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Cheirman, Jack Cooper:

The subject today is basic, although to quote from a letter from Bill

Swartley ~ telling us that he is not able to come today - "it is awfully vague."
He added: "I thought we decided to discuss specific cases and techniques"; but as
you know, our last meeting naturally led into today's topic. I would like to
contribute a few introductory remarks. First, has everyone read the Assagioli
article on Self-Realization and Psychological Disturbances? I think it would be
wise for everybody to re-read it and to think of it in terms of whet we ere trying
to do today. Now from a psychiatric stendpoint, the first inkling that I know of,
of changes in the human psyche in the way of expansion of the psyche, came from
Dr. Maurice Bucke. In Cosmic Consciousness which he wrote at the turn of the
century, he gave a list of some 40 cases in which he detailed a rather interest-
ing set of findings. He used the life of Jesus, the life of Penl, Walt Whitman
and several others, and detailed that at around 30 to 40 years of age a rather
interesting development occurred in human beings. He discussed this as "cosmic
consciousness"; he said the experience is transcendental, and that it is difficult
to put into words. People who had it would generally become changed in some
psychological way. He postulates that first there is instinctmal mind, then the
development of self-consciousness or consciousness of gelf, and then a moving
along into a third consciousness which he refers to as "cosmic consciousness."
One of the things that he talked about was that the experience which these indi-
viduals went through altered their consciousness. He detailed it as happening
between 30 and 50 years of age, and that common to all the cases was some change
in their perception of light, and that they developed a conscience or a sudden
desire to do right. William James, a psychologist, wrote Varieties of Religious
Experiences and it is a classic today. Both of them brought out this particular
phenomenon or experience - William James refers to a "mystical consciousness."
A rather interesting thing has happened and I want to invite your attention to it.

In Bucke's and James' day the majority of the population did not live much
beyond 35 and 40 years of age. In my lifetime as a physician I have seen the
phenomenon of an aging population - Billy the Kid who was one of the gunmen of the
West lived and died before he was 25 years of age. Pneumonia was labelled in those
days "the friend of the aged," because it killed people so repidly. Even in 1941
when T was an intern we did not see too much aging. But since the forties, since
the discovery of the antibiotics - we started out first with the sulfa compounds
and penicillin and we saw pneumonia disappear. We saw a population growth., So
today people live well beyond the age of 45. We now have almost 20 million in
the U.S. over 65. We have nearly 8 or 9,000 people over 90, which is interesting.
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Now if this alteration of consciousness occurs in the neighborhood of 30 to 50
years of age - which Bucke calls 'coemic consciousness!,which James details as
'mystical consciousness' - then there must be more people now with this type of
consclousness. : :

Assagioli in his paper, "Self-Realization and Psychological
Disturbances" refers to this phenomenon as Self and he states that in it we have
intuition, creativity, the will and the very core of the luman psyche. Goldstein,
Maslow, Allport, Baruk, Fromm, Jung, May, Progoff, Rank, Caruso and Frankl also
discuss this inner Self. I'd like to add to them Tournier, who, in his book,
Meaning of Persons, also describes change or alterations in consciousness.

There are diseases which develop as a result of this 'awakening!
experience. I have seen a number of them, they do not fit the standard psychiatric
theory; most do not respond to the orthodox analytic or other psychiatric proceduret
Assagioli lists four stages, snd where crises occur. He refers to a crisis with
spiritual awakening, a crisis preceding the spirituel awakening, and one occurring
after the awakening,

Men seem to live without much difficulty in a materially oriented
atmosphere; they make money; they have children; they have girl friends; they carry
on their life and seem to be quite happy until eround 35 maybe 40 yeesrs of age.

All of a sudden things pall, and they just don't get any fun out of what they are
doing, Something mey happen; it may be the loss of a loved one, a relative or
something of that nature, and they will have an inner awakening. They do not under-
stand it, and do not appreciate that they are having a new experience. Some become
depressed, sensitive, conscientious, and then they feel a sense of guilt and re-
morse, and at some point they may even entertain ideas of suicide. As they see

that they are not getting something out of life they begin to say "Who am I?"

"What am I doing here?" "What is the purpose in life?" "Why is it that these things
don't satisfy me any more?" They begin to esk questions of value.

Now as they begin to ask them, most of us who have not had the ex-
perience would have no way of actually understanding it. The tendency is, as soon
as the man becomes more conscientious - he may give up drinking or may give up a
few things that he has been doing - there is a tendency for his friends to say,
“Well, Joe, you are doing it the wrong way; what's the matter? you are becoming more
religious or something?" This may tend to drive him into a feeling of despondency
and depression because he has the feeling of being different from other people
when this occurs. The spiritual awakening itself can give him a lot of difficulty.
The inner experience - this experience of this inner self in many instances can set
off a conflict within the patient. Dr. Assagioli gives a case-history of a little
man who was persistently declaring that he was God; apart from this he was perfect-
ly rational in every respect. He was helpful to other people, but his awakening
to this spiritual reality was such that he decided he was some kind of a messiah or
something of that nature.

Several very interesting books pursue this subject; one preacher
(Boisen) insisted that many psychoticdiseases were actually some manifestation of
this spiritual awekening. He was a patient in psychiatric hospitals on several
occasions, usually catatonic; but he developed chaplains'groups that are now going
into mental hospitals for clinicsl training. George Christian Anderson tells
us that if a man feels that he has seen God, how can you tell him that he hasn!t?

In whet we call psychosis there may be some awekening of this inner
self, with the psychosis only a reaction to it. I think T have seen several of
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these myself, and I keep looking for them. After the spiritual awskening occurs
this feeling doesn’t last long; some react to it and mey go the other way, instead
of becoming more spiritual these people may suddenly become more materialistic.

It seems as if the ego, which has been disrupted, may suddenly exert itself and

say "Look, you are on the wrong trail, you are doing it wrong." Then for a period
the persors may immerse themselves in anti-social or immoral activity. Menic re-
actions may occur at this stage. But he doesn't enjoy it; his conscience hurts

him; he knows it's wrong; then there is a conflict between this new moral conscious
ness which has developed and his old style of living; and he needs a lot of help
end understending at this time.

Dr. Assagioli quotes from Plato - in the 7th Book of the Republic -
"first when any of these people that have been prisoners in a dark cave or den is
liberated and compelled suddenly to stand up and turn his neck and walk towards
the light he will suffer sharp pains. The glare will distress him and he will be
unsble to see the realities of which in his former state he has seen only in
shadows." And then St. John of the Croas used these words; speaking of the condi-
tion called !the dark night of the soul': "The self is in the derk because it is
blinded by a light greater than it can bear. The more clear the light, the more
does it blind the eyes of the owl." Then he goes on to state that "the soul per-
ceives itself to be so unclean and miserable thet it seems as if God has set Him-
self against it and itself were set against God." So that persons having a re-
action along this line may respond to it by becoming more immoral or more moral,
or it may even precipitete a psychosis, a disturbance of the psycho-neurotic
process.

In other words, it seems as if some who have this awakening of this
inner self, will come to us, as physicians and as healers, for help. They may not
know of this spiritual wakening or awakening of this inner self - and frequently
neither will the physician know! In meny instances he doesn't help with this
problem of the awakening of this inmer self,

As Dr. Tournier said, in his practice as a surgeon so many of his
patients wanted to talk about values that he decided that he would begin a clinic
at night in his home. He said, "As a physician I can't talk about values but I am
interested in them myself, so let's talk about them at home."

In a short period of time his night practice became so much more
interesting than his day practice that he gave up his day practice of surgery and
begen to work with patients on this problem of values; "why? who am I?, what am I
doing?, what is the purpose of living?" They were awakening to this new sensation;
and most of them were in their thirties, forties and 50 years of age. Because of
our aging population,we don't see this too much in the younger groups, although we
do see it occasionally.

So from a psychiatric standpoint, to sum up this discussion, we are
seeing reactions today which we are beginning to learn something about. We have
to go beyond the classical theory of Freud, of the id, ego, Super-ego, structure of
the mind, and postulate that there are other structures present wvhich have to do
with creativity, with will, with an awakening of a conscience which is above the
one which we ordinarily see in our regular activities. This awakening of this
center which is in every individual comes out only as a result of some traumatic
value experience; or sometimes spontaneously after 35 years of age. We choose in
psychosynthesis to call this entity "Self"; and I'll open the discussion now. I
think we'll start with Pat Mullahy who has been working very hard on the subject
"The Ontology of Self."
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Mullahy: I am sorry I didn't have really as much time to discuss as meny
problems as I should like to have done . Incidentally,I was thinking,as Dr.
Cooper was talking,about aging population in relation to this subject, and I
was reminded that Santayana said young people do not think, they feel, they
live more or less instinctively., So perhaps it is when one approaches middle
age that one really begins to take a serious view of life and its problems.

Dr. Rouke at the last meeting asked me to discuss the psychoanalytic theories of
the self, but subsequently he suggested that instead I discuss the self from a
more philosophical point of view and that is what I have done. But as I said
previously I didn't have enough time to do as much work on this as I should like,
and will begin with the quotation from Allport on the self:

"The self" he says, "is something of which we are immediately aware.
We think of it as the warm centrel private region of our life. As such it plays
a crucial part in our consciocusness (a concept broader than self), in our
personality (a concept broader than consciousness), and in our orgenism (a con-
cept broader then personality). Thus it is some kind of core in our being. And
yet it is not a constant core. Sometimes the core expands and seems to take
command of all our behavior and consciousness, sometimes it seems to go complete-
ly off stage, leaving us with no awareness whatsoever of self."

‘ The problem of the self is difficult for several reasons, as
Allport points out in Pattern and Growth in Personality (pp.110-111):

"A. The term self is used in a great many ways by great many theorists, often
the term ego is employed instead.

B. Although each of us has an acute awareness of sgelf we cannot tell just what
we are aware of; some telks and acts seem to us more self-relevant than
others, but there is no sharp dividing line. Therefore it is impossible
to fix boundaries to our definition.

C. The subject opens up profound philosophical dilemmas concerning the nature
of men, of *soul', of freedom and immortality."

Psychologists and psychiatrists with rare exceptim try to avoid
such problems. In the first place they rarely have any knowledge of philosophy,
in fact they tend to regard philosophy as cloudy profitless speculation. Hence
they are often unaware of the fact the problems exist. Second, psychologists
and psychiatrists generally pride themselves on being scientists end their model
of science and scientific methods is borrowed from the natural sciences. Experiment~
al methods is usually their ideal, although one of the oldest natural sciences,
astronomy, certainly is not an experimental science. However, I want to say in
passing that I am not opposed to experimentsl methods in psychology whenever it
can deal with the problem at hand. The question is: can the most important
problems of psychology, problems of emotion and motivation, of thinking, of willing.
be studied adequately by experimental methods?

Another related idea which psychologists have adopted from the
physical scientists is determinism. Determinism is really very old, far older than
modern science, for example you find it in the great Greek philosopher Democritus.
In its strictest meaning determinism is a doctrine that there is an invariahle
relation between various kinds of elements. Thus the search for causes is, as
Coand Nagel put it in their book Logic and Scientific Methods, a search for
some invariable relation between elements and factors. Curiously, they do not
mention David Hume in this connection, who placed the whole notion of inveriable
relation in nature as very much open to doubt. Nowadays, of course, a somewhat
different notion of determinism is often expressed; cesusal relationships are said
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to be, to rest on, statements of probability. Even so, the notion of determinism
persists, and it is accepted as far as I know by all natural scientists. A
recent writer, Father James E. Royce, in his book Man and his Nature distinguishes
three kinds of determinism.

There is, first, physical determinism. This doctrine claims "that
the only cause for activity is the phsycial stimulus evoking a physical and auto-
matic response." S R theory is a familiar example - Watson and company!

Second, there is psychological determinism. The S R formula is re-
placed by the more adequate SOR Formula., It recognizes that there are so-called
intervening variables: emotion, motivation, images and so forth. According to
the doctrine of psychological determinism the intervening variables wholly:de-
termine the cause of action. I quote from Father Royce: "According to this
theory if one knew all the previous and present mental states, conscious and un-
conscious influences, one could predict with infallible certainty eany behavior.”
It seems to me - and I am spesking for myself now - that thie notion is untestable;
no one can ever know everything about another person, or even about himself.

A strict operationist, if he is consistent, would have to rule it out no matter
what his sclientific pretensions.

The third kind of determinism is theologicel determinism. I quote
from Father Royce: "This view holds that God's cooperation determines the will
act." T think this view belongs to theology and is outside the purposes of this
discussion, es well as being beyond my competence. As for the physical deter-
minism previously mentioned I have alwaye .thought that Watson and company are
silly; and I need not, I think, discuss their ideas here, though. I have dis-
cussed their ideas elsewhere in the past and published criticisms of their
naive notions.

The solution which Father Royce offers is somewhat similar in certain
respects, though by no means identical, with the view I set forth in a paper
called Will, Choice and Ends - in 1949, when I was young and in a hurry!

Father Royce claims there is a middle ground between indeterminism and psycho~
logical determinism, a position he calls moderate in-determinism. He also
cheracterizes "the doctrine of free choice, rather than free will, since it is
the act of choice which is free." He says, "man is free in his act of choice."
It is called self-determination because in contrest to the theory of uncritical
indeterminiem, of uncsused act, it insists that the self is a true cause while in
contrast to the determinists it insists that under proper conditions man deter-
mines his own choice rather than being determined wholly by internal or external
influences. In other words, Father Royce believes that while there must be
adequate motive to act, a motive is not a necessitating cause; it does not compel
one, at least under normal conditions of life. I quote: "The ego or self is the
cause which determines which motive shall prevail; the question is not whether
motive attracts or whether one motive is greater or weaker than enother, tut
whether the motive necessitates. The adequate cause of human behavior must in-
clude the entire phenomerological field,including the agent himself." By motive
Father Royce means any specific goal or object which at a conscious level directs
conduct, regardless of whether it is sensory or rational.

A motive is more or less synonymous with incentive, it should not
be confused with need, which signifies a lack of something, nor with drive which
is a tension or tendency to act caused by an unfulfilled need, whether physio-
logical or acquired or developed. The drive is a tension state consequent upon
that need; it is usually rather indeterminate until directed by a specific
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incentive or goal. There is then, on this view, under normsl conditions of life
no inner drive which forces or necessitates one to act as though one were a
machine. Reason, knowledge and experience can supervene. Reason, knowledge and
experience are, in the main, part of the self. Because of such attributes of
the self one can normally decide between competing tendencies and between
altemate goals or incentives. Furthermore, . it is not necessary for the normal
person, as Father Royce said, to know all the factors that might be impelling
him in order for him to behave himself. "I may not lmow why I feel I want to
hit the person but normally I can choose not to hit him."

It seems to me that if we take our experience seriously and not try
to explain it away or reduce it to something simpler like Head, we must
accept the fact that our thinking has causal efficacy. For example, I learned
that I can welk home or take the subway or hire a taxi. It would be sheer
dogmatism to assert that some obscure inner drive forced me to do one thing
rather than another. To be sure my own nature and the nature of the world
imposes limitations on me; I can't fly home. It is also true that I will decide,
if I am rational, if I can think clearly after a consideration of the actual con-
ditions that obtain; whether for example, the distance may be so great that I
will get very tired if I walk home, or a texi may be expensive relative to my
meager financial resources, but I know on the basis of past experience and intro-
spection that I can choose which course to adopt. If I do not know this then I
do not know anything, or I am psychotic. For it is the same "I" which knows
everything else, the same "I" who can perceive the paper I am writing on, the
same "I' who can love and hate, feel sorrow or delight., Of course, I sometimes
misjudge, perhaps because of inadequate knowledge, perhaps because of emotional
factors of which I may or may not be conscious. These considerations merely tell
me that I am a limited, finite, being, that I am a man and not a God.

The point I am trying to meke is that we know from our own experience
that we can choose, that our choices are limited by our humen nature and personal
adequacy. Why must we deny the reality of our own experience for the sake of an
unprovable dogma or the currently fashionable tenets of a quasi-scientific
psychology? Every hour and every minute of every day I experience my ability to
perceive objects in the world. Why should I belittle my experience? Is it not
equally true, does not my experience also teach me that I can choose, that I have
the ability to choos Consider the evidence that is offered against.it, does
anyone who has seriousystudied psychology or philosophy really believe on the
basis of the evidence offered by Freud or Sullivan or any 'and all schools of
psychology, that free will or rational choice has been disproved? It would not
teke more then an hour to demonstrate conclusively thet the claims of psycholo-
gical determinism on the matter of free will are spurious.

Perhaps if psychologists had a solid grounding in epistemology and
the logic of scientific method they would not so uncritically accept these
spurious claims of psychological determinism. Also, a few of the more analytically
minded psychologists admit,as with Marx end Hillix in Systems and Theories in
Psychology, that, and I quote: "Determinism amounts mostly to an act of faith
since at best our knowledge can be only partially complete." (p.164)

One extremely difficult problem I want to mention in passing is this:
if I say my mind or my thinking has causal efficacy I seem to say or imply that a
non-material or spirituel entity can act upon and move a material entity, my body.
This would immediately raise questions about the nature of mind and of body and
their relation. Are they two basically different substances as St. Augustine,
Descartes, Locke and others held? If they are, how can a spiritual operation
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such as reasoning affect such & radicelly and basically different entity, the
body. No satisfactory answer has ever been given to my knowledge to this
problem, as it is stated. Philosophers still carry on a great deal'of contro—
versy, working on such assumptions. But perhaps they are not two different kinds
of substance as Aristotle, Aquinas and many others, such as Father Royce,argue
but are one composite substance wherein the soul, as Aristotle has it is a form
of the body and the principle of life,of sensing and of thinking.

Father Copleston in his History of Philosophy interprets Aquinas as
follows: "In a plant there is present only the vegetative principle or soul con-
ferring life and the principles of .growth and reproduction. In the animal there
is present only the sensitive soul which acts as a principle not only of vegeta-
tive life but elso of sensitive life. In man there is present only the rational
principle or soul which is not only the principle of the operations peculiar to
itself but also the vegetative and sensitive functions." There is then, on the
Thomistic view, as I understand it, no substantial form or principle of life in
man other than the rational soul. It is this soul which exercises the functions
of inferior forms, vegetative and sensitive. Again I quote from Father
Coplestone: "The humen soul has the power of sensation, for example, but cannot
exercise this function without a body, it has the power of intellection but has
no innate ideas (as Descartes believed, for example) and has to form its ideas
in dependence on sense experience, for which it needs a body. The soul then, is
united to a body because it needs it, because it is naturally the form of a body.!

Finally, I want to mention James's theory of the self. In the tra-
ditional philosophical views which I have mentioned there is a fundamentsl dis-
tinction betweer the soul and its powers,and faculties, and between the
faculties themselves. I am over-simplifying a bit, for there certainly is a
difference between the philosophy of Thomas and Locke; but we will leave that
aside a8 I do not have to go into it for my purposes todey.

Thus we experience the operations of the soul, such as willing and
thinking, but we do not observe the soul itself. You camnot take a men into a
laboratory and test to see if he has a soul; the soul is transcendental and
unitary. According to Father Royce substance is not a static and knowable
substratum as Locke believed, for example. It is existing reality, dynamic and
changing, knowable by philosophical enalysis. James, however, relegated the soul
to metaphysics. He studied what he called "the empirical self.” Whether or not
the empirical self has a spiritual subtratum is a question which James thought
did not belong in psychological science. The self, for James, is rather similar
to the view I quoted from Allport, although Allport leaves the question of a
substantival self open as does James. Consciousness, for James, is an evolution-
ary outcome; its basic function is biological adaptation; the self is not
Synonymous with consciousness; it would include our faculties and dispositions.
In James's theory of the self there are two major aspects: I, or the knower and
Me, and the known. James had great difficulty with the "I" or pure ego; the nIn
is that which is at any moment conscious, whereas the "me" is only one of the
things of which it is conscious. The "IV retains a functional identity - "I know
my states of consciousness, yesterday and today"; but for psychology the hypo-
thesis of a substantival principle of unity, soul, is - as James thought -
superfluous. But James was unable to account for the existence of the "I," the
thinker, except in a vague speculative fashion. It is notorious that James got
bogged down when he tried to deal with this problem. Despite differences in de-
tails, psychoanalysts hold to the theory of an empirical self and reject the idea
of a substentival self; but whilst James was a voluntarist, psychoanalysts general-
ly are strict determinists. Jung, Adler and Rank are, I think, also voluntarists
but their interpetations of the self are not systematic and are rather vague.
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In academic psychology a few people like Gordon Allport are aware
that the self and its nature demends a re-thinking, so I conclude by saying our
ignorance of the whole area is profound.

-~ o -

Rouke: Pat, would you identify self with soul? (Mullahy: Yes, I think I
would.) Just the soul alone - spiritual principle, not including the rest of
man?

Mullahy: Well, I would certainly include all of man; the soul is not some-
thing separate from the body; the two together form one substance, a composite
substance; so it would be more accurate to say that I accept the notion of a
substantival self. Now, in my present state of thinking I am not certain ss to
the ultimate nature of this substantival self. It raises very profound problems
of a theological and philosophical nature, which I freely confess I am not right
now able to solve.

Adkins: What would your idea be as to what happens to soul when the body
dies? (Mullahy: I do not know the answer.)

Hilton: I would like to make a comment, Pat, on your question from James
where he referred to soul being in the realm of metaphysics, and of no concern to
psychology. "Metaphysical" simply mesns, of course, beyond the physical.

This last week I happepned to read an article by Taylor, who is a re-
search scientist at the Clayton Foundation Biochemical Institute of the University
of Texas, and he, I think, is pioneering in his field as we are in regard to the
concept of the self - or rather, Self. There are a few scientists - and I think
Taylor is one of them - who are groping in this same direction. For instance,
he says: "Nelther the deta of science nor ordinary human experience offers any
support for the idea that organization can arise without intelligent supervision
of the forces and conditions which bring it about....The course.of evolution
which consists of the development of progressive order in structure and actions,
is a reflection of something in the category of mind. Since scientific knowledge
implies that the diversity of nature is an expression of an underlying unity in
law and essence, then it follows that it is the universal intelligence or mind
which is expressed in the organization of the universe and in all its subdivisions
«++.The concept we are advancing necessitates the deduction that we as human be-
ings are particular reflections of universal intelligence, and our minds must
function according to the general principles which apply to all nature....The
concept that mind, as reflected in organization, is the reality in nature,
unites all aspects of the universe, as we know it through science, into s con-
sistent whole."

Taylor is bringing forward an idea fatastic to many scientists - he
is starting with mind end posits that the physical is an expression of what he
calls the basic underlying unity. So he is really giving priority to what we
could call the metaphysical angle.

Luke: Does he deny the existence of independent minds? It would appear so...

Hilton: No, I do not think so; but it does, I think, have relevance to .
Teilhard de Chardin's idessin his book Phenomenon of Man. We have individuality
within a collectivity, unity in diversity. However, the quotation was an
attempt to bring into the meeting the scientific approach to what lies beyond the
physical, or to what underlies the whole structure of the universe.

-8 -



Luke: On this earlier question, as to what happens to the soul after it
separates from the body, Ralmer has a theory — and I think it would fit in w%th
what was said in Mullahy's paper. When the soul dis-engages itself from this
organized bit of matter, because it is humen spirit it has to be related to some
matter and therefore it enters into relationship with the totality of the material
universe; there is never such a thing as a human spirit that gets complet?ly dis-
sociated from matter; this is part of its constituency. This might explain some
of the ESP business. There may be some validity to the notion that it is
impossible for the humen spirit to become completely disembodied; it must have
some relationship to matter, and instead of being "a-cosmic," as Rahner phrases
it, instead of going "out of the cosmos" and the material universe it becomes
"pan-cosmic"; the separated Soul is no longer the substantial form of this bit
of organized matter which I call my body, tut it becomes related to the totality
of meteriality, somehow. (Karl Rahner: The Theology of Death)

Rouke: There was one other thing you mentioned, Pat, about most psychoana-
lysts being deterministic. Now I think it is true that in their theoretical
writing they are detemministic, but do you not think that in practice the
analyst or the psychiatrist who works with a patient tries to make him better in
terms of his ability to accept responsibility for what he does?

Mullahy: Yes, I agree, in prectice they do not employ determinism.
Cooper: The only comment I would make is this: I have a patient, referred in

by an anglyst who had been working with the patient for 4 or 5 years; but with
this different approach, of the idea that she was faced with psychological dis-
turbances involving self-realization, she improved dramatically. I received in-
directly a letter from the analyst who wrote something like this: "It is obvious
that the patient is improving btut tell Cooper to leave off that oriental philo-
sophy - stick to something practical"! (Rouke: What is more practical than what
works?!) Here again is snother example of that viewpoint: In 1957 I was what
you would call a materialistic psychiatrist, but then I experienced this "self";
and had my battle, and now I think I understand some of the sspects. However,

I wes listening to Viktor Frankl speaking in Houston, along with some 60 members
of the Psychiatric Society (I was secretary of the group); Frankl was spesking
about the "noetic experience"; he was describing some of the things which he had
experienced in a concentration camp in Furope and apperently he had survived by
means of a mechanism, which he was trying to explain. At the end of the session
you could feel that the atmosphere was that of derision. "What is he saying?
What is he trying to get over?" and so on; in fact a number of the psychiatrists
in the group just could not grasp what it was that he wes talking about; whereas
I thought he was talking directly to me. And in thinking back over the meeting
I see that the difference was that I had had an experience, Viktor Frankl had had
an experience, but the other doctors had not. And until they can have an exper-
ig:ce, I do not think that they can cven begin to talk or think in terms like
this.

I am surprised at Roy Grinker Sr. who, during World War II brought
to us the so-called truth serum - sodium pentathol ~ to help relieve people of
emotional problems, and yet he now makes the statement that our experiments and
working in the scientific gethering of facts re LSD and things of that nature
is to be deplored. Which, I think, means that Roy Grinker has not had an ex~
perience. For instance, when I first started teaching psychiatry, I was trying
Just to get over to the students the psychologicel problems of patients. One of
my students stood up one day and said: "Doctor, I know that woman is sick, but I
do not know how!" and the tears were streaming from his eyes because he could not
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see, feel or hear this kind of reaction. He was having diffieulty just at the
emotionel level; a therapist will have difficulty in going beyond the emotional
level to this higher level in consciousness. So it is my feeling that when the
therapist has an experience, and survives, he will be in a better position to

help.

Adkins: I would like to go into one of the points which Pat Mullahy raised
in his very thought-provoking presentation. He seemélto imply that because no
one can explain how a non-material entity cen influence a material entity, it
is therefore not legitimate to think the self is a non-material entity. I
would ask: Why, as scientists, are we required td explain how an interaction
works before we are allowed to recognize that it does work? The interaction
between magnetism and electricity was recognized long before any consistent
theory could be attempted in order to try to explain it.

Dr. Assagioli, in the manual, encourages us to think of the essence
of ourselves as a center of pure self-consciousness which is a dynamic power
capable of observing, mastering, directing and using all the psychological pro-
cesses and the physical body. Dr. Assagioli recognizes an interaction between
the psychological processes and the physical tody on the one hand, and something
else which he calls the essence of ourselves on the other. Why is it not good
scientific procedure to recognize the existence of such an interaction even
though we cannot explain how it works?

A scientist makes a hypothesis on the basis of what he observes em-
pirically and then he checks and rechecks the hypothesis against the observed
phenomena. This is the scientific revolution of the last 300 years, and it has
produced an amazing amount of workable knowledge of the physical world. Why may
we not use this same method in hypothesizing about non-material entities, if the
observed phenomena seem to call for such hypothesizing?

Brother Luke quoted a German philosopher who made a case for specu-
lation. It is good to remind ourselves that science needs speculation, with the
proviso. that we must rigorously keep our speculations dependent upon the
empirical evidence. As F.R. Tennant says, "Science is fact-controlled speculation.

Mullahy: The psychiatrists,it seems to me, do a great deal of speculation;

. but they will not speculate if you want to go beyond a certain point; they are un-
willing to accept any evidence thet goes beyond their own particular ideology.
There is one point that I guess you did not get in this peper of mine; namely,
you are assuming along with contemporary thought generally, as Father Royce
mentioned, that you are kaking the Lockean assumption that the person is made up
of two basically, radically different substences or entities - the mind being one
and the body being the other. Now he points out that Aristotle did not conceive
of the persoh in this way, neither did Aquinas. There is only one entity, the

persgon.

Adkins: Yes, I understand the point you were making, Pat, and I agree with
contemporary thought that we no longer can regard the body and the mind as a
dichotomy. Modem knowledge convinces us by the body-mind unity.

Gilbert Ryle in his book The Concept of Mind has ably summed up the
findings of the behavioral sciences to the effect that the mind is not a separate
existent but rather one phase of the operation of the body-mind complex. Rye
ridicules the idea of the mind as a separate existent by contemptuously using the
phrase "a ghost in the machine." But he fails to see, as do some other modern
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thinkers, that accepting the body-mind unity does not debar us, as scientists,
from postulating the existence of an initiating, choosing self which is not
subsumed under the body-mind complex.

Of course, asnyone persisting in the idea of a dichotomy in the
human personeality ~ in this case, between the body-mind complex on the one hand
and the initiating, choosing self on the other - has a good deal in common with
Locke. 4And as I read the history of philosophy, a good deal in common with
Aristotle and Aquinas.

Today, however, as the beneficiaries of modern knowledge, we can see
what earlier thinkera could not see, that the dichotomy needs to be delineated
at a different place - that is, not within the body-mind complex but outside of
it.

The new dichotomy is admittedly speculative but modern science does
not require us to refrain from speculation provided that we tie speculation to
the phenomena as observed. The specific phenomenon of which we are speaking is
the fact that the essential self of a human being is able to observe, master
and direct the psycho-physical processes of his personality structure. We do
not have to stop speculating about the interaction of the self, even considered
as non-material, with the body-mind complex merely because we cannot explain it.

Rouke: Well, there is no reason why we should stop. The other question I
have - to get back to the attitude of psychiastrists and determinism - I think
that some of their reluctance to accept the concept of the spiritual entity in
men is that they feel that if this is accepted, they accept a capacity for free-
dom in man and therefore eliminating the fact of unconscious motivation; and this
is not at all so. You see, we can have all kinds of environmental stimuli, all
kinds of internal stimuli, all kinds of emotional stimuli, influencing ocur acti-
vities; and there is no doubt that this occurs., As a matter of fact, the basic
principle of the whole Thomistic knowledge of men is that man can exercise full
freedom only when he is freed from these limiting factors; and that when emotion
surges up freedom is diminished.

Luke: Well, thatt is based on the fact that matter is by its nature determin-
ed, and so anything affecting the materisl side of man is a very definitely de-
termined thing. If someone were to put cianide into a cream pitcher for example,
there is a deterministic mechaniam that would operate that would have us all
lying on the floor; and the same could be true if you want to accept Freudian
theory about problems in toilet training and that sort of thing. These are things
that affect the mechanical structure of mean and that can have long lasting
effects throughout 1ife. There is no problem there as far as Thomistic theory is
concerned, because these are determin:tions that are made precisely in that
aspect of man's nature which is determinable. If you say that aspects of body
behavior are determined, you are simply sgying that the materisal part of man's
nature is material. When the undetermined part of man's nature begins to operate
then there is already this brief history of determination in the years before
the use of reason.

Adkins: Yes, then you have, if you put forward the theory of the deterministic
side of one's nature, namely the body and personality structure, the body-mind
is completely and utterly determined; then if you hypothesize another element
which is somehow of a different nature, then the problem is the interaction
between the two. So in that you have man as the interaction between the se two
things; now the fact that you cannot explain how they interact does not seem
to me that it rules out your chance to hypothesize that they do interact.
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Luke: Thomistic philosophy, if anyone is interested in that, insists that
nothing 8 into the mind except that it comes through the body. The problem
there is /Ainteraction between body and spirit, end not only is the interaction a
problem tut the greater problem is "Where is the dividing line between the two?"
In the modern physical theory, where you keep splitting matter up until you
get down to energy particles, you are getting down into something that acts very
much like spirit. Where that dividing line comes is a crucial problem; tut I do
not think that that is the problem of the self; the interaction of matter and
spirit is not the problem of the self; I think that this is another problem;
this is a transcendent notion. The self has to operate through both spirit and
body; it is not identifiable with elther or their combinations.

Coopef: I think this is the point, and I am glad you mede it. (Adkins: Would
you meke that point again please, Brother Luke??

Luke: The self is not the soul-mind complex, not the spirit; and the self
is not the body; end neither is it a combination of them. It operates through the
two but transcends them both.

Adkins: Self is not the soul-mind complex? (Luke: No. Your body is just
as much your self as your mind is, and just as much not your self as the mind is.)

Cooper: One way to think of it is as a transformer.

Luke: We get some insights into this from theology, and whether you

accept the reality of this is not to the point; but in traditional Catholic
theology I think we have three things: fi:rst of all, the doctrine about the self
of Jesus -~ Jesus was a divine self who operated through two natures: human nature,
complete body-soul. He had no human self. In Catholic doctrine Jesus was not a
human person; he was a divine person operating through his human-mind-body
complex, and also operating at the seame time and simultaneously (and this, of
course, is a theological mystery) through his total divinity. That is one exam-
ple where self -~ as I think you can see conceptually - is divorced from the body-
soul complex. Here you have the complete body-soul complex, but the Person who
Jesus is is neither of these; he transcends them. (Adkins: Jesus is not a self?)
He is a self, but he is not e human self; the only self Jesus hes is a divine
self - in Catholic doctrine. That is one example.

Another would be that God Himself as Self is three Selves - three
Selfs manipulate this one divine intelligence; it is manipulated by three
distincts selfs - Father, Son and Spirit; and whatever divinity does, each one
of these three Persons, these three Selfs, manipulate. That is the second ex-
ample.

The third example would be - if there is any empirical reality to it
at all - in the concept of diabolical possession. Here you have a person who
thinks his own thoughts and makes his own choices and operates through his own
body, but then,presumably, an evil spirit takes possession. There is a lot of
doubt cast about most of the actual cases, and most of them, I suppose, are
hysterical. But we do have gxamples in the gospel where the evil spirit starts
screaming out things which are not the thoughts or expressions of the person,
but are the thoughts of the demon expressed through this mind; the will chooses
to express them through the functions of this body; they have nothing to do with
the person at all; it is the diabolical spirit that takes over the total operation.
(Adkins: Well, is the spirit a self?) No. Take, for example, take ‘we seven people
here; according to this theory each one of us here is conscious of himself as self,
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because we have seven separste bodies, seven sets of thought proceases,of will
operation, and seven sets of emotion; but there isn't anything intrinsically
inconsistent with the notion that there could be only one bedy in this room, and
one intelligence and will, which the seven of us might manipulate in tum, or
use in turn - something like the family car! Because we are limited natures we
would have to take turns at it, which the Trinity does not have to do! For ex-
ample, one of us could have this set of faculties at 2 o'clock, another of us
at 3 and 4, and so on, and yet each one of us could still be our separate selves
even though we all operate it through the one set of mind-body complexes. A4s I
was saying a minute ago, the self is something that transcends the pure combina-
tion of body-soul faculties.

Hilton: I wonder, in speaking about this connection between the self and the
mind-body, if possibly this is where we move into the area of the will.

Luke: No; because when 1 say mind-body, I include the will. The will would
be simply another faculty, like the mind. But I do not think that will constitute
self either.

Hilton: But keeping it down to purely psychological levels. {Luke: Will is not
an entity.) I agree, not an entity; but is not the will an essential faculty of
this self that we have been speaking of?

Luke: It is the capacity to choose, that is all. It follows after mind, it
is a power of spirit. It is not identifiable with the self either. The self
has three operations: the self knows abstractly, that is mind; it makes a choice,
that's will; the self eats a sandwich and thet is body and so on, but the self
is the responsible principle which acts through these powers, and transcends any
one of the powers.

Hilton: But is it not the impulsing factor?

Cooper: What Frank is throwing in is a bit of dynamite, which we need to ex-
plore. When we begin to think of the will we are entering into another phase.
If we think of our self on different levels we will also have to think of our
will on different levels; and what kind of inner strength this is - which is
will, which one person seems to be able to follow and another person seems to
have more difficulty in following. There seem to be some gradations, and when
we experience this self, and understand it, all of a sudden will is present, We
are able to do more; so it is tied in in some way.

Luke: Is that a problem of self, or a problem of the inter-relation between
matter and spirit? Let me propose an example. There are obviously various bodi-
1y functions over which we have voluntary control. Some people can wiggle
their ears, or you can get into things like yoga and the fakir and all that sort
of thing, where people by training force their will and develop an extraordinary
ability to control their bodies. Is that a strong assertion of the self or is
this simply meking a stronger link between the body-spirit complex?

Cooper: Let me tackle it from another angle. Let us go back to St. Paul for
a moment; he gave us a description of love - kind, patient, tolerant and so on.
Now I cen practice all day long kindness, patience, toleraence, but my heart may
not be in it and I will not be able to really feel or be those qualities. For
instance, some of my patients have an hostility index that is so high that al-
though they know they have to gain these attributes they cannot. But if this same
individual has an experience of this inner self then all of a sudden these
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attributes are there; they are the product, the fruit of the spirit -~ as St. Paul
said, So I believe that this will is a part of the self experience. You can
undertake physical disciplines, give up meat, follow rules and regulations and
so on, but it does not meke us feel this way; but after we have had an experience
of this entity that Assagioli refers to as Self, then all of a sudden you have

this will,

Luke: That is why I am perfectly willing to accept the motion thet you
underline so strongly - that this self is unitary; btut I do not like to tie it
too closely to will, to mind, or anything. (Cooper: We do!) Self involves
pulling the whole thing together, because first you have to have a little bit of
insight, then the will to do, and finally the action as it operates through the

body.

Cooper: A man like Walt Whitman, who is written up in Bucke's Cosmic Consciou
ness, was certainly not a spiritusl person in any way from what we can gather
- he certainly did not follow the moral trends of the time, but after this ex-
perience of this inner self he was then able to translate inner feeling into
outer manifestation.

Rouke: Can I throw something in? It is not the answer, but it may give
someone &an idea that will lead us closer. Would this experience that you des-
cribed earlier in the meeting be by any chance, the time in one's life when the
super-ego as a control mechanism has reached its low point, and conscience as a
control mechanism has definitely taken over? As I see it, super-ego is mainly
a function of fear of loss of approval. Now if we can diminish super-ego to the
extent that we are free from fear, then will can come in. The more we are domi-
nated by super-ego the less freedom we can use. If we can get super-ego pretty
mich out of the picture, the concept of conscience and self-direction with the
person operating free from fear takes over. Do you think that this has something
to do with it? Is this why it may tie in with the concept of will?

Cooper: It helps. In the psychological reaction to the experience of the self
there is a great amount of fear. Most of the descriptions of this phenomenon
speak of gradations of fear, ecstasy, some type of emotional response - which may
go on for several days or weeks. And from the psychological standpoint what Dr.
Rouke is asking is "Is this a maturation of conscience, is it a maturing process,
or is this something that comes in as we experience this inner self?" This is
the problem; for we do see emotional experiences with it. I have detailed some
of these cases where patients would just cry for hours, and then there came re-
lief, and freedom from fear. They no longer worry about dying or their problems.
They seem to have solved an existentisl problem. With Medina's treatment of in-
halation of 70% oxygen, 30% CO2 we got a reaction in patients in which they told
us that they "died and went to hesven and that they had walked around on the
other side.” And we knew then that their psychological problems were cleared.

The experience under carbon dioxide only lasts 3 to 5 seconds but it seems to them
as if it has lasted for a life time as their time sense is distorted. They go
back into the seme situation that they were in before, but it does not bother
them any more for they now have a new outlook on life; they have a new way of ex-
periencing life - because they say they have gone over to the other side, have
Seen it and it is not bad and they are no longer frightened of death. So your
point is well taken, Dr. Rouke.

Rouke: I was thinking of another thing, too. Concerning the quotations from
St. John of the Cross, in terms of the concentration of writings of the mystics on
the negative side. I would like to ack Brother Luke whether, since so many of
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ful interpersonal relationships. You cen ask: "who reelly are the personalitias
in here?" It won't be the withdrawn ones, where there are no outgoing processes
of knowledge and communication, love. Or you cen say: "Here you are, a bunch of
2 year old kids, looking forward to marriage; don't you think of §elf-ful~
fillment in this experience of knowledge and love?" Then they can begin to see
that it is this inter-personal subjectivity which is the real constituent which
mekes them themselves, makes the self “self." (Mullahy: That is terrific from a

theologian})

Cooper: Let me put in a point here, because I still want to answer this
question. With ordinary psychotherapeutic techniques the patients generally
return; but when they have had an experience of this inner Self, as here, they
no longer need the therapist end they become centers of help to other people -
which is just exactly what you are saying; this distinguishes it from the ordinary
psychologicel therapy. It may be a matdration of conscience, btut I have doubts.

Rouke: I have just got another idea from what Brother Luke was saying: when
he talked about the child reared in isolation; it would have no concept of self.
Now this, I think, is how we all get our concept of self in early 1ife: it is
mirrored in the reactions in the people around us. We see ourselves and feel our
worth in the mirror of their attitudes towards us. Again, as we grow towards
maturity, it may be, that instead of seeing ourselves in the mirror, this ex-
perience comes when we manage to see the reality of self, when we know our self
in some way directly - rather than in the mirror of someone else's attitude.

How it happens is something else again.

Luke: This outgoing relationship has to be inter-personal; and this is one
of the big emphases too. And here is why you can talk to students about the
difference between the love relestionship with the girl they really love and in-
tend to marry and the one they may have with some tramp whom they pick up on a
Friday night. This is not an inter-personal relationship, and they can see this
because they are using this other person as "a thing," this other person becomes
an instrument of pleasure. And they do not become more themselves in this type
of relationship precisely because it is not interpersonal. When they as persons,
as selves, go out to someone else in a reciprocal interpersonal back end forth
relationship, where it is personal on both sides, both persons become conscious
of self as self.

Cooper: More of this is going to help - do keep it up!

Mullahy: I would like to ask Brother Luke a question - all this is fascinating;
I mean a theologian with the interpersonal theory! That is why I would like to
ask,for I do not really understand your notion of the self as being somehow ex-
terior to the composite, .In addition to that,I wonder why you-alsb say that the
self is exterior to the composite in view of the fact that you claim the self grows
in interpersonal relations.

Luke: Well, first of all I did not use the word "exterior" (words lost in
cross talk) and secondly I did not say "exterior to." It transcends it. In
other words the self is something above and beyond this; the self is the prin-
ciple which operates through this combination ; the self has no meaning and could
not have any existence (except in the divine mysteries) unless it existentially
opersted through a body-spirit combination. The self is still something differ-
ent. What am I? I am a men; and if I asked around the roon: "What are you?"
a4 man or a mouse?"; we would all have to answer "man"; and "Who am I?" I am
Brother Luke and so on, and each one would give his name for himself. There is
something in the name for the self that is special; it somehow transcends and at
the same time operates through this soul-body thing. I don't know what else to
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these people are Spanish or Letin - their writings, emotionally, are tremendous-
ly exaggerated - I was thinking of St. Catherine of Sienna and the fantastic
emotional way in which she writes - it is not the way an Anglo-Saxon would ex-
perience things. Are these writings of St. John, St. Theresa and the others
very different from what they would be for a group of people in our culture?

Luke: My impression of resding any of the history of spiritual behavior,
and even schools of spirituality,is that this is all very deeply rooted in what-
ever stage of psychological theory may be prevalent at the time. Some of the
people in our Order are in rather high places because they are good at taking
men off to a retreat and leading them to an intense sort of commitment. Maybe
there is a little bit of professional jealousy here! They are not good theo-
logians so much as good amateur psychologists who will "brain wash" these people
into the point where they make strong religious resolutions.

One technique is to persuade men to get in the habit of facing God
for 15 minutes each day and meking what is called a whole “"white'"act, something
like a whole circle, completely white. The idea is that you go there before the
Lord every day and resolve to make your day come out completely "white." Now
in your achievement it may be two thirds white, or one helf white, or your batting
average may be 300, which isn't bad, but every day you go back there and make it
all "white" again., Now this is purely psychological (Cooper: Yes, at the
emotiond level,) Yes, very oftem this whole mystical business is tied in much
more closely to psychology then it is to theology. But there is another point
here: I am not sure that we have yet decided what mskes the self the self. Did
you (speaking to Pat Mullahy) do anything at all on the subject of contemporary
personalism?

Some philosophers today seem to be getting at the notion that what
existentially makes person “person," or amthentic person, or psychologically
eware of themselves as person, is an inter-personal subjectivity. They say that
a person does not become conscious of himself really as "self" until he is in-
volved in an inter-personal relationship with some other self, For example,
and this is an insight for us from theology, in the persons of the Trinity, in
the Triune God, the only thing they have to constitute themselves as distinct is
this interpersonal relationship among the three Persons in an outgoing relation-
ship one the other, based on the divine processes of knowing and loving; the
knowing prot?c‘hceesg‘,o 531’}'{’8%%?},3& process, to an object known- not abstractly but
experientially, and an object loved experientially, it is in this process that
the self finds himself as the self going out to another self in an interpersonal
subjective relationship too. (Cooper: Great! Rouke: Great!)

In discussions with the classroom students, when we are trying to
make some sense out of the Trinity, I will single out three of them and say:
"We have got three Persons and one nature here, and I kneel down to them and
"adore" them." But then I finally challenge them all to think "what makes yourself
self?" If a man is created in the image and likeness of God, and God is Tri-
Self, then the self in man has to be somehow a reflection of the Triune Self.
So I ask them "Supposing I take this one fellow here, say, Louis here, and all the
rest of us were to leave the room, would Louis be more conscious of himself, as
self, as individual person, than he would if we all stayed in the room?" And it
is amazing; most of the students say that they tbink that he would be more himself
if he were alone. And then I will say "Suppose we put it this way; suppose at
birth Louis had been taken away from his mother and put into a room where machines
pumped the food in and so on, so thet he never had any experience of any other
person; would he be more aware of himself as self?" Then, of course, students
see the point immediately; and then you can btuild on that as to what are meaning-
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say about it, but I think that psychologically you become more awere of who you
are precisely - as you, the self - when you use this total complex ?f faculties
- both spirit faculties and matter faculties - to go out in a relationship to
someone else. That is what I mean by transcendent; I do not mean thet it is
exterior or that it has any sort of independent existence apart from this body-
spirit; it operates completely through the body-spirit; all of its existence is
rooted in the body-spirit and yet it is something different.

Adkins: You speak of the body-spirit; these are two things of different
nature?
Luke: I presume that they are, tut I do not think that that is essential

in the discussion. They are related, and as I said, the dividing line between
the two is getting tougher and tougher to define. The reason thet I like to say
"spirit" is because in spirit I include mind, emotion, will and all those things.
(Adkins: Where is the self, then?) The self is something above all this.

Adkins: But you, Dr. Cooper, I think were saying that the self is the will;
you were disagreeing with Brother Luke on that. Where is the self?

Luke: It is not a third entity - I do not hold that at all; it is not a
third entity, exterior, manipulating this, like a marionette show. This self is
somehow not like either of these two and yet has no existence end cannot ex-
press itself except that it operates these things.

Adkins: Take the animal; the animel has the mind-body complex on a
vestigial scale. Does the animal have a self?

Luke: I do not think so, because when the animal dies that is it! The
animel has no other meaning.

Adkins: Your idea is then that when the man dies the self goes on?

Luke: That's right - partially, because he is spirit; but that gets into

the business of the substantiality of the soul, the possibility of a separate
existence of his mind. But this is still not the self. (Adkins: Seperate
existence of the mind?) of the soul, of the spirit - that the spirit can exist
apart from this bit of organized matter. (Adkins: Well, is it the spirit that
goes on or the self that goes on?) That is a very interesting question. I think
that lots of the philosophers would say that as long as you are disembodied spirit
you are not really e self; that it is very difficult for you to be a "gelf" in
this condition. And I think that is what drove Rahner to presume that this dis-
embodied spirit has to have a relation to the totality of metter in order to some-
how have some form of self-realization. But there you are getting into very
high speculation and problems, but I think if you want to bring this down to any
kind of practical level, this sense of interpersonal relationship is a major
factor in awareness of self. It strikes me as being very importent, even in the
theoretical teaching.

Adkins: Does the animal have a spirit?...(Luke: Not that survives the body. )
You are speaking of the spirit-matter interaction, and then the self as something
again; now do the animsls have a spirit-matter complex without the self?
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Luke: Not in the same sense that man does.

Cooper: We are spesking about men at the present time, but our time is up
and we must conclude.

Rouke: May I just raise one point 6n the self: that it has to be self-re-
flective. (Adkins: self-conscious?) Yes.

Cooper: The animal has the instinctual mind; man - as a generd rule - has
a consciousness of self. Now then, added to it is this other thing which
Bucke cells "cosmic consciousness" - which is consciousness of yourself in
relationship to other people in relationship to the universe.

Luke: As Frank Sheed says "if you ever find a dog that knows itself to
be a dog, then you should baptise it!" (Laughter)
Cooper: On this note we shall close.
* ¥ % ¥
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