﬁ_ovEm:mmm
basis to avord unpleasant affect. One can thus see how the development of
more mature ways of regulating emotion (in this case, defenses) 15 mno-
mately related to socai-cognitive development, moral development, devel-

opment of self-system and 1deal self, and personality developm ., :
generally. , pent mere
In terms of moral development, 1n the second phase of exteenal navcis-
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sisin the person’s morality 1s aptly characterized by Kohlberg’s appellation
of “conventional.” This is the penod of the m:c..nwn:_dosiom the agency

Ercud described as the superego. The person in this murmm_m hoids many

specific and unsystematic moral beliets internalized from parents and
others, but he also has learned more general principles and categories ot
moral judgment that he can apply to given situanons. In addinon, Sullivan

. . . _‘
describes the emergence of “supervisory patterns” at this ume that remain
for life (1953, pp. 239-40). These are internal “personificanions” {e.g., “the
hearer,” “the spectator”) who perform the functions of self-observanon and

editing of behavior and self-presentation in order 1o wmmmme seff-esteem

and the respect of others. Thus, alongside the mﬁ.mwovamm_m of ideal self-

images, conscience, and recognition of what others are nmm_sw.ﬁm comes a

concern with self-presentation. Several studies summarized by Hauser
(1976, p. 931) suggest that most American adults mmmnﬁo:_ at the level of
secondary external narcissism. Depending on cutture and circumstance, the
orientation of the person 1 either phase of external narcissign, but particu-
larly in the second, may be primarily toward pleasing authoriues, conform-
ing to peers, Or SUppPorting the larger community and uph slding its rules.
Garbarino and Bronfenbrenner (1976) have aricutarely described the way
environmental factors can influence these orientations.

In the latter part of the second phase of external narcissism the person
frequently selectively \dentifies with the values, wdeals, beliefs, and atin-
butes of nonparental significant others. Parncularly in pluralisuc Western
cuitures, during the latter part of this phase the person may experience

conflicting internalizations, such as the conflict berween mm_:.:nn moral be-

liets and 1deal self-images and those of peer groups counter to parental or

societal values. Part 1I will more thoroughly examne the relationship
between culture, social change, and the phenomenon ommh might call ego
ideal splits, m which the person 15 torn between conflicting valuc systems.

The most ontogenetically primitive externally narcissistic ego 1deal often
corresponds to the severe, puniave, self-abnegatory superego described n
many clinical accounts. Adolescent personality a@&om_dm:w in some cul-
tures may require i part the distannation from, and workmg-through of
these earliest mtrojects and prohibitions. One way this [process may be
carried out 1s through replacement of early objects of identification by

- ]
nonparental, often peer ydentifications. Peter Blos describes the use of peer

imternalizations in the process of differennarion n adolescence:
... the group shares and thus alleviates individual guilt teelings that
accompany the emancipation from childhood dependercies, prohibitions,
and loyaltes . . . Contemporaries casc the way to membership in the new
generation within which the adolescent has to establish lus social, per-
sonal, and sexual idenuty. Whenever peer relatronships sumply replace

childhood dependencies, then the group has muscarritd 1ts tuncton. In
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such cases, the adolescent process has been short-circutted with the result

that unresolved emotional dependencies are made permanent personality

attributes. {1967, pp. 177-8)
As m._omd analysis makes clear, adherence to 1deals internalized from others
ts still external narcissism, whether the new objects of dentification are
parental or otherwise, Kohlberg and Gilligan {1971} contend i “The >mo-
lescent as a Philosopher” that idenuty crises and relativistic notions can
occur 1o individuals who are still conventionally moral. The :no:mﬁmnnmm-
ture” of the 1960s, they argue, required an old form {submission) with a
nmvs, contene {rebellion); the adolescent merely obeyed a different external
object. .

Svnthetic Narcissism

Internal narcissism as a stage of personality development 1s characterized
by an ‘nnmc:\mmn:nm of “the good” with “good for me.” The internally
narcissisiic standard of right and wrong is gratification. With external
narcissism, the source of morality 1s an externally imposed set o.w stan-
dards. The externally narassistic conception of “the good” 1s “the good as
1 :mmmmmmm:m‘m_m.ﬁ:mnm:ﬁ others to define it.” Externally narcissistic moral-
ity is a standard against which one judges one’s actions, a standard that
?Bcwwz.w conflicts with the standard of gratification. ‘mwm final stage in
mnwmoummnf and moral development is synthetic narcissisin, which ma

provide the final form, though not necessarily the final no:ﬂmzﬂ of the e w
ideal. The form of the ego ideal 15 15 a@&.m?ﬁn:ﬁwm level, e.g aﬁm:mm_
narcissism; the content 1s the particular set of values, Eomm_ Umzmmm and
ideal self-umages at a given ume. The synthetically narcissistic ego ,_&n&
contains 2 personal philosophy or ethic, an original, synthetic reconcilia-
tion of sell and other. It represents neither a mB:%omm regurn to _:?:m,rw
narcissism nor an overvaluation of others, as in external narassism. Syn-
thetic narcissistic proeesses rest upon a mutual potency self and o.ﬁrmm_
The &51&&8:« narcissistic ¢go ideal insures that the Kantian nmmmmc_.mnm.:
imperative is extended to oneself. Neither self nor others may consistently
_u.n treated only as means to an end, though the particular balancing act
(t.e., the content of the moral system) s idiosyncratic and not prescribable
by any theory of personality growth or “matunty.” .

1
Mm_ﬁwﬁm_wﬂz%mﬂmﬂmn.wam_h:m”_ﬁmr.wh_M.,.Hwﬁwﬁ_m :mqmﬂw_ma mmcmow,_& the recognition ot realistic
e ) § il orner. 1ercas the interas 11
Munnémmunm w:m_ own wishes, value, and/or power, the externally mmrn_,rwmw___mzMuhm.mﬂwmnmmnn”mm
mscwf.nwwa_nmmmd power wmm value to parenis or socrety. Synthetic narassism represents &
ore reali vigw H,u_ aman power and its linuts. [ should point out, as well, thar by
~synth N__.. ....M..,_Hs._.n_.:,:nm to the synthesis of values and ideals that occurs wath this stage
we dialecugal process of transcending internal and external narcissism. | d
mend by “synthenc™” anv connotation ot artificiality. arepssism. T do mot
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The phase of the emergence of synthetic Narcissistic| processes may
sometmmes correspond to Kenneth Kemiston's (1968, 1870) concept of

*youth,” 1n which the individual is psychologcally, but n

b sociologically

adult. The youth has worked through many of his childhood conflicts;

however, he 1s unable or unwilling to com

e to terms with his society and

s mstrutions. For Kenston this 1s not a pathological development but

often a
youth the individual differentiates from her society m a m

healthy source of soctal change (1968). One could argue that in

anner parallel to

the differentiation of the adolescent from domestic (parental) society. Ac-
cording to Kemston, the youth 1s not unmature. On the contrary, the

synthesis which the individual may achieve upon the resolution of this

stage represents a healthy,

realistic reconciliation of self and society; in

which the “relatedness vet separateness of both s affitmed” (1970, p.

642). He adds,

. Thus the “resolution” ot the self-society tension n 1o way necessarily

entails “adjusting” to the society, much less “sellis

1g out” —although

many youths sec it this way. On the contrary, individuanion refers partly

to a psychological process whereby self and society

are differenniated

internally. But the actual conflicts berween men and women and their
societics remain, and indeed may even become more irense. (P. 642}
In a Sullivanian tone, Keniston traces interpersonal develgpment from par-
ity to complementarity to the mutuality of youth (p. 643). In an Erikson-
;an moment, he claims that in youth the mdividual faces the danger of

estrangement from herself or her society, stating that “we can define the

central developmental possibilities of youth as individu
tion” (p. 643).

aton vs. aliena-

While Kohlberg’s ascription of a particular content to post-conventional

morality 1s not in keeping with the notion of a self-cho
system of values, the idea embodied mn the concept of a
acceptance of the dominant ideclogy of family or socer
notion of synthetic narcissism. Periods in which synthe
processes emerge are existential, in the sense that the per
assumpnions upon which ro base values, 1deals, and a s
The person who has established some degree of syntheti
course, never entirely free of unconscious and more pri

serl, AUtONOMONs
stage beyond the
v 15 centrai to the
tically narcissistic
son lacks a set of
ense of meaning.
- parcissism 18, of
itive injunctions

and ideal self-images, though she has gamned some degree of autonomy
over many of these early internalizations and no longer accepts internal-
ized and societal moral beliets and decrees as her own simply because they

were issued by seemingly omnipotent authorities.

Synthetic narcissism frepresents a pinnacle of mmﬁw_

ic differentiation.

Theorists of moral development have failed to note that the nability to

separate the moral values of parents and society from one’s own 15 @

problem 1n differentiation, an inadequate distinction
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other. Synthetic narassism involves a differentiation between the moral tor conformity to social standards, but it jacks an explanation tor either
views of self and significant others, an ability to separate “mune” from rebellion or creativity, moral or otherwise.

“thme” in the realm of values. It does not, however, represent a pseudo- Synthetic narcissism offers an alternative conception of moral autonomy
:&nﬁnummamm. a defense against primuitive fears ot mtimacy or merger. It that avoids allegedly “gejentific” or “rational” prescriptiofn of a unrversal
rests upon the recognition thar values do nor inhere i the umversce but are ethucs, 1 would suggest that moral ﬁ.::omom.:« abandon the attempt o
created, and that one needs some vantage point from wihich to adjudicate uncover a prior moral principies through supposedly rattonal tnquiry, and
legitimate competing desires of oneself and others. mnstead examine the method of formation of moral beliefs 1 order o

The content of the synthetically narcissistic ego ideal may range from underseand the possibilities and limits of moral autonomy.

The reader may wonder, if one does not prescribe a set of allegedly

predoninant self-orientation to predonunant other-orcntation, but 1t 15
mature moral beliefs, what is to prevent the “synthetic nareissist” from

bounded on the one side by devaluation of the self, and on the other, by .
the devaluation of others. The content 1s also not likely to be stagnant, and being a mass-murderer. I have argued that the content of the mmamwncnmx%
as the individual ages, assumes new roles, undergoes new cxperiences, and narcissistic ego ideal cannot be determined a priort. Content, hOWeVEr, 15
s faced with old and often unknown conflicts from the past evoked 1 new constrained by form. The first form of the ego ideal involyes the mnabitity

situattons, the content 1s likely to change. to perceive others as legitimate, and the second form denies independent

Synthetic narcissism represents an alternative view of moral autonomy legitimacy to the self. The content of the churd form, synthetic RArcIssisim,

to that dertved from Kant and Rousseau, and embodied tn current ap- is bounded by these two extremes. Synthetically narcissistic processes en-
proaches to moral psychology. Kant proposed that the categorical impera- tail, by defininion, a vahung of both self and others as ends 1n themselves.
tive 1s an a priornt morality mandated by reason. Curiously, this a prion The particular balance between these two valuations, ros__ne.n_,., is ndeter
morality 1s a philosophized version of the morality Kant’s parents and munate and varies by individual, culture, and listortcal era. Synthencally
sociery nstitled i him. indeed, the morality that Kant’s “autonomous” narcissistic value systems may be largely self-oriented ot Emmo::zm:mq
individual must obey 1s not a priort at all: it 1s @ dependenciors. The child other-ortented, but pure sclf- or other-orientation 15 a 3_.:: they cannot

reach without regression [0 a previous ego ideal synthesis. Marurity of

internalizes his parents’ morality not, as Kant argues, because he 15 ra-
object relations entails the recognition and valuation of others’ existence as

tonal, but because his rationalicy 1s only poorly developed, because he

mustakenly takes his parents or society for gods. Would a “rational” hu- well as one’s own. Murderous and indiscriminate rage based on mfantile
man being really accept the doctrine that to himself he should be just one expertence and fantasy empirically does not correlate with maturity of
more person among many, that he shouid treat himself just as he treats object relanions and €go development.

Before concluding, 1t 15 important o bear n nund the conception of

everyone clse because he, like they, are rational bemgs? Such a view, one
“stage” underlying the developmental model offered here. Stages are

might argue, demonstrates a Jack of adequate “reality-testing” or reason:

to ourselves we are not ¢ pluribus unun, we are not just another face an waves of processes, methods of fulfilling certam functiong which crest and
objective observer would miss it a crowd. recede. “Pure” examples of the 1deal types of internal, external, and syn-
Kohlberg, like Kant, speaks of moral autonomy as the choosing and thetic narcissism obviously never exist. An unalloyed synghetic narcissism,
willing upon oneself of a moral code. While the notion of a truly post- tor example, would involve the working through of every facet of one’s
conventional morality makes sense, Kohlberg errs, just as Kant does, conception of good and bad developed throughout mmHJ._ life mmm. wm.wo:?
trying to prescribe what the content of that moral code must be. For The pure case thus represents something of an upper Joa:a whtich one

may asymptoucally approach. While some corc of an mtegrated ego 1deal

Rousscau, Kant, Piaget, and Kohlberg, an individual who produces a _

moral system contrary to theirs 15 reasoning mcorrectly and acting heter- may be unitary, remnants of past syntheses obviously persist, as archaic
onomously. Psychoanalysis, too, shares some of these assumptions about schemas and thewr corresponding Affects are evoked by|various thoughts
moral autonomy. The child becomes morally autonomous when he has and experiences.

mternalized parental prohibitions, at which pomnt “the ego submuts to the One should also bearn mind that the stages described here are com-
cateporical imperative of 1ts super-ego” (1933, p. 38). Freud recognized prised of complex sets of processes, not single processes or tuncrions,
throughout his career that the superego is often primitive and a source of wnvolving cognition, social cognition, mm:‘nmmnnmn:aaom_v affecuve arousal
musery to the ndividual, yet he couid never quite formulate a path beyond and management, and the holding of values and ideals. 1 have described
superego morality. Social fearning theory describes mechanisms to account the development of this congeries of processes as personality development,
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subsuming withm thar rerm the development of narcissism and object
relations, moral judgment, and ego processes. From another vantage poimt
one may do well to try to disentangle the various processes to get a &nmamm
picture of ther interrelated yet distinguishable developmental trajectories
I have painted in thin, broad strokes, but am asserting that one may find E.
this canvas the potenual for a more colorful portrait. .

Conclusion

To justify adoption of a new theory, one must be able to show, first and
foremost, that the proposed view is more congruent with owmm?wEn data
s more internally consistent, and/or is more economical than vnmﬁo:m
ﬁwﬁo:nm..ﬂrnmn chapters have been 1 part comparative, pownting to defi-
ciencies 10 other views, but they have not been systemically so. I hope to
provide a more ﬁ:o.no:mw summary and criuque of the 5&9‘ approaches
to personality at a later date. The assumption behind the eclecucism un-
derlying the present work 1s that previous approaches have a great deal to
om.moﬁ but none 1s adequate for the task of integrating current research and
clinical understanding.

‘Apart from the question of the relanive merits of this approach versus
other views of personality in dealing with various research and clinical
findings, the present perspective has four advantages. First, this approach
allows an ntegration of theoretical understandings derived from clinical
experience as well as more verifiable empirical work from the laboratory
The mmu_u.aomnr presented here not only synthesizes a number of wrnoamcnwm
perspectives, but it velies upon both clinical and experimental data. My
own view is that the two are complementary and equally valid sources of
intormation, Verification 1s obviously less mumoEmSmﬂ.n with replicable
laboratory experiments, and when an mmportant phenomenon can be
Smﬂ,nm experimentally 1t 15 imperative to do so instead of relying on one’s
beliefs or unsystematic observations. One should not, however, underesti-
mate the extent to which the use of ideas by a commumty of nmw:wn_m:m 153
selection process that weeds out concepts without much atility or those
that aﬁ.u not explatn the data of clinical observation.

While psychoanalytic psychologists tend to ignore unportant sources of
empirical data, academic psychologists largely hold an outdated nineteenth
century view of science which posits that accumulating “facts” and stick-
ing them all in a textbook constitutes knowledge, and that one can test
entire theories experimentally and therefore choose between them on
strictly Qd_u_,znum grounds. Unfortunately, philosophers of science have
m.mum:mosa this naive brand of positivism that does not even accord with
the experience of the natural sciences which these psychologists are trying
ro emulate. A paradigm of personality that can be corroborated or discon-
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Grmed with a few well-designed expeniments cannot have| broad applica-
gon to significant phenomena. One can test various aspects of a paradigm
and cither refine them, conclude that they explam the datajwell enough, or
deaide that one must search for a more accurate or useful general ap-
proach, but as Kuhn (1970} has made so clear, the fate of a broad theoreti-
cal approach does not rest upon \solated anomalies, which face every
paradigm.

A useful distinction made by philosophers of science) 1S between the
context of discovery, m which new approaches are developed, and the
context of justification, 1 whitch they are put to nmz?&_nmm rest. Expert-

mentat techniques are far more convincing 1 the nosﬂmx% ol justification,
but they are of limied ptility n trying to formulate a proad theory of
human mental processes and behavior. Relying solely upon networks of
studies that sample thirty-minute slices ot behavior of smez« homogene-
osmﬁovm.ﬁusommaﬁo:mwa:nmn_omnuzmm or experimental procedures to

guide one i formulating a gestalt of personality 1s noﬁﬂ._uwmmw_m to exam-
ining with a microscope fifry one-millimeter sections of the ceiling of the
Sisnne Chapel and attempting to piece together what Michelangelo was
trying to portray.

What generally happens 1 that the psychologist scaffolded six inches
trom the ceiling with his microscope will intorm his understanding of the
whole by sneaking an occastonal glance from his idiosyneratic perspective.
In other words, he will draw from his mucroscopic studies, but he will
primarily fall back upon his own life experience as 2 source of more
general assumprions of hypotheses. Researchers who study self-concepts
come upon the idea of the existence and tmportance [of them through
introspection. Because such concepts are not observable,|they would prob-
ably not have been discovered expernmentally. When Fiske (1981} draws

upon the “old flame phenomenon,” she 15 drawing m_.om_,_ personal experi-

ence; when lLattle (1983) models human behavior mmn_mn the process of

publishing an article, he 15 clearly gaimng his understanding of motivation
and action from Ius own life; when academic ﬁmfnrowom:mam construct the-
ories about the centrality of feelings of competence or Lontrol they do so
first by looking inward and only secondarily by peernng outward.

In other words, while i the context of justificanon experimentalists
gain fuller understanding by exanuning large samples,| i the context of
discovery they rely primarily upon a sample of one, bolstered, of course,
by their knowledge of various research traditions. ,H.r:m;_ while the research
psychologsst has the edge m the context of Emmmmmzob_, the climcian who

obscrves the most mamate personal eXpericnces, longitudinally and 1n

depth, of many people other chan hunself, has the broader data base 1n the
context of discovery. 1 suspect that the tarther psychology moves from a

stimulus-response approach, the more professionals of{the field will come
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to recogmze that we cannot limit ourselves to quantifiable accounts of
refatively simple phenomena built upon implicit assumptions derived from
idiosyncratic cxpertence, and that the findings of climeians who daily en-
counter the deep structures of meaning and dynamic processes of concrete
individuals are, though less verifiable than experimental evidence, not only
admussible but essentiai as sources of data and theory-building.

Secondly, the present theory provides a more sophisticated account of
the relation between thoughts and feelings than previous approaches and
can accommodate both cognitive and dynamic explanations. A simple ex-
ample 15 m the oft-noted tendency of people to 1gnore information discre-
pant from their schemas. Clearly this stems 1 part from the nature of
human nformation-processing: new data are assimilated nto existing
schemas, so that information less expected 15 less easily percerved. Yetr one
should also note that the presence of information that conflicts with one’s
ways of thinking can also be very threatening and anxiety-provoking, so
that 1ignoring discrepant data can be reinforced, 1.c., defensively mouvated.
My own understanding of personality was itially primarily psychody-
namic, and when [ began reading Bandura’s work, 1 had to fght my
impulse at cvery step of the way to toss it aside as rubbish. My life would
have been much casier at the tme if 1t had, n tact, been rubbish. Unfortu-
nately, simster fellow that he 1s, Bandura had to disappoint me by being
articulate. The result was that [ was faced with conflicting schemas, and
the reader must judge for herself or himself whether the schema [ have
constructed to gain a better understanding {cognitive explanation) and to
allay my anxety (dynamic explanation) has some utility or s grossly dis-
torted by either cognitive error or dynamic pressure.

Motley’s research on the experimental production of slips of the tongue
demonstrates beyond doubt that such errors can result from either cogni-
tuve or dynamic mterference. One can similarly remterpret a whole host of
phenomenon observed by cognttive soctal psychologists, such as self-
serving brases in attributions {Greenwaid, 1980}, or contradictory evidence
on the impact of negauve mood states on behavior {Clarke and lsen,
1982), by considering motivational and cognitive factors in combination.

Sadly, the disapline has for years been largely polanzed berween those
who feel compelled to deny any impact of dynamic processes and those
who ascribe morivational significance to every act. For example, n their
interesting book on social nference and its shortconungs, Nisbett and
Ross (1980) downplay the possibility that people could deliberately keep
thoughts or wishes from awareness, arguing that “what 15 unconscious is
normally unconscious for the simplest of reasons: People lack the machin-
ery ftor bringing the relevant facts into conscious purview” (p. 245). The
model of human nature nformng their work 1s that people are like “inru-
ve scientists” or “intwave psychologists” (Ross, 1977) who form
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hypotheses, test them through their expenence, and ?oﬁmgau_. come to
\ncorrect conclustons because of faulty experimental design of inference.
Yet it one really wishes to pursue the intuitive science| metaphor, one
should correct the 1dealized and distorted 1mage of science that n:amarow
/t. Scientists and psychologists do indeed form and test hypotheses an

A . i . |
make cognitive errors, yet they also falsify data, pour qut meaningless

studies in the quest for renure, divide decent mﬂmnmnm mto m“m<mm.mm papers to
mncrease their stack of publications; list themselves as first author on w‘:w:-
cations 1n collaboration with struggling younger colleagues é.ro may have
done most of the work, write scathing crinques of colleagties’ work out of
personal enmity, collapse varables “legal” but dubious ways to wﬂ.mﬁ
significance, favorably cite the work of probable reviewers 1n arucles Em
would like published, jockey for power 1n academic committees, Maxke
passes at atfracfive studenss currently 1n their classes or under their con-
trol, imagine themsclves the greatest researcher in their profession, wear
lab coats to make themselves feel like scientists, give students unconscion-
ably low grades to sausfy sadistic impulses—the list gogs omn, and 1 will
stop betore revealing my own favorite vices.
Human beings are creatures who both think and ?& and any theory
that begins with the assumprion of the primacy of either cognition 0T
dynamics can only be a partial theory. I is a pity that we, like Ocdipus,
secm compelled to blind ourselves in the face ot Hmmowmmumso: we do not
wish to believe. Unlike Oedipus, however, we tend to gauge out only one
eve while being unaware of our monecular vision, .nom,..w:nna that we are
mwnwmm things 1 proper perspective. [ am arguing ﬂ.:.mﬁ we must keep one
eye ON cogninion, one on affect and dynamics, m.:a integrate the twWo -
U.H.mmm_omm to form a coherent singie 1mage. We will always be blind to data
on the peniphery of our understanding, but we can at least be certamn that
we are seeing in depth. . -
Thirdly, a good theory must be able to m.E.ﬁwm :.wmnu.”.nw.“ and the avenues
ot exploration generated of accommodated by the theory proposed here
are many. For example, while 1 have argued for a gengral process ot nmo\_
development, one ¢an delineate a nearly Em,::nn mcawmm of developmental
lines, such as the development of affect and m@n.n_mm mmﬁ cts, cognition wza
specific cognitive Processes, soctal cognition r:m_:nr:m social causa _JM
person percepion, social reasoning, zmmmﬂﬂmzaim of social rules, mm
understanding ot affect and motivation), object relations, control mecha-
nisms and specific copng or defensive processes, self-schemas, ideal self-
images, moral beliefs, psychosexual phenomena, and mh\.mm.ﬂmrwma and spe-
cific set-goals. Many of these have, of course, mes studied at nosw\amgv_q
length through the years. The advantage of the current approach 1s that
they may now be foused under one theoretical moo.m. . .
The theory also suggests directions for empurical studies of interactions
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berween many of these processes, such as affect, cogmtion, and affect
regulation. For example, efficient mechanisms of emononal regulation are
unlikely to develop while affect remains global and overwhelming., This
relies both upon strictly affective development as well as on the emergence
of the cognitive capacity to form expectancies about the probable outcome
of various control mechanisms and to attribute and solate causes of dis-
tress. Any faulty link m a complex chain—from perception and cognition
of stimulus, to affect, to actribution of causes and quality ot affect, to
efficiency of control mechanisms—may lead to psychic dysfunction. Not
only can poor cogmitive processing lead, for example, to inappropriate
affect, which can cause primitive defensive functiomng, but low level de-
fenses generally distort cognition, leading to 3 circle of pathology. Simi-
larly, Damon {1977) has found that the matunity of children’s responses to
questions about fairness decreases when the candy to share 15 10 sight, and
psychoanalytic experience leads one to believe that affect can often disrupt
mature cognitive functioning.

A fourth advantage, and from a practical perspective probably the most
important, is that the theory holds out the promuse of aiding in some
limited way 1n our understanding of psychopathology and processes of
therapeutic change. One of the main advantages this regard 1s that it
may provide a theoretical underptnming for psychodynamic psychothera-
pists who find Freud’s clinical theory valuable bur reject psychoanalytic
metapsychology (for the distinction between clinical theory and metapsy-
chology in psychoanalysis, sce the volume edited by Gill and Holzman,
1976). It may also help in effecting a rapprochement between psychody-
namic psychotherapists, counsclors (the majority of whom are primarily
influenced by Rogers), and cognitive-behavioral clinicians. Psychodynam-
cally oriented climcians often view the work of the latter two groups as
dealing with surface phenomena mstead of with the roots of psychic prob-
lems, whereas counselors and cognitive and behaviorally orented clini-
clans often criticize psychodynamic psychotherapists for reducing every
problem to an infantile sexual conflict.

Both are sometimes right, and those mental heaith professionals who
come nto contact with sertous pathology as well as momentary problems
of living often find themselves, especially when worlang with children and
their families, flipping from one paradigm to another n the course of a
day or even a therapy session. The approach proposed here may uleimately
provide a more ntegrated perspective. With the exception of a few ran-
dom examples, | have avoided in this work any systematic application of
the theory to psychopathology since [ lack either the extenstve climical
experience required for such a task or the hubris to cmbark upon it with-
out enough experience. | will therefore leave this to more experienced and
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knowledgeable clinicians and perhaps to myself years hence [when | have
accumulated more experience, more hubris, or both. ‘

A final advantage of the theory presented here s that w_m can, as the
remainder of the book will attempt to show, be integrated into a general
social scientific model that allows one to transcend artifictal and often
limiting disciplinary boundaries. One cannot understand the structure, dy-
namics, and development of personality entirely in 1solation from sociocul-
rural structure, dynamics, and change. The examination of these sociocul-
tural phenomena 1s the task to which Part Il now turns.




