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INTRODUCTION

This work attempts to answer an extremely perplexing question, of utter importance to every person:  “Who am I?”  Psychologists generally believe that somewhere around the time people reach their adolescence they begin to ask this question.  Up until then, they really aren’t too concerned about it.  More pressing issues occupy their attention, like school and friends, getting their hands on candy, finding more time for play—especially by getting out of doing their chores; things like that.  However, as our intelligence begins to develop to the point where we can look down the road and consider the future, we start to wonder about other things—what’s in store for me, especially after I die; where did I come from and how did I get here; and, most of all, just who in the world am I?

A common theme can be seen to emerge from this consideration:   I, I, I!  But what can you do?  Wondering who we are is…well, part of who we are.  Not surprisingly, any answer to this question will be meaningful only to the extent that each of the various parts of ego and self are included, organized into a whole.  Although it is commonly accepted that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, the reason for this is not always made clear:  the arrangement of the parts is itself part of the whole.  Relationships exist between each piece.  Like automobile engine parts lying in a pile, wholeness is meaningless without proper arrangement.  No reputable manufacturer would attempt to build a car engine without pistons, or a manifold, or a carburetor.  Yet, this is precisely the situation for contemporary psychology, where each account of the ego and self stakes its own claim—typically to the exclusion of the others.    
To accomplish an integral theory, this work suggests the following concept:  the Integral Interface, a single theoretical framework in which every aspect of the whole person is subsumed.  The manner in which this framework exists can be thought of as comprising “loops,” which trace out the various points of interface by which the individual not only interacts with their environment, but also the points of interface within their own psychic structure as well.  Further, each aspect of the overall structure of the Integral Interface engages in a particular boundary point, demarcating its respective juncture of the interface.  There are three boundary points pertaining to the psyche altogether:

1. Contact Boundary:  interface between body and world.

2. Context Boundary:  interface between the mind and memory. 

3. Encounter Boundary:  interface between self and mind.

Initially, one’s interface with the environment is negotiated at their contact boundary.  As stimuli from the world impinge upon the body, they are transmitted through the neural system to the mind where they are processed by a two-fold operation:  the encounter boundary between self and mind, and the context boundary between mind and the contents of memory.  As experience passes through the contact boundary to the mind, it is presented to the self at the encounter boundary.  Yet, as experience enters the mind, it is also mediated by cognitive processes involving the contents of memory and the context boundary (e.g., perspective and identity), which serve to recognize and interpret experience, thereby providing meaning.  A summary depiction of the Integral Interface can be diagrammed as follows (explained in detail in this work):
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Whereas the contact boundary mediates between the body and world, the encounter boundary mediates between self and mind.  It is through the encounter boundary that one engages in intimacy, sometimes referred to as an “I-Thou” relationship.  This boundary is a fluid medium.  When operating properly, it allows experience to flow unimpeded to the self via the encounter boundary, where one’s relations with others and the environment are actually experienced.  Constructs of the two are then deposited into memory, via the context boundary.

CHAPTER 1:  THE INTEGRAL INTERFACE

Integral models of the psyche have a long history.  Indeed, the prospects continue to pile up, theory after theory.  The question, “Who am I,” has not only stirred in the back of our own minds but also the greatest minds of humanity since the beginning of time.  And these great minds have been at no loss to speculate over the matter, offering their opinions liberally.  One of the earliest attempts offered in Western psychology, so the story goes, took place at the famed Academy in ancient Athens, founded by Plato and perhaps given its greatest stature by his most accomplished pupil, Aristotle.  After struggling hard to resolve the enigma of the psyche, the great minds assembled there announced at last a description of the true nature of humanity was finally at hand.  Word soon got out that human beings could be best defined in this comprehensive, albeit brief manner:  “featherless, flightless bipeds.”
Of course, as true as this account obviously is, nonetheless, it leaves something to be desired—although not in the way of elegance.  Indeed, a more succinct portrayal would be hard to find.  Even so, it is left open to certain rebuttals.  As word got around, a debate soon took up on its finer points.  One evening, as legend has it, the dispute was summarily put to rest.  Solemnly delivered deep within the Academy chambers, a discriminating philosopher handed over his ignominious answer:  the poor body of a plucked chicken.  Although not possessed of any great subtlety, still, this argument made its point.  Indeed, it has come to be known as one of the earliest examples of the devastating retort.  As a result, few wished to align with this failed theory further.
Still, we are compelled to discern truth.  However, the true nature of human beings is so profound as to leave most people baffled.  There is great difficulty in developing such deep understanding, precisely because it requires enormous insight and an uncommon willingness to go beyond usually accepted boundaries.  Unfortunately, not everyone is willing to do this—despite the potential rewards in penetrating the greatest secret of all.  One must be willing to confront profound and often threatening processes found there.  Obviously, this is no easy matter.  In point of fact, every impulse in our being is determined to avoid the matter completely.  Coming into contact with the depths of our being only serves to send us scurrying in the opposite direction as quickly as possible.  Indeed, the essence of our psyche always seems to remain just out of sight, even as it comes ever more into view.  As we grapple for understanding, the true nature of the human being can probably be most accurately summarized this way:  one slippery character!  
Compounding the confusion, the psyche is like a diamond, comprised of a seemingly endless array of facets.  This allows people to gather around the facet of their choosing.  In fact, the psyche resembles a kind of child’s toy, which takes the shape of an orb, typically an 8-ball filled with fluid, and used for divination.  On one side is a small window through which a message can be viewed, as it tenuously slips into focus, floating to the surface.  The idea is to ask questions and then peer through the window for the answer.  Unfortunately, entire gatherings of people huddle over their respective windows, tightly clinging to the facet most appealing to them, deathly afraid of losing their grip and being shocked by the possible appearance of another facet less to their liking.  Evidently, the profession of psychology is presently unaware that it is possible—indeed, preferable—to open up the 8-ball and look inside, seeing the diamond in its fullness.
Over the years, theorists have been at no loss to speculate about the basic principles governing the operation of the psyche, even if in this piecemeal fashion.  Perhaps nowhere is this more clearly the case than with theories involving the ego, sometimes referred to as self.  A number of even epic edifices now dot the landscape.  Yet, there is little consistency among these many references.  The question, therefore, is whether it is possible to make any coherent sense of the various accounts of the ego.  This work attempts to do so, by suggesting an overriding theoretical framework within which each concept of the ego can be integrated and subsumed:  the Integral Interface.  Needless-to-say, in order to accomplish this task, some assembly is required.  

The Imagery Amalgam

To assemble the various pieces of the whole person, it seems advisable to begin with the boundary point most accessible to most people:  the contact boundary, i.e., body and world.  Although human behavior is extraordinarily complex, its basic parameters can be put relatively simply.  Indeed, it is common to hear people describe their interpersonal relations in this manner:  

1. Something bad happens (i.e., trigger).

2. They feel bad about it.

3. They do something about it.

4. Then someone does something back to them—which becomes another trigger, starting the whole cycle all over again. 

Consequently, this procedure could be thought of as the exterior loop of one’s interpersonal relations.  The exterior loop operates as follows:  stimulus from the world impinges upon the body and is transmitted through the five senses of the nervous system to the brain, where it is converted into sensory and perceptual experience.  Added to these stimuli are the various impulses arising within the body (e.g., hunger, sex, fatigue).    

However, interventions based on the body are not limited solely to behavior.  Indeed, the interventions of behaviorism are not rightly thought of as engaging the body at all.  Rather, they are directed toward the environment, not the organism.  Interventions that engage the organism directly primarily involve psychiatry, the branch of medicine involved with the study, diagnosis, and treatment of mental disorders.  Although prescription drugs represent the sine qua non of psychiatry, they are not the only way to introduce chemistry into the brain.  Most of that which is ingested is digestible, such as one’s on-going diet, including vitamins, herbs, and supplements—not to say, any recreational drugs toward which the individual might be inclined (e.g., alcohol, marijuana, meth-amphetamine).  In this way, the person depicted by behaviorism does not involve a self so much as their bodily substrate, situated within the larger ecological system of the world.  

Unfortunately, the exterior loop is too simplistic to account for all aspects of human behavior.  Indeed, there is an internal core of operations at work behind one’s interpersonal relations.  Perhaps the most significant of these conceptions suggests the exterior loop leaves out a crucial piece between steps 1 and 2 mentioned above:  some thought taking place within the mind occurs, making one feel the way that they do.  In other words, as cognition processes one’s sensual and perceptual experience (i.e., exterior loop), the resulting understanding prompts a further experience in one’s emotions—which triggers the sequence all over again, i.e., interior loop—impelling one toward their ultimate behavior.  
The interior loop is based on an essential feature of memory and the context boundary:  perspective.  Perspective is that aspect of the psyche involving one’s expectations.  It is for this reason that the emphasis in cognitive therapy is not so much on how one experiences reality as how they interpret reality.  Put somewhat differently, perspective is that aspect of the psyche that determines not only what one is aware of, but how they are aware of it.  A common story illustrates this process:

An admiral is guiding his ship through a foggy sea, his vision significantly impaired by the weather.  Out of the fog, a light suddenly appears and approaches the ship head-on.  The admiral sends a message to the commander of the ship, advising him that he is on a collision course with an admiral and that he should alter his course.  The return message, however, announces that the commander is merely an enlisted man; yet, even so, the admiral must stand aside and change course.  The message goes on to explain that the enlisted man is the commander of a lighthouse, and if the admiral were to continue on his present course, he would crash his ship and run aground on the shore.

As can be seen, perspective operates like a filter, or a stimulus threshold, not only admitting (or else not admitting) certain elements of experience, but also influencing the operation of cognition such that it organizes these elements into understandable patterns in the first place.  Yet, perspective does not operate alone to determine one’s understanding of experience.  Indeed, the structure of the psyche is better put this way:  perspective and identity.  That is, perspective can be thought of as the front-end to identity, existing at the threshold to this even more difficult to access domain of ego, or self.  The relationship between these two fundamental structures of the psyche will be discussed later in the chapter.   

Overall, one’s awareness of reality consists of an amalgam of two features:  experiential impressions coming in—as mediated by internal images, which results in understanding.  In other words, an overlay of two distinct aspects is created during cognitive processing.  As a result, the combination of experiential impressions and the understanding based on them can be referred to this way:  the Imagery Amalgam—something like the combining of two disparate elements (tin and copper) in making bronze alloy.  And either level of the overlay can be distorted or confused, especially as one tinkers with the amalgam in favor of more preferable outcomes.  For example, the experiential impressions received—whether in the form of stimuli or impulses—can be displayed inaccurately.  So too can internal imagery.  
Together, the two sides of the Imagery Amalgam form a single account of one’s perception of reality, in which experience and understanding conjoin.  In a sense, experience is no different in its nature than the understanding that serves to mitigate it—for both sides are subject to cognitive processing.  Even experiential impressions arising from sensory and perceptual encounters with the environment (i.e., contact boundary) consist of constructions produced by the mind.  As experiential impressions trigger cognitive processing, they are interpreted by the operation of cognition (i.e., context boundary), drawing on memory constructs for the sake of understanding the experience.  As a result, the imagery of these memory constructs gets overlaid upon experience.  
Cognition makes use of two fundamental parts of the psyche:  memory and imagery.  It is only by virtue of the joint operation of this set of faculties that understanding occurs, ultimately influencing every other function of the psyche.  Memory and imagery are the two principal domains of cognition, and they operate in tandem.  Although texts on cognitive psychology tend to separate memory and imagery, they are best thought of as a single system.  A simple thought experiment demonstrates the connection:
Remember the house where you lived growing up.  Allow the image to enter your mind freely.  Consider it a moment, just as you remember it.  Feel exactly the processes involved.  Now, imagine the house where you lived growing up.  Again, allow the image to enter your mind freely.  Feel exactly the processes involved.  Compare the two.  It should be clear that one and the same process produced the exact same end result:  an image of the house where you lived growing up, whether remembered or imagined.

In either case, some activity in the brain, out of awareness and somewhat obscured, sifts and sorts through the tissues there and, suddenly, reverses its flow and pushes forward.  All at once, an image appears, associated with the frontal lobe of the brain, somewhere just behind the area of the forehead, referred to colloquially as the “mind’s eye.”  Deep in the center and core of the brain, at the bulb of the brain stem as it presses into the larger brain mass, attenuating processes are also occurring, influencing and often distorting this process.  These cognitive functions operate and interact with one another such that, in the end, an image appears.  As can be seen, whether remembering or imagining, the same overall process is involved.    
Memory can be thought of as involving three distinct features:

1. the overall structure of a storage facility,

2. the particular memory constructs stored there, and
3. the processes of retention and retrieval involved in storage.
This set of features is similar to that of imagery, except that imagery is typically constrained to only two comparable meanings:

1. the overall structure of a display facility, and

2. the particular imagery constructs displayed there.

Somehow, the third feature of memory has never quite transposed into imagery, such that imagery is seen as involving processes of retention and retrieval.  In fact, it is even generous to suggest that the transposition of the first feature has really occurred in cognitive psychology, for imagery is almost always thought to pertain to the particular images displayed in the mind, without an account of the monitor by which they are displayed.  
Overall, cognitive processing can be thought of as the operation of memory/imagery, working in tandem to provide the two fundamental functions of the mind:  information processing and problem solving.  All aspects of cognition either serve the operation of the bicameral apparatus of memory/imagery, or else are the heir and offspring of them.  
To take the above thought experiment a step further:

Consider the house where you lived growing up again.  Only this time, see it suspended twenty feet off the ground by a large purple, polka-dot balloon.  Allow the formation of the image to occur freely.  Feel exactly the processes involved.  Again, the same processes producing the original end results can be seen to produce this result, too—even though no mention was made of exactly how the house might be suspended by the balloon, which you determined through an act of your own creativity and problem solving.  For example, the house could have rested on top of the balloon.

Most texts on cognitive psychology not only separate memory/imagery out from each other, but also separate them from the cognitive processes of reason and problem solving.  However, taken together, the processes of memory/imagery are the processes of cognition.  They are simply the two possible ways in which the cognitive system operates.  

Traditionally, personality theory and cognitive theory have been at odds in psychology.  Even though this distinction correctly demarcates the boundaries between the intellect and identity, segregation is unwarranted, serving only to undermine a productive interface between the two.  Indeed, psychology did not start out this way.  For example, psychoanalysis is essentially a theory of memory, beginning with the dynamic unconscious.  The unconscious can be compared to a teapot:  coming to a boil, somehow blocked off and unable to discharge its content of steam, it bursts at the seams until, under the force of this pressure, an alternative route of discharge becomes available (i.e., the “return of the repressed”).  In this view, repressed mental content, like energy, never dissipates but, rather, is malleable and changes shape to suit its purposes.  In response to this persistent distress, repression recoils from traumatic events from the individual’s past still present in their memory—especially those that violate some moral imperative.  In this way, memories are kept out of the individual’s awareness and they are spared further trauma.

However, a more accurate, although no less homey, metaphor could be put this way:  when one remembers something, they search through memory until they find it—something like searching through a drawer for a sock.  To think that the sock will somehow jump out of the drawer (i.e., build up steam) is a quizzical way of looking at memory.  The sock has no interest or initiative of its own.  Rather, you are doing the looking—based on your interests and initiative.  The sock just lays there, indifferent to all the tossing of garments onto the floor.  In other words, the way that steam builds up can be reconceived in this manner:  the search is the pressure.  As memory searches through its constructs for, say, a matching argyle—but does not find it—then it must persist in the search until it does.  However, if the matching argyle is somehow marked with a stain or a hole in it that makes it unacceptable—and unacceptable in a manner such that its even being found can not be acknowledged—then the search must continue endlessly, or at least until some more preferable substitute (perhaps symptom) is located.  

In this manner, the cognitive apparatus that searches through memory does not have to be conscious in order to avoid certain memory constructs.  Rather, the presence of certain signs associated with the item is sufficient.  It is a rote and predetermined encoding system by which the censoring occurs, not necessarily any conscious decision-making on the part of the censor at the time.  Instead of walking down the dark alley, so to speak, the individual simply crosses the street and walks under the streetlight—where it’s safe.  In this way, identity can be thought of as the ulterior loop of psychic processing, as these memory components are capable of influencing the functioning of cognition not only from outside its own sphere of operation (e.g., defenses), but as a result of intercessions of others now incorporated into the identity system (e.g., identification).  As mentioned, perspective is best thought of as being part of the interior loop, the front-end to identity.  

Consequently, the elements of the Integral Interface depicted thus far can be diagramed as follows:
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Overall, cognition can be said to operate this way:  it evaluates events and then makes attributions into memory based on those evaluations.  In turn, these attributions are used as a base upon which the individual can then make further expectations.  Having established this platform of expectation, the individual uses it as the principal means by which they interpret and understand their ongoing experience (i.e., Imagery Amalgam).  In this way, attributions and expectations are two sides of the same coin.  

In other words, we want what we want, but we only do what we think we actually can do—whether consciously or unconsciously.  We rely on past successes to indicate our chances of success in the future.  If one is used to having their own way, say, by bullying or intimidating others, they might well believe such tactics will work in any situation across the board.  Of course, a disillusioning encounter or two with someone willing to (and capable of) calling their bluff might well alter these beliefs.  Clearly, employing such a tactic—or any tactic, for that matter—rests upon the underlying confidence one has that it will actually work.  However, in another sense, what one cannot do might become what they will do, in that they might do it later when circumstances allow for it (e.g., saving up for a vacation or getting a good education in order to get a good job).   
The Ego/Self Amalgam

Although it is tempting to equate the ego with mind, doing so is troublesome.  The essential feature joining self and ego together is not identified, which is to say, the way in which self and ego actually relate to one another.  However, the ego can only be rightly understood in contrast to the self.  To illustrate, ask yourself:  Are you a mind, or do you have a mind?  Likewise, you could ask:  Are you a body, or do you have a body?  Are you a car, or do you have a car.  Obviously, very few people confuse themself for their car, nevermind how intimately they might be related to it as they sit inside and operate the controls.  

Yet, many people have a hard time keeping self and mind separate.  Nonetheless, the self can be understood according to its own features.  Appreciating this difference allows the defining feature of the self to emerge.  On the one hand, there is an observing locus of awareness, by way of which one is capable of noticing their experience; and, on the other, there is some observed set of abilities and attributes—being a father or mother, having blond or red hair, running fast, being good at work, or perhaps not quite as good as you would like.  The first is experienced as “I,” my living presence.  The second is experienced as “me,” those abilities and attributes that I possess.

As can be seen, a crucial distinction separates the two:  the self, or I, is not simply closer to you—it is you; and identity, or me, is not simply farther from you—it is not you.  Rather, it consists of representations of you.  Consequently, the latter is not properly referred to as self.  The attributions and expectations of these representations are committed to memory through the operation of the mind, and coalesce over time into a coherent sense of identity.  But these attributions and expectations are not the living person of whom they are representations, anymore than a photograph is a distal version of that person.  

Take for example any important memory from your life, perhaps one of particular significance:  falling in love.  Many people report feeling awkward approaching someone for the first time to whom they are attracted.  Indeed, if they are rejected, and particularly if the rejection is severe, they may draw the conclusion that their abilities or attributes just aren’t good enough—which is to say, they are not good enough.  As such conclusions pile up in memory, the individual will come to expect rejection.  Obviously, this can lead to a self-fulfilling prophesy, in which one creates the very circumstances by which the rejection occurs—perhaps even beating the other person to the punch and rejecting them first, in order to get the painful process out of the way.  This combination of attributions and expectations is contained within identity, or memory, and is the “me” version of the self.

But one’s living, conscious entity—or “I”—is something else entirely.  The mind processes experience, understood according to perspective and identity, thereby resulting in an overlay of experience mitigated by understanding—the Imagery Amalgam—which is then displayed to the self.  Conversely, as based on the impact this overlay has on the self, the mind then devises a response, which it ultimately downloads into behavior.  Perhaps the best way to differentiate between them is according to the categories most pertinent to them:

1. Self:  “who” you are—your living presence.

2. Mind:

a. Identity: “what” you know about who you are—as well as any introjected others (e.g., expectations of society).  

b. Intellect:  “how” you know what you know—or the cognitive functions of information processing and problem solving.

As can be seen, there is a crucial difference between “who” and “what” you are.  Unfortunately, people end up confusing these aspects of the psyche, mistaking the contents of their memories for who they really are.  But this is nothing more than to confuse the map for the terrain.  This confusion can perhaps be attributed to the fact that most people are unable to maintain a stable state of awareness for long, and for this simple reason:  the self is collapsed upon the mind.  To be collapsed upon the mind means that the self is identified with mind, or attached to the mind.  Actually, enmeshed is better said.  In so doing, the self mistakenly takes itself to be the mind, as well as the body the mind is intended to serve.  

The distinction between the two underscores a significant controversy pertaining to the therapeutic principle of unconditional positive regard, often thought indispensable to the therapeutic process.  Simply put, one cannot unconditionally positively regard identity.  It is the storehouse of human frailty.  Every attribute in identity exists as part of a continuum of possible referents, ranging from positive to negative—such as honest vs. dishonest, charitable vs. selfish—whereby one could be said to have some preference.  On the other hand, it is precisely the self that can be unconditionally positively regarded, for this is one’s living being.  No attributes serve to sully its presence.  
As can be seen, the ego is not so much the operation of the mind, as the self sucked into this gravitational field, thereby abdicating the force of its own presence in the process.  Consequently, the ego can be thought of in terms of a sliding scale, whereby its nature is determined according to the following formula:  the less self, the more mind—and, therefore, the more ego.  In other words, the ego is defined here as the ratio between the self and mind, or the manner in which the two relate to one another.  As a result, the ego is really more an activity than an entity—something done to the self, whereby the self is altered and diminished.
As a result, the internal operation of the psyche can be understood as involved in two principal points of interface surrounding the Imagery Amalgam:  one on the side of experience and the encounter boundary, and the other on the side of understanding and the context boundary.  Further, the point of interface pertaining to the self can be described this way:  the anterior loop.  Anterior can mean either situated before or at the front of, or else pertaining to or toward the head or forward end of the body.  In this usage, anterior is meant to indicate the latter, in the sense of residing at the pinnacle of the head, or the self associated with one’s highest potential (as might be said of self-actualization).  
Consequently, the elements of the Integral Interface depicted thus far can be diagramed as follows:
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One side of the set of functions taking place within awareness could be put this way:  want and attention.  From this nucleus, taking place on the self side of the encounter boundary, cognitions and memories are thought to spin outward in a web of increasingly remote and obscure associations—or the meanings of the context boundary.  The strands of this web not only connect each element in the system to this central, latent desire, but also to each other.  As a result, the recollection of any element in the memory system can also, potentially, recall every other element.  Similarly, any element in the system can also be replaced by any other element.   
On the other hand, there is a complementary set of functions taking place on the self side of the encounter boundary:  will and intention.  For this reason, the specific function of the self can be referred as follows:  decision-making.  The will can be said to operate in this manner:  wherever attention is focused, a “hold” is put on whatever object or event happens to be in awareness.  Consequently, these aspects of reality are given saliency, or priority.  This allows intention to “pause” the machinery of the mind, so that experience can take place without interference.  This is why addiction and anger management protocols so frequently stress tactics of delay, such as counting to ten, or speaking with a confidant before doing anything rash.  This pause creates “space” within the psyche.  This space provides something essential to the operation of the psyche:  an opening into which one can insert their will.  

As the impersonal and indifferent machinery of the intellect operates, attention forces cognition to stay engaged, confronting whatever experience is presently occurring.  Whatever understanding of experience that is currently the case will, therefore, persist in awareness, forcing cognition to act upon it accordingly.  When the will is weak, attention wanders.  In that case, cognition becomes capable of shifting gears on its own, so to speak, offering up more appealing substitutes to awareness instead.  However, when the will is strong, it can persist in engaging experience—even when it is unpleasant or objectionable.  Likewise, it is also capable of letting the individual remain indifferent to objects in awareness, allowing them to pass by uneventfully.

It is important to note that problem-solving and decision-making are not the same thing.  Problem solving attempts to generate solutions by satisfying the boundary conditions of a particular set of circumstances, thereby presenting the self with a number of options to choose from—all of which created by the mind.  Freedom, on the other hand, is one’s capacity to choose.  Some people are inclined to say that under circumstances of duress they had no choice—they had to choose in the manner in which they did, either because the circumstances were so extreme or the options so few.  However, this is to miss the point of decision-making, which is simply to make the choice.  Decision-making is not the selection chosen.  It is the choosing of that selection.  It is the commitment one makes to their selection, the throwing over of themself into the choice, the willingness to accept the consequences of that choice, whatever they might be.  
Consequently, certain implications can follow for the self:

1. the mind overriding the self in the decision-making process (thereby creating ego), and interjecting its own impersonal, mechanical problem-solving process instead; and,
2. in so doing, the mind becoming dominated by the imperatives of the organism (e.g., pleasure principle, self-protection).

Focusing awareness on experience not only enhances experience, but takes attention off of conceptual interpretation, thereby creating the possibility for greater interpersonal empathy, as well as identity integration.  In other words, there are two ways in which one might make choices:

1. decision-making and conscious choice, or

2. problem-solving and unconscious choice.

In the former case, one is fully aware of their circumstances, making conscious choices and taking responsibility for them.  In the latter case, one is typically overwhelmed by circumstances (i.e., trauma) and abdicates responsibility and the obligation for conscious choice—precisely to the mind.  This is what it means for the self to be collapsed upon the mind.  To put it bluntly, if the self cannot rise to the occasion and make a decision, the mind will.  It is in this way that the mind takes over the psyche, in order to protect the individual when the self is overwhelmed.  
Yet, unconscious choice is not really a decision at all.  Better said, it is a decision already made earlier by the self and relegated to memory by the mind—typically when the individual was at a much younger and impressionable stage of development.  Although the default position of problem-solving may handle the current crisis, such choices are typically absorbed into the automatic and unconscious machinery of the mind, where they are hardly ever effective or appropriate to current circumstances thereafter.  Indeed, extraordinarily difficult therapeutic procedures are usually required in order to alter the outcome in such cases.  
In this way, the directive core of the individual is actually spread across an Ego/Self Amalgam, either side of which emphasized depending on the circumstances.  This arrangement can be thought of as the fundamental dynamic operating within the individual, holding them in a vice grips of competing forces.  In a sense, the Ego/Self Amalgam is like a child’s balloon toy, in which balloons are twisted along their length in order to form the shape of different animals or familiar objects.  Despite the constrictive kinks imposed by the twisting, the figurines remain essentially balloons nonetheless.

As can be seen, the activity of the Ego/Self Amalgam is not a simple or straightforward gesture taking place within the psyche.  Indeed, it is perplexing and contrary, resulting in what existential accounts of the psyche typically refer to as paradox.  Psychoanalytic accounts tend to prefer thinking of this dynamic in terms of conflict.  Either way, the individual ends up existing within a complex set of forces more ordinarily put this way:  ambivalence, or mixed feelings.  When these feelings, and the thoughts that produce them, are committed to memory, the result produces perhaps the most complicated feature of the psyche overall:  the “Apex” Paradox.
CHAPTER 2:  THE “APEX” PARADOX
A principle feature of the identity system—reciprocity—creates a dynamic typically overlooked in accounts of the psyche.  Yet, it provides the essential dynamic necessary for understanding human behavior.  The “Apex” Paradox involves mutual interactions between the two sides of identity.  Perhaps better said, the two sides of identity are embedded within one another, and can be referred to more generally this way:  the autistic and empathetic spheres.  
These two spheres tend to oscillate, something in the way of figure and ground, one providing context for the other.  Only as the contents of one sphere fades into the background can those of the other emerge into the foreground.  In this way, the two sides of the “Apex” Paradox take turns, alternating back and forth.  As a result, the individual learns to live in two separate worlds:  one dominated by self and the autistic sphere and the other dominated by others and the empathetic sphere—with either side potentially dominating the other at any time.  Extremely important references are associated with each side, some of which contradictory and incompatible.  That some, perhaps even very many, of these references are shared between the two accounts for the sense the individual typically has that their experience involves a single reality. 

Autism, in the sense that it is being used here—a general state of being, as opposed to a clinical disorder—can be defined as the joint operation of two fundamental attributes:  egocentrism and narcissism.  Colloquially speaking, this is what is meant by having a big ego.  Egocentrism is the inability to either distinguish between one’s own perspective and that of someone else, or to take into account the perspective of someone else.  Consequently, autism is primarily defined as the individual being preoccupied with their own point of view.  However, this perspective is anything but incidental or arbitrary.  Indeed, especially initially, it is highly preferential (i.e., narcissistic), indicating what is of primary interest to the individual:  me.

As an infant, the individual lives primarily within their autistic sphere.  However, autism is not rightly thought of as a chick trying to hatch from an egg, as if existing within the barrier of a self-enclosed bubble.  Rather, autism is better thought of as the phenomenological world deeply penetrating the infant.  In this sense, autism does not refer to an isolated awareness but, rather, an awareness that is utterly immersed in experience.  Autism suggests both a permeable vulnerability and all-inclusive intimacy with reality.  It is according to this perspective and awareness that the infant evaluates their world, and implements behaviors based on it.

But life is not simply a matter of attempting to accomplish one’s own ends, as significant an objective as this might be.  Indeed, strategies based upon early life experiences are going to be essentially autistic and poorly developed in nature, or what could also be thought of as incipient identity.  Obviously, such misguided and self-serving orientations are not likely to achieve any real measure of love and satisfaction and will necessarily require some sophistication before the individual attains maturity.  If others exist merely as means to an end, then relationships are severely circumscribed.  
Consequently, autism must be mediated by empathy, which is purposed towards others.  Empathy is more than merely the ability to be aware of what is taking place within another.  It also requires the individual to engage a concomitant activity necessary for maturity and well-being:  care about what is taking place within another.  It is precisely through the operation of empathy that so much of the work of therapy is done.  Indeed, the ideal for human beings is to balance the autistic and empathetic spheres in an integrative harmony.  However, this can only be done once psychic structure has matured to the point that it becomes characterized by empathy.  Indeed, empathy emerges only at the expense of autism.  

Yet, it is precisely in the two working together in intimate union that the whole is more than the sum of the parts.  Although these processes are inherently at odds, they are more than merely conflictual.  Each provides an essential feature of the fully operational human being.  In normal development the two are interdependent.  Whereas an increasingly integrated identity is contingent on satisfying interpersonal relationships, the development of increasingly satisfying interpersonal relationships likewise depends on a mature sense of identity.  The individual enters the world equipped with the essential operating principle—self-actualization—that provides this sense of well-being, provided it operates fully and without undue constraint, as might come from inimical encounters with one’s environment (e.g., parents).  
However, in the event that this process is unimpeded, one will draw certain unfavorable conclusions about their experience of the world.  Notable among these are conditions of worth.  It is precisely these estimations that comprise one’s empathetic sense of self.  To the extent that they accurately mirror reality, they are thought to be congruent.  Otherwise, they are incongruent.  Indeed, the individual can come to develop a kind of selective interpretation relative to experience, perhaps even distorting events so as to make them congruent to one’s identity rather, rather than the event itself.  
As can be seen, the two spheres of the “Apex” Paradox do not exist independently from one another, but are related reciprocally in a manner that can be thought of as reflected appraisal.  This means that identity is at least partially determined within the context of others—as well as vice versa.  It is precisely for this reason that children are so unabashedly desperate for the attention and approval of their parents.  They are not the sole decision makers in their behavior.  They must also take into account the judgments of others.  Yet, the judgments of other do not always take the individual’s best interests into account.  That is, the individual can be reduced to a compromised state while in the presence of others: 

Imagine yourself in a hallway, peeking through a keyhole, observing the events inside.  You feel in control and in charge.  You are also anonymous and invulnerable.  Now imagine someone turning the corner of the hallway and noticing you there.  Suddenly, the tables are turned.  You are the exact opposite of what you were before, with the other now in the position that you previously enjoyed.  Now they have control and are in charge, while you are exposed and vulnerable.  Perhaps more to the point, you have been caught.  As a result of such positioning, you are made an “object” within their view.  

Such an act of positioning is typically thought to be dehumanizing and degrading to experience—although, paradoxically, at the same time, it is the exact dynamic by which one is also felt to be loved.  This circumstance is self-evident to any child who has ever called out imploringly to their parents, “Look at me!”  This is why paying attention to others—especially in the sense of empathetic responsiveness or unconditional positive regard—is the principle interaction whereby they feel loved and cared about.  The difference is in the kind of attention being paid.  Indeed, if the individual in the above example were standing on a stage receiving an award amidst loud and appreciative applause, their experience of the situation likely would have been dramatically different.  

Reciprocal Inversion
As experiences occur to the individual and are understood, they are retained into memory and form the “Apex” Paradox.  This structure is comprised of a fundamental unit:  self and object, as well as the emotional valence that goes with it.  However, the two sides of the self/object unit are not static, simply lying together side by side.  Rather, they are interactive, which affects the valence.  That is, the two sides relate to one another.  Initially, the self is purposed toward its objects, and certain outcomes occur as a result.  Consequently, one’s early object relations are best thought of in these terms:  object results.  This dynamic suggests the relational imperatives taking place between the self and its object, and can be diagrammed as follows:
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However, this self/object unit comprises only one half of the two spheres of the “Apex” Paradox:  the autistic sphere.  Another self/object unit comes into being to complement it:  the empathetic sphere.  Indeed, the two sides operate in tandem, as the twin components of a single system of self structure.  
By “apex,” it is meant that the autistic and empathetic spheres develop in a linear, yet reciprocal, fashion one to the other.  The autistic sphere represents the individual’s initial and incipient range of identity.  However, as the empathetic sphere makes its appearance within this established context, it does so precisely as a result of concessions in the autistic sphere that allows this development to occur.  Put somewhat differently, some results have purposes of their own, originating in others.  As the empathetic sphere emerges and traces out its own developmental path, the autistic sphere necessarily diminishes and is reduced in the process.  Therefore, each side heads in essentially opposite directions, fulfilling the demands and dictates of its own, respective “apex.”  As a result of this reciprocity, identity structure can be thought of as enfolding upon itself, something like an Escher print.  

Initially, the self simply wants what it wants and makes attempts to get it; yet, at the same time, is mitigated by the results achieved.  That is, we want what we want, but we only do what we think we actually can do.  Over time, object results are augmented by a more inclusive orientation involving one’s reciprocal interactions with social reality:  other relations.  The two exist as complements within a single, reciprocal amalgam—each side of which having significant influence on the other.  Even so, other relations only exist as a result of the prior operations of object results.  Consequently, there is a sequence to their formation.

Whereas the autistic sphere represents one’s own purposes, the empathetic sphere essentially reverses this process.  The responsive nature of the empathetic sphere now exists in opposition to the autistic sphere.  In other words, as approval enters the scene, it does so in opposition to an already established ambition.  Just as autism and empathy indicate the respective relational contexts of each sphere of the “Apex” Paradox, ambition and approval indicate the essential imperatives operating within each context.  Therefore, the empathetic sphere works its way back from what others want of you and what you are willing to do to what you are, therefore, allowed to do—which serves to mitigate thereby what you are actually able to do (e.g., repression).  In this manner, an inversion is introduced into the inherently autistic orientation of incipient identity, producing what is its empathetic complement:  recipient identity.  In this way, one’s object results are augmented by other relations.

Consequently, the components of identity can be diagrammed more fully as follows:
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By this arrangement, it is meant that the self is comprised of two essential components (as can be seen vertically, on the left side of the diagram):  subject and object—as can also be said of others as well (on the right side of the diagram).  The principle difference between these two orientations is that whereas, in the case of incipient identity, the self has others as their objects; in the case of recipient identity, others have the self as their object.  
Each of these two configurations of psychic structure provides one with a frame of reference.  Initially, the self starts out as a subject comprised of ambition, oriented toward objects.  The results that occur lay down the foundation for incipient identity.  However, others have purposes of their own, which indicate the approval they have for their objects (i.e., one’s self).  These relations augment the results that have already been established.  In this way, one’s object results and other relations exist in a reciprocal arrangement, where two orientations alternate:  first self as oriented toward objects; then as object, oriented toward others.  Consequently, one side can end up dominating the other, if not the two take turns.  Indeed, it is precisely by oscillating in this manner that one can compensate for the compromises they may have made in the formation of identity.  If the individual feels that they have given away too much in their compromises (even if they felt there was no choice, given the circumstances), then their only recourse is to get some of it back later.  

When the two sides of the “Apex” Paradox combine and integrate, than a completely different manner of relating to reality occurs—albeit one that is inherently perplexing:  paradox.  By paradox, it is meant that something both is and is not that particular thing.  Although being caught between a rock and a hard spot is certainly a problem (or dilemma), it does not constitute the essence of paradox.  The following is an example of paradox as it appears within a significant, likely universal experience for human beings:  although mother is the one I turn to for comfort when my feelings get hurt, at times she is the very one who hurts my feelings.  This is more than merely a dilemma, although certainly that, for the two contrary conditions are inextricably bound up in one another—precisely by virtue of the variable they have in common:  mother.  

Self and other represent a paradox because they are mutually exclusive categories.  In other words, they cannot, all at once, be one and the same.  Yet, in reality they are precisely this.  The individual initially presumes that they are a self.  However, over time, they also begin to conclude otherwise as well.  An empathetic awareness of a realm consisting of other begins to develop.  After a while, the individual learns to live in these two separate worlds:  one dominated by self, and one dominated by other.  They are mutually exclusive categories, except perhaps in the case of psychotics and other severely aberrated individuals who confuse the two—or else those who actually understand reality.

For everyone else, the human experience is but a milder form of schizophrenia than that of the psychotic.  Schizophrenia was initially defined as an instance of the self being in a schism, or set apart from and over against itself.  The colloquial understanding of schizophrenia as being a “split personality,” therefore, is actually a far more profoundly intuitive understanding of schizophrenia than that which is currently in use.  Professional psychology has reduced the term to a catch-all phrase for profoundly disturbed individuals, the actual definition of which probably more aptly referred to as “multiple psychosis”:  any particular arrangement involving several psychotic states.  However, schizophrenia was originally intended to describe the experience of paradox (or schism), which is the fundamental experience of every individual.

Paradox is intertwined, something like the optical illusion of a staircase going both up and down, but only one or the other at any given time, depending on which way it is viewed.  Each side can be made a reference point or context for the other.  This suggests a different way of understanding the state of intersubjectivity.  Consequently, intersubjectivity can be thought of as not merely joining two subjectivities into a single, overall awareness.  Rather, it is the contextualizing of one of these subjectivities within the other.  Indeed, when this intersubjective conjoining is retained into identity, it takes the form of the “Apex” Paradox.  It is precisely this dynamic that underlies the clinical concept of setting boundaries.  Although the act of setting boundaries is typically thought of as restricting one’s behavior to acceptable and appropriate norms, the real accomplishment involves psychic structure:  incipient identity is kept from spilling over into recipient identity; while, at the same time, the latter is kept from imposing on the former.  
As can be seen, what one wants represents their purpose (i.e., ambition) in any given encounter.  The results of this encounter then determines what they can do (i.e., able to do).  Yet, this set of contingencies exists within the larger systemic arrangement involving what others want (i.e., approval), which determines what one can ultimately do (i.e., allowed to do).  It is because of approval that others either align with one’s ambitions or not.  In this way, one’s ambitions are potentially satisfied beyond the possibilities of one’s given powers.  On the other hand, if others do not align with one’s ambitions, they are likely to impose ambitions of their own, against which the individual must either comply or defy.  Indeed, one might even find approval for their ambition so enticing that they develop ambition for the approval of others.  In other words, the specific behaviors which others approve might become one’s own ambition, even if they did not start out that way.  As a result, compromise ends up spread among the incipient and recipient spheres.
Embedded Replications

Psychopathology is often thought to be developmental in nature.  The events that take place at the inception and early stages of transformation in one’s life are enormously influential—especially if they are particularly difficult to process.  More to the point, the types of adaptation accepted by the individual throughout their life tend to dictate the types of adaptation that will be subsequently available to them, as the new adaptations struggle to perpetuate those already in place.  Nowhere is this struggle more evident than in the development of the “Apex” Paradox.  

Development does not take the linear form suggested by most structural theories, nor is it so simple as merely the layering of new and different levels.  Rather, each layer relates to all preceding layers by being embedded—that is to say, by being contingent upon them.  However, subsequent layers do not merely make use of preceding layers as context.  They also replicate them.  In other words, they are in some fashion a duplication of them.  Nonetheless, as higher levels replicate prior levels as they emerge, they do so according to the structural demands of their own level.  The presence of this contingency and duplication relates and associates the different levels together, rather than simply stacking them on top of each other piecemeal as if planks of wood in a staircase.  

Further, each layer of embedded replications is not merely contingent and a duplication of the prior level but, rather, does so in a contrary fashion.  In other words, something about the new level exists in opposition to its prior level, which is exactly what prompted it to be produced in the first place.  This opposition provides some sort of compensation for a deficiency in the prior level, serving to balance it.  However, it also creates a tension between the two layers, which requires integration.  When this integration occurs, the two layers are in such a balance that they effectively become a single layer themselves.  Yet, each constituent layer of the whole also maintains its separate identity, which allows the new layer to become, itself, the prior layer to the next layer being produced. 

By these means, consistency is maintained in the memory system and the individual is assured of generally understanding and experiencing things in a similar manner over time.  Future configurations of the system must conform to those already present, which exert more force than those simply emerging from time to time (unless, of course, they occur with extreme intensity—which can always reprioritize things).  As a result, the structure stabilizes and is able to determine the kinds of adaptation that are likely, or else allowed to occur.  By the same means, the structure is also generally resistant to change as well.  Indeed, the individual is typically plagued by a host of such resistances, such as fixations or arrested development.  Resistances might also result from regression, in which an otherwise properly, yet tenuously, developed system collapses in on itself, returning (and reducing itself) to lower levels in the hierarchy—perhaps even all the way to the beginning stages (e.g., psychosis).  Such activities impair psychic operation, which necessarily struggles to maintain some coherence in the system.

Consequently, these levels do not emerge and develop arbitrarily.  Overall, embedded replications can be seen to take the form of a dialectic, in which two contrary sides—thesis and antithesis—are integrated into a whole:  synthesis.  However, the process is probably better referred to this way:  a diametric.  Strictly speaking, in a dialectical pattern, thesis and antithesis merge together in a synthesis.  Each side “loses” itself in this greater, interpenetrated whole.  In a diametrical pattern, on the other hand, the synthesis surrounds the boundary that they have in common.  Even though they are not entirely separate or apart from each other, nonetheless, they are not dissolved into one another either.  Each derives their full meaning from the other.  They are a single unit, however disparate.  As a consequence, neither makes any sense without the other.

In the dialectic, the situation is like that of two suns, collapsing into one another’s gravitational fields.  The contents of their respective gaseous mediums combine together into a single, shared collective.  They literally become a single entity.  However, in the case of the diametric, the situation is more like that of a binary sun, in which two distinct entities maintain an orbit around each other.  From a distance, these two situations look alike—each being a bright spot on the horizon, emitting a strong gravitational field.  However, upon closer examination, one can see that they are very different from one another.  In the case of a binary sun, each component has retained its own integrity, even while participating in the larger system that they share.  A certain tension exists by which their disparate parts are bound together, which, nonetheless, also keeps them apart.  In this sense, the human psyche can be seen to follow a similar pattern.  

What should be kept in mind is that the diametric is a whole—but not a true synthesis.  This has enormous implications for development.  Simply put, the integration of the first diametric (i.e., autistic sphere) is only imperfectly formed at the time the second diametric appears.  Consequently, as the second diametric (i.e., empathetic sphere) emerges, it does so in an unstable field.  Its structure is like that of ball bearings, so to speak, rather than some more stable component, such as, say, cinder blocks.  In other words, typically, the first diametric is already slipping and sliding by the time the second diametric comes into existence, attempting to balance itself in this tenuous field.  Further, the second diametric does so as a result of others becoming particularly salient in one’s awareness.  Therefore, the focus of the bipolarity abruptly shifts:  from that of objects to that of others.  The two diametrics exist in opposition to one another; nonetheless, they exist as a developmental extension of one another as well.  

As can be seen, a kind of tension exists by which their disparate parts are bound together; which, nonetheless, also keeps them apart.  The essential nature of the embedded replication is this:  once generated—during the early period of development pertaining to the infant, toddler, and preschooler—the entire structure of the “Apex” Paradox is reproduced as the individual matures.  Yet, only certain aspects of the “Apex” Paradox structure get emphasized at different levels of development.  This can create the false impression that this partial—and, therefore, necessarily deficient—amalgam represents the entire structure.  But, optimally, the different aspects of the individual’s overall structure get emphasized without denying or undermining any of the unemphasized aspects.  
For example, although the entire “Apex” Paradox is reproduced as the individual enters the juvenile period, and again as they further mature and enter the adolescent period, only certain aspects of the overall dynamic get emphasized in each period—precisely those aspects that present the greatest need for integration (i.e., empathetic sphere).  In other words, only those aspects that have tentatively emerged now get emphasized.  The infantile underpinnings of the “Apex” Paradox that dominated incipient identity are transformed by the later juvenile and adolescent periods into their own subsequent variations of this original form.  Each stage serves as a context for that which follows, even as they are, at the same time, supplanted by each stage that follows.  It is in this manner that the formation of identity takes the shape of a replicating spiral.

If one becomes fixated or arrested at a particular level, they will tend to rely on this level rather than make use of those that emerge later.  Further, they will tend to gravitate toward the cultural circumstances in life that support that level, rather than those of later, more sophisticated levels of development.  However, it is not likely that one will find themself stranded on any particular level.  Precisely because of the embedded nature of this overall structure, although a particular level will likely dominate any individual, the two levels on either side will also have a significant influence.  In other words, there is a kind of sliding scale phenomena to this process.  As one’s development proceeds, they primarily occupy a particular level, with certain elements of the prior level continuing to trail behind and certain elements of the subsequent level beginning to emerge.    

In the beginning, the autistic sphere has precedence over the empathetic sphere.  In fact, initially, the latter hardly makes an appearance at all.  However, this belies the authority that will subsequently characterize it.  The latter emerges within the context of the former.  In a manner of speaking, the autistic and empathetic spheres are not simply stacked upon one another, like logs on a fire.  Rather, they are carefully and meticulously interwoven with one another, more like the threads of a tapestry.  In fact, most of their threads are manufactured from the preexisting threads already within the tapestry.  

Perhaps a better analogy is that of a ballpark scoreboard, or a temperature sign outside an office building, comprised of a matrix of lightbulbs.  Depending on which bulbs are lit, different images can be presented in this matrix.  In the case of the “Apex” Paradox, a structure emerges that remains constant throughout subsequent levels of development (at least after it has become fully established).  It is just that, early on, some of the bulbs burn brighter than others and, thereby, skew the orientation of the pattern in that direction.  Nonetheless, during subsequent stages of development, the dimmer bulbs begin to engage their ascendancy, perhaps even outshining those that, earlier, were more luminous.  Either way, the entire structure persists throughout, nevermind which portions happen to be emphasized at the moment, given the priority of current developmental issues.  

Only when the integration of these opposites is established—as will be seen in the Integral Axes—can one experience relief from the disruptive force otherwise inherent to identity.  Until then, the individual remains subjected to and bombarded by every kind of bewildering distress, all of which reproduced in the incessant dynamic operating within the “Apex” Paradox.  In the presence of this relentless impetus, movements are constantly expanding and contracting at all times.  As a result, the psyche can be said to be nothing more than the continual swirl of paradoxical events—ever changing, ever replicating.
CHAPTER 3:  THE INTEGRAL AXES

Much of contemporary psychology emphasizes an orientation to the functioning of human beings based on a particular side of the Integral Interface:  determinism and causal certainty.  And the relations pertaining to this approach are entirely true—the psyche is as automatic and impersonal as a machine.  There is unquestionably a domain of causal laws.  However, if the deterministic position is taken seriously, it runs afoul of a devastating inconsistency:  even though people want to have absolute control, ultimately, they have absolutely no control whatsoever.  

Yet, people exert control routinely.  It is not merely an either/or situation.  People are active agents in the affairs of their lives, emphasizing the dynamics of a far more difficult human contingency:  free will.  Although there is a reality to which causal certainty applies, attenuating this is a domain of arbitrary absurdity, in which the possibilities are endless and without any exact accounting.  The two sides of this term can be defined as follows:

1. absurdity:  events can happen for no reason, that is, are ultimately unpredictable and beyond control; and
2. arbitrary:  events can happen any number of ways, that is, are ultimately accidental and devoid of any inherent meaning.

To be arbitrary or absurd is sometimes mistaken for being capricious or frivolous, but they are not the same.  Indeed, these two different sets of attributes are better equated with arational and irrational, respectively.  To be without reason does not necessarily mean to be unreasonable, as can also be said of intuition.  Nonetheless, it does require a great deal of courage, especially if done regularly.
The fundamental operations of the psyche can be seen to align to the functions of these two domains:  self-actualization and self-emancipation—or what is sometimes called strengthening the ego and transcending the ego.  Whereas the former aligns with free will and arbitrary absurdity, the latter aligns with determinism and causal certainty.  The commitment one has to either of these two objectives will tend to dictate their orientation to growth and development.  But the two are not incompatible.  Indeed, quite the contrary, for they are necessary complements, operating in tandem.  There are two essential dynamics taking place within the psyche, aligning with one of two orientations:

1. Mind and Self-Actualization:  the ever-evolving emergence of the innate potential of one’s intellect and identity.

2. Self and Self-Emancipation:  the here-and-now encounter with the inherent presence of one’s entity.

Clearly, these two processes operate according to very different principles.  Whereas self-actualization is purposed toward the growth and development of mind, especially the contents of memory (or the “Apex” Paradox), self-emancipation is purposed toward simply existing as self.  Consequently, they can be thought of as heading in different directions:  one vertical and the other horizontal.  As a result, two very different kinds of authenticity emerge to characterize the psyche overall:
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As can be seen, one type of authenticity suggests the more you are established in the underlying sense of awareness that is your true nature, the more genuine your existence will be.  However, conversely, another type of authenticity suggests only by fully and finally attaining your inherent potential will there be any sense of who you really are.  Clearly, this confusion can only exist in the conflation brought on by the collapse of the self upon the mind. 

But the two are easily separated.  Indeed, it is only upon the auspices of their separation that one’s authenticity can be fully realized.  There is a reciprocal relationship between self-actualization and self-emancipation:  the fulfillment of one is contingent upon the auspices of the other.  As one self-emancipates and resides authentically as mere presence, the dynamics of self-actualization operate unimpeded by the self collapsing upon the mind; and as one self-actualizes and resides authentically at their fullest potential, the dynamics of self-emancipation also operate unimpeded, for the greater developmental capacities of self-actualization allows self-emancipation.  The more one is able to engage in both sides of the equation at once, the more they are able to enjoy a benevolent cycle (as opposed to vicious cycle).

It is precisely this arrangement that makes sense of the dispute between free will and determinism:

1. Self-Emancipation:  self operates according to the mysterious, generative, and effulgent principles of creativity and free will. 

2. Self-Actualization:  mind (as well as body and world) operates according to the fixed laws of causality and determinism.  

In a sense, self-emancipation is the easier to understand, for it operates upon a simple, if frightening formula:  when you make your choices, you take your chances.  The problem with freedom is not so much the choice as the chance.  As everyone knows, choosing which socks to wear in the morning will hardly put you in an existential tizzy.  No, the real problem stems from a certain kind of choice, which is to say, the difficult choice—ultimately, what might result even in your own death, if not your alienation from a deeply held sense of being.  No wonder freedom makes us anxious.  Freedom sends shivers down our spines precisely because it puts us on the spot to choose.  And we must do the choosing.  There is no use looking around for an expert or an advisor.  Even in choosing someone to guide us, we have selected their expertise over others.  There is no escaping the angst of our freedom.
Self-actualization, on the other hand, is a little easier to understand, for it dwells in the far more comfortable, indeed, sometimes even safely inaccessible domain of mind and memory.  Although this domain can be a labyrinth of complexity, the layers pile up automatically as a result of the mind’s machinery, with little effort on the part of the self.  However, self-actualization is not generally understood according to the “Apex” Paradox—i.e., the self (or identity) that actually gets actualized.  Consequently, the developmental dynamics of self-actualization require a little explanation.
The Transfer of Authority

The individual does not merely “outgrow” each level of development.  Rather, each successive level is embedded in those that precede it, which act as a sequence of contexts for those that follow, something like the child’s toy in which one doll exists within other, with another doll existing inside it, and so on.  Each of the preceding levels is contained in each successive level and continually elaborated upon as the overall structure develops.  Likewise, as the highest level emerges, it also acts as a context for all those that precede it, requiring them to adjust and adapt to this level.  If one becomes fixated at a particular level, they will tend to rely on this level, rather than make use of those that emerge later.  They will also tend to gravitate toward the cultural circumstances that support that level, perhaps even the exclusion of those that are more sophisticated and auspicious.  
Therefore, one’s identity takes place on several different levels all at the same time, even though they will tend to prefer a particular level over others:

1. Personal needs (e.g., safety and security)—the autistic sphere and incipient identity dominate the “Apex” Paradox:

Stage 1:  might makes right, and
Stage 2:  look out for “number one.”

2. Social needs (e.g., belonging and love)—the empathetic sphere and recipient identity dominate the “Apex” Paradox:
Stage 3:  best to be “good,” and
Stage 4:  maintain law and order.

3. Universal needs (e.g., self-actualization and self-esteem)—the integration of the “Apex” Paradox:
Stage 5:  honor one’s commitments, and
Stage 6:  sacrifice for the common good.

As can be seen, the levels go through a progression of ever greater expansion.  Initially, the focus is on one’s self (e.g., egocentrism, narcissism) and they ascribe propriety to simple rewards and punishment, as well as others taking care of them.  From here, they expand their horizons to include others (e.g., empathy, altruism), or rules everyone has to live with.  Only afterwards are they able to see behind the superficiality of these requirements and their self-worth in that context—universally and unequivocally (e.g., self-actualization). 

In this way, a succession of cultures can likewise be identified throughout development, each one of which capable of being expressed in a natural and ultimately benevolent manner—as well as estranged and at odds with other levels of development, essentially malevolent.  For example, the earliest stages of development suggest cultural affiliations that are barely recognizable and virtually nonexistent, such as the mere animal instinct for survival.  However, growing out of this primitive base are cultural affiliations deferring to elders or ancestors.  Following this are developments honoring personal accomplishment and deference to a greater power.  Nonetheless, each of these levels are intended to be integrated in an all-encompassing structure, and any violation of this inherent potential only commits one to an essentially faulty cultural engagement.  

Consequently, the components of identity can be diagrammed more fully as follows:

THE “APEX” PARADOX
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The Autistic Sphere

(Incipient Identity)
Development begins with the autistic sphere, where the initial experience of the infant is an undifferentiated flux of intense impulse and stimulation, such that they are immersed in their environment.  Prior to birth, the developing infant can be thought of as ensconced deeply inside the mother, subject to the physical regime imposed upon them by her biology.  As far as the prenatal infant knows, all this intricate feeding and flow of fluids surrounding them and the occasional transporting of them around exist but for one reason:  to suit their purposes.  The infant has no warning when the bottom drops out and, suddenly, slipping and sliding, they squeeze through the constricted birth canal, only to spill out into the harsh light of an intrusive world.  It is an utterly unexpected turn of events, and far from welcome.  The infant has no way to understand their situation, that they have been unceremoniously deposited and relocated—essentially evicted—irrevocably sent somewhere else.

The infant is disturbed by this.  Their cozy little cupboard has been thrust out, inexplicably swollen, suddenly rendered “a blooming, buzzing confusion.”  There are motions all about, as the elements of their sensual and perceptual experience suddenly loom large and then diminish, even disappear, only to return again, swelling into strange apparitions of incontinent imagery.  For the infant, all of existence is nothing more than their immediate experience, churning in a hodge-podge of stimulation.  There is only the raw nerve impulse.  They are an utterly innocent being, embedded in a naive and autistic sphere, incapable of comprehending the causal events of which they are suddenly subjected.  By what would they have to compare?  

However, sometime after birth, the infant comes to the startling realization that certain conditions of their life (i.e., parents) are actually taking their needs into account.  By the end of the first year, as locomotion becomes an unexpected and delightful extension of the infant’s abilities of movement, they must make an extremely fateful decision:  whether to align with those conditions or not.  In other words, the infant must decide, consciously or unconsciously, to “throw in” with their parents and “side” with them—that is to say, attach to them.  If things have gone alright so far, the infant is typically only too happy to attach to the parents, seeing them as essential providers to their infinite needs.  It is in this way that the parents attune to the infant, paving the way for attachment.
The infant’s innate abilities develop exponentially during this period.  As a result, autonomy emerges in its own right as the foremost developmental task of the period, extending the basic position of attachment.  In this way, the child comes to feel entitled to their attunement.  With the presence of autonomy and entitlement, the child develops a sense of independence.  Indeed, the entitlement gains prominence over attunement precisely because of the successes of autonomy.  Both meanings are operative for the infant even from the beginning.
By the second year, the child starts to move about more freely—indeed, with abandon—intensely exploring their world.  Autonomy is the principal rubric for the child’s principle objectives at this time:  mastery, creativity, curiosity, and exploration.  At this time, the objectives of the child and parents are dramatically contested.  In these spirited clashes, a crucial element of their relationship takes center stage:  authority.  From the child’s point of view, everything has been given to them for precisely one reason:  they wanted it that way.  Ironically, it is precisely by virtue of the parents doing their job of attunement that the child basks in this false sense of supreme authority.  Indeed, reversing this illusion is the developmental task facing the child at this time—abdicating their authority and giving it over to the parents.  

Better said, the child shares this authority with their parents, in a sense spreading it across both domains.  So long as the child has developed sufficient attachment, engendering thereby sufficient autonomy, they will reassess their authority.  However, if the child has made the decision to pass on their parents, out of a sense of mistrust based on the parents being dangerous or else unreliable resources, they will find themself in a dilemma.  Either they must encounter the risks and dangers of the world alone and on their own, or else rely on the safety and aid of their parents—who are themselves risky and dangerous.  Indeed, even the simple inability to mirror the child’s accomplishments can cause their fragile identity serious doubt about whether they are loved.  

For the child to make the crucial gesture of submission involved in the transfer of authority, they will need good reasons to do so.  If they have spent their lives in the company of adults who have harmed them, or otherwise not protected them from harm, this is not going to be easy to do.  However, if they have established sufficient attachment and autonomy, the child will attempt to reconcile with the parents for the separation created by their growth and individuation thus far.  It is in this way that the child learns the essentially reciprocal lesson of relationship:  ownership—i.e., either objects belong to the child, or the child belongs with others.
The Transfer of Identity
The child perceives the parents to be the dispensers of potentially pleasurable experiences, as well as unwelcome sanctions.  In order to best manipulate these experiences to their own advantage, the parents must want the best for them, and the child is painfully aware of their own assets and defects influencing the regard that they so desperately require.  The child must merge with the parents, be one with them—or else be apart from them and, thereby, betrayed by the failure to achieve this reparation.  Whereas the child, up to this point, has existed constrained by the laws of causality—action and reaction—now they are constrained by a new set of laws:  society.  It is not enough for the child to simply impose their own interests on their realm; they must compose (within themself) the interests of others, as best they understand them to be.  
If others’ own entitlement is acceptable to the child, and not compromised by feelings of rejection or exploitation, they will go on to the next crucial task of development:  not merely enjoy relationship but attain relationship, which only occurs by taking responsibility for others.  By these means the powers of others are welcomed into the sphere of the child’s own repertoire of behavior, creating a lasting bond between them.  The child’s submission to their parents is actually filled with assertion, for the approval being offered (and accepted) does not so much condescend to the child as acknowledge that certain behaviors are good—that is to say, good from the child’s own point of view.  That is, they work out for the child’s best interests.  They accomplish things.  As far as the child is concerned, the real issue is not so much whether behavior is good as this:  good for what?  What can it do?  If the answer is that it can do what the child wants it to do (at least in some measure), then the child approves of it too.

Parents give their approval, and with it come rewards.  The child benefits thereby.  It is a benevolent cycle, which the child exactingly measures.  Simply put, the child must guard their regard—or else be left out, if not left behind.  The parents have by this time proven themselves to be powerful creatures, capable of dispensing—or not dispensing—exquisite enjoyments of all kinds.  The child understands that they must give something if they are to get something, and genuinely, not disingenuously.  Therefore, they agree to engage in more appropriate behaviors, which they deem necessary for their survival.
Indeed, the child is intensely aware of how precarious their economics really are.  The debts of ownership can be transferred indiscriminately and without honor.  Agreements are promises to act.  They create a future for the child, not just a present.  Yet, promises are easily broken and the child quickly comes to understand that they must ensure their investments.  They understand that politics are necessary to administer their economy.  Debts must be upheld with duty.  Necessity must augment urgency.  The child becomes acutely aware of their dependence, which they were so blithely oblivious to in prior stages.  The world becomes an interdependent reality for the child.  It involves exchange.  
Yet, the child lives in a world of magical thinking, in which they believe real events can happen simply by a thought.  If the child is harmed or rejected, they can harbor malevolent intentions toward their parents.  Consequently, reparation is the crux of repression.  Young children engage repression because they love their parents, and they can’t live with their own failure to relate to them.  The fact is, young children at this age simply have no ability to engage reparation in any real or significant way.  And reparation is necessary precisely because of autonomy and the failed conflict resolutions that have accumulated in their lives thus far.  At this stage the complexity of unreconciled conflict comes to a head and is too much for the child to manage.  It is all too immense, not to say, intense.  The child can’t live with this conflict, not merely because of its inherent discomfort but because of the danger with which it appears to threaten the ones they love.  To spare the parents, the child renounces themself.  The reparation is finally made complete through repression and identification—or the transfer of identity.  Indeed, it is precisely the gap created by repression that identification is intended to fill.

The basic structure of the “Apex” Paradox is now in place.  The child can now unabashedly stand basking in their parent’s glow.  What the child has given up, they have also received, and by virtue of their affiliation with the ones they love.  Indeed, they already love their parents, so how much more easy is the agreement?  Having made their bargain, the child discovers their reward.  They can be both their diminished self and their impressive other, all at once; provided, of course, the glow doesn’t wear off as the child’s awareness and capacity to understand things in greater context begins to develop—not only in the juvenile and adolescent periods, but also adulthood.
Conclusion

It is easy to see how the conflation of self and ego has occurred in contemporary psychology, for one cannot be understood except in the context of the other:  the self is the ego, as collapsed upon the mind; and ego is the self, emancipated from the mind.  Consequently, the two aspects of the Ego/Self Amalgam are easily confused, capable of alternating something like an Escher print, depending on the point of view.  Yet, the individual is best served when the former submits to being subsumed within the latter, if not dissolved altogether.  Indeed, the failure to submit in this manner involves what could be called an act of “bad faith,” compelling a “vital lie” in compensation.

Perhaps the single most important issue facing humanity at this time is a necessary operation of the psyche:  emancipation of self from mind.  So long as the self remains collapsed upon the mind, there is no possibility of human beings residing in the authentic presence of their own true nature.  Unfortunately, self is typically confused with mind and identity.  As a result, a fundamental paradox confronts the individual, ultimately comprising their sense of worth.  Even though the individual is consumed with concerns over their own value, they are extremely ambivalent even so.  Consequently, the individual necessarily holds two contradictory opinions about themself: 

1. they are of absolute value, and
2. they are of absolutely no value whatsoever.

Even as the individual narcissistically (i.e., autistically) blows themself up to be the most special and important aspect of all existence, they, nonetheless, are fully aware that they are but a speck in the immense void of the universe.  The essence of the dilemma is that the individual thinks they are both infinite and infinitesimal, and all at the same time.  Yet, they do not think so, too, for they prefer one over the other.  As a result, they live in a constantly reactive state of one over against the other.  
The essential difference that can be discerned among individuals is primarily a matter of which of these two aspects is dominating them at any given time.  Generally, the former is the more compelling and, certainly, at least at first glance, appealing view.  Most, if not all, of humanity is convinced of its fundamental reality, that each is the center of an immense universe in orbit around them, or else at the apex of its circumference, looking down on all else from above.  Even so, the opposing aspect is no less compelling and pervasive in our awareness—that we are also crushed beneath the weight of the universe, or else alienated and alone in its midst.  Both are taking place, and at the same time.
This is not only the aspect of the “Apex” Paradox retained within memory.  The “Apex” Paradox is not simply differing ways in which one can possibly exist, but diametrically opposed constructs—autistic and empathetic spheres—each of which vying for dominion over the same identity structure.  These two spheres do not necessarily coincide harmoniously throughout a lifetime of interpersonal relations.  Indeed, their incompatibility could happen early in one’s developmental course, perhaps compromising the foundational aspects of the “Apex” Paradox, leading to even more significant vulnerabilities as they replicate over time.  It is precisely deficits appearing in either sphere that prompt the opposing sphere to dominate, resulting in conflict.

As can be seen, picking one sphere over the other is to miss the point of the reciprocal nature of the “Apex” Paradox.  The idea is to integrate the spheres into a single harmonious whole.  As long as the individual stays on the autistic side of the equation, the imperatives of their life will remain bound to infantile concerns—attachment and autonomy—and the self-serving orientation that requires others to take care of them.  However, as they transfer authority to the significant caregivers of their life, they learn the essential lesson of mature, empathetic relationships:  the more one gives, the more they receive.  Paradoxically, only in so effulgent a gesture is the true welfare of the individual assured.  As a result, the transfer of identity becomes a necessary complement to the transfer of authority—compensating one for their inevitable compromises.

The various elements of the “Apex” Paradox must be integrated in order for the unimpeded development of the individual to occur.  And in this growth, they do not simply add more layers of development on top of those that already exist.  Rather, they revisit prior developmental epochs as part of their present reality—integrating them as best they can, or at least until the project becomes so vast and unmanageable it is deemed best to leave well enough alone.  In fact, the process of development typically stalls upon its own inertia sometime after one enters adulthood, as they settle into the identity they come to accept for themself.  Yet, giving up on the difficult process of integration can occur at any point along the way, depending on how overwhelming traumatic childhood experiences happen to be, or how committed to the process of growth one happens to be during their long journey through the ordeal of adulthood—and beyond.
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