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These [religious ideas which profess to be dogmas] . . . are illusions, fulfillments of the

oldest, strongest and most urgent wishes of mankind. The secret of their strength lies in

the strength of those wishes . . . . In the case of delusions, we emphasize as essential their

being in contradiction with reality. [llusions need not necessarily be false--that is to say,

unrealizable or in contradiction to reality
Pruyser’s comment on this citation is “Illusion is not hallucination or delusion but can deteriorate
into them” [emphasis added].®® This concern over the movement between illusion and delusion is
not Freud’s. nor Winnicott’s. but Pruyser’s--although once one introduces psychoanalysis to the
world of religious images and ideas some sort of discrimination will be needed. However. once
one becomes involved with judgements of health or dysfunction with those whose religiosity or
culture differs from one’s own. we are again in that area where ethnocentrism never mind
countertransference become very real concerns.

To return to Pruyser. in sum then. what he means by the illusionistic world. is a world of
consensually validated fantasy. ideation and symbolism. This intermediate world exists between

between the two worlds of subjective, autistic, inner reality and objective, realistic, outer reality

and, as Winnicott says, serves to mediate the stress of relating the two:

AUTISTIC WORLD ILLUSIONISTIC WORLD REALISTIC WORLD
untutored fantasy tutored fantasy sense perception
omnipotent thinking adventurous thinking reality testing

utter whimsicality orderly imagination hard undeniable facts
free association inspired connections logical connections
incfTable images verbalizable images look-and-see referents
hallucinatory entities or events imaginative entitics or events actual entities or events
private needs cultural needs factual needs
symptoms symbols signs, indices
drecaming playing working

sterility creativeness resourcefulness

® Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 176; citation from Sigmund Freud, “The Future of an
Ilusion.” Standard Edition Vol. 21, (London: Hogarth Press, 1953), pp. 30-31.

% Ibid., p. 176.
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internal object (imago) transcendent objccts prefigured by external object
the child’s transitional object

While there is in my opinion no quibbling with the necessity for establishing in psychoanalytic
thought the importance of this third world, there are problems with Pruyser’s categories.

For example, why put “ineffable images” in a pathological category? Is sanity only ensured
because an image can be put into words? We retain at some level all of our experiences, and as [
have mentioned before. regression is seen by many analysts, not the least of them Winnicott,
Bollas and Hartmann as being capable of helping restore balance in adult life. Pruyser, by shifting
much of what Winnicott would call transitional into the autistic sphere. has seriously
compromised the usefulness of his elaboration of Winnicott’s programmatic suggestions on
religion and the transitional sphere. But before launching into a detailed criticism of his schema, a
closer look at what Pruyser actually calls realistic, autistic and illusionistic will help clarify the

schema he is proposing.

Pruyser’s Realistic World

In his earliest rendition of these ideas, Berween Belief and Unbelief, before he had
conceptualized the above schema we see again his party loyalties, those with whom he can
identify and those whom he disdains. In this work, Pruyser, at some length and in a sympathetic
manner describes the realistic option in which the transitional sphere is not believable, but awe and
wonder in the face of the natural world is the “religious” sentiment. One gets the impressions that
although “realistic” is supposed to be a pathology that it is, for Pruyser, closer to a virtue.
However, a decade or so later, near the end of his life, in “Forms and Functions of the

Imagination in Religion” Pruyser does find some realistic incursions into the illusionistic sphere to
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criticize. i.e.. the refusal to expose children to fairy tales in the early years of their education.” But
on the whole, his enemy of choice remains evangelical believers. For example, his oft repeated
example of incursions of realistic thinking into the illusional sphere is the reification of religious
symbols, where they are given an equivalent reality to trees, stones or scientific facts.”' People
who “know” Jesus, who “know” what the bible says about anything and everything are prime
examples of this pathology. In this complaint,” Pruyser does share Winnicott’s perspective, for
the only time Winnicott diagnoses madness in relation to the transitional sphere is when a person
tries to convince others that their illusionistic beliefs are objectively “real.” However. in
comparison with the time he spends on delineating. listing and criticizing autistic incursions into

the illusionistic world, realistic incursions are not much more than a footnote to his schema.

The Autistic World
In Berween Belief and Unbelief, we find a Freudian elaboration of primary process
activity. quite similar to more recent developments in the understanding of narcissism:

.. . the transitional sphere and the relation to transitional objects may remain undeveloped
because of over activity of the inner world of dreams and hallucinatory wish fulfillment.
The private world may remain too full of instinctual products. The unchecked fantasy may
be too gratifying. No external objects are necessary: the internal objects derived from
fragmentary incorporations suffice for a modicum of well-being. But since life in such a
completely autistic privacy is hardly possible, it is more likely that frequent projections

’® Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 185.
™ Ibid., pp. 184-85.

72 [ say “complaint” rather than say, “diagnosis,” because like many scholars or thoughtful
people also at times I find it annoying and frustrating to attempt a dialogue with a close-minded
enthusiast. I believe that the dominant affect for Winnicott in saying this was something like
annoyance, and [ would prefer if Pruyser used a language of “choice, frustration and distaste”
rather than psychopathology.
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occur which falsify the outer world of the senses beyond recognition. Self and world
become dreamy habitats, subject to magical control and omnipotent manipulation.

One may call this alternative “sick” if one wishes. It is the world re-creation in
fantasy of the pure pleasure ego, in which pleasant fictions are substituted for unpleasant
actualities, unalloyed by the demand of reality testing . . . .The so-called supernatural has
been a receptive screen for all kinds of projections. Illusion in Winnicott’s sense has often
shaded over into hallucination or delusion.”

Having established what he means by autistic, Pruyser then, takes great pains to pathologize many
groups of people and sorts of religious experience, all the while pointing out how reasonable it is
for the realistically minded person to reject these sorts of beliefs.

While Pruyser claims a basis in for his analysis in Winnicott’s system, the informed reader
will have noticed a number of discrepancies between the two. Pruyser’s way of basing this
analysis in object relations is idiosyncratic. If one considers again the schema, Pruyser has realistic
people relating to external objects (not transitional objects). autistic people to internal objects
(and not transitional objects) and I suppose illusionistic or transitional people can relate to all
three, although this is not made clear. Now this might seem to be a natural pairing but in fact
Winnicott refused to relate the transitional object to Klein’s internal object, he did occasionally
use Freud’s term, “imago™ but his main emphasis was on how external objects get subjectively
recreated in the transitional sphere.

A more significant divergence however, is Pruyser’s inclusion of the contents of most
religious beliefs in the autistic sphere or what we could call the delusional realm. Compare this

with Winnicott’s statement,

.. .no human being is free from the strain of relating inner and outer reality, and that relief
from this strain is provided by an intermediate area of experience . . . which is not

™ Pruyser, Belief and Unbelief, pp. 114-15.
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challenged (arts, religion, etc.).™
Winnicott had enormous respect for individual creativity as well as a sharp awareness of the
difficulty of relating inner and outer worlds, and so would have been reluctant to pathologize
religious beliefs which an individual might have found life-sustaining. Clare Winnicott says of him,
He was never anti-religion! Ever, ever. He was only too thankful if anybody could believe
in anything! . . . He would say: “The point is, can they believe? [ don’t care what it’s
about. The capacity to believe is much more important than what you believe "
Clearly Winnicott would not have had the same agenda we find with Pruyser. Meissner, and
Rizzuto. an agenda to differentiate believing into sanctioned and pathological categories.
Pruyser later elaborated autistic development, this time specifically rooted in Winnicott’s
theory:

[autistic] symptomatic incursions . . . produce a morbid quality in some children’s
play: Oral and anal. sadistic and masochistic preoccupations make their playing
compulsive, repetitive. and stereotyped, and cast a pall of grimness over their activities.
This kind of playing . . . . stands in sharp contrast to the Aappy playing of a healthy child
who “is able to feel satisfied with the game,* without undue intrusion of excited id
impulses. In Winnicott’s opinion. happy playing depends on the child’s capacity to be
alone ™ [emphasis in the original]

Pruyser explains that the capacity to be alone,
.. means having within oneself a dynamic, trustworthy, reliant image of the benevolent

mother, which not only sees one through in times when she must be physically absent but
also functions as an auxiliary ego that enhances the child’s mastery of impulses.”

™ D.W. Winnicott, Playing and Reality, p. 13.
75 “Interview with Clare Winnicott,” p. 181.

" Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 183; Pruyser draws this material from Winnicott,
Playing and Reality, and Winnicott, “The Capacity to be Alone,” in International Journal of
Psychoanalysis, 39, (1958). (*Citation from “Capacity to be Alone,” p. 416.)

7 Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 183.
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Pruyser extends this theme to give his rendition of how “impingements” set the conditions for
incursions into the illusionistic sphere from the autistic world.

Any “impingements” [Winnicott’s term] from bad mothering [not Winnicott’s language]

and situational deprivations to mental or physical handicaps, thwart the formation of a

good internal object and a trusting relation to the world outside, whether to persons,

things, nature, or institutions. Such impingements generally stimulate the autistic fantasy,

producing distortions in the appropriation of illusionistic entities and procedures: Gods

become monsters, the self is held to be despicable or unworthy, curiosity becomes

dangerous, thinking becomes best by apprehensiveness, and playing becomes grim and
repetitious.”™

Fortunately. Pruyser does not explicitly state how these clinically observable phenomena found in
seriously disturbed children and adults can be diagnosed in certain sorts of religious phenomena.
In his earlier work. Pruyser does attempt a generalization:

~..the more concrete, detailed. and fixed the imagery of wishful elements in belief is. the
closer it is to autistic dominance.”

And one can see this generalization as being an implicit source for his broad brush denigrations of

belief in a wide range of religious phenomena. But he does not systematically theorize this area.*
Having seen Pruyser’s description of how both the autistic worlds and the realistic worlds

can make incursions into the illusionistic world, thus causing illusion to dissolve into delusion, the

question remains what is Pruyser’s view of the illusionistic world and its inhabitants.

’® Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 184.
" Pruyser, Belief and Unbelief, p. 203.

* If he had been familiar with Meissner’s work he would have had access to an interpretation
of Winnicott that emphasized this very element of psychopathology, using a language of fetishistic
versus transitional phenomena.
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The IMlusionistic World
The illusionistic world is for Pruyser, that achievement of civilization which gives the
tutored imagination a space in which to play, to create, to be truly alive. This world is the place in
which art, music, the great themes or symbols of religion and creative scientific work all are
found. However, in Pruyser’s view, this illusionistic world and therefore civilization is vulnerable
to incursions both from the realistic world and the autistic world.
These distortions of the illusionistic world...[having just finished a long list of the
manner in which clinically disturbed people distort religious imagery and thought] show
how delicate and vulnerable the illusionistic world is. Civilization is a precarious
achievement that needs constant nurture and a great deal of vigilance against intrusions
from either the autistic or the realistic side. And the great goods of civilization can each
and all be undone by what history knows as barbaric invasions, iconoclasms. and other
forms of destruction from without or within. Books have been burned, artworks
destroyed, libraries pillaged. priceless metallic objects tossed into the melting pot,
scientific discoveries suppressed--and their creators decapitated. banished, or left to rot in
prison. Barbarism is not merely backwardness, but an aggressive turning back of the
historical clock, a reducing of life to a finger-and-thumb kind of realism in the struggle for
food and power, with plenty of autism given leeway in cruelly animistic thought,
superstition, and witch-hunts.*'
These are life and death issues for Pruyser. The wrong kind of rationality or imaginary religious
activity can threaten our civilization. A survivor himself of the Nazi occupation of Holland, the
specter of the decent to barbarism haunts Pruyser’s thought.

Pruyser has constructed a model in which the illusionistic world at the psychological level
is paralleled with civilization and culture at the societal level. The fates of these respective levels
of human phenomena are interrelated and their contents change from age to age. Also, although

certain religious images may have had their start as autistic fantasms (too concrete), once

commonly held they attain a degree of objectivity:

8! Pruyser, Play of the Imagination, p. 71.
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... certain fantasies are corporate within a given culture or tradition, and have to that
extent a certain kind of objectivity. They attain this special kind of objectivity through
symbolism which is transpersonal. There is something in any ideal self and any ideal object
that amounts to a recognizable “common humanity”--a common value of excellence or
completeness that attains special form in the symbols which are alive in a culture, whether
in symbolic words, symbolic objects, or symbolic rites. Te hold a belief and to be a
believer mean sharing common strivings, having common ideals, holding shared view of
certain paths toward attaining these ideals . . . . Whether one believes in supernatural
ideas, in theistic tenets or in humanism, one will have to find in culture or tradition certain
symbols which wrap up these ideals and the paths along which one wants to move towards
them. Some of these symbols are “God,” “Saviour,” “nirvana;” others are “universal
compassion,” “righteousness,” or “Zen;” still others “man,” “selfhood.” “rational man,”
“human dignity.” There is ample choice to allow for individual differences, but all of these
symbols have in common that they are neither completely autistic fantasms nor concrete
sensory reality. They are elaborations of the transitional sphere.®?

" o«

Notice that these elaborations of the transitional sphere are for the most part not concrete images.
What Pruyser sees as more appropriate for today are these sorts of ideas about God:
a Ground of Being . . . a God behind the gods . . . the Holy which is no longer
confined to burning bushes, altars, amulets. and fatherly caretakers. The Holy may now be
seen in macroscopic as well as microscopic grandeur, in stars and cells. in evolution and in
such beautiful conceptions as E=MC2®
The illusionistic world. in Pruyser’s view gives us the ability to play creatively and in an inspired
manner with the ideas and symbols of our religious traditions rather than being trapped into a
mind-numbing conformity.

However, for Pruyser, the illusionistic world not only protects us from realistic thinking

about autistic fantasies, i.e., “Jesus is real!” but it is needed in the realistic world in order to

inspire the ideals which can help lead to necessary social change.* Rational thinking without well

82 Pruyser, Between Belief and Unbelief, pp. 200-01.
¥ Ibid., p. 241.

% Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 186.



V. 174
informed ideals can also be dangerous.

Pruyser’s favourite exemplar of healthy, constructive and necessary illusionistic
functioning is Martin Luther King’s “I have a dream” speech:

That speech straddled both the world of ideas and the world of facts; it introduced a new

paradigm after showing the bankruptcy of the older one; it combined Yahwistic wrath

with the benevolence of a God-in-Christ. But for all his patent creativity, what reliance

King had on the great illusionistic traditions of the Bible, black preaching, and Gandhian

nonviolence!®*

Pruyser, in giving another of his many autobiographical reminiscences, relates how in reflecting on
King’s death. he slipped into a fantasy in which he and a group of King loyalists suddenly realized
that King was alive (not literally of course). that his impact would continue to grow. As a result of
this rather vivid imaginative experience, he then demythologized Jesus’ resurrection while he
mythologized King's. seeing them as similar human events with larger than life implications. For
Pruyser, this example from his own life is one of illusionistic creativity, not impinged upon by
autistic fantasizing or realistic thinking.*

In Pruyser’s version of the illusionistic world. we find the intellectual and symbolic
products appropriate to an intellectual Christian, which at the level of his own idiosyncracies is to
be respected. and in Winnicott’s view would be the basis from which he might establish a group
with like-minded others. Unfortunately, Pruyser makes the claim that this illusionistic world is
appropriate for everyone, that the imagination needs to be tutored in order to conform with this

healthy spiritual world, avoiding the excesses of autism and realism. In so doing, he establishes a

dominating transference with which his clients, students and readers have to deal, the sort of

% Pruyser, “Form and Functions,” p. 179.

% Pruyser, Belief and Unbelief, p. 218.
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transference against which Winnicott inveighed. One can only wonder whether Pruyser’s students
and clients got the benefit of his “live and let live” approach or instead the contamination of his
own unresolved transferences.
Critiques of Pruyser
Before turning to the critiques of Pruyser, it is appropriate first to affirm that there is much
that is useful in Pruyser’s elaboration of the transitional sphere into his illusionistic world and The
Play of the Imagination certainly deserves being included in any list of significant works of
psychoanalysis and culture. Although on the religious front, there is much to cnticize in Pruyser’s
appropriation of Winnicott, when Pruyser turns to other aspects of culture, i.e , literature, music
and science, he extends Winnicott’s work in a useful and useable manner.
David M. Wulff. in his Psychology of Religion: Classic and Contemporary @iews, in his
concise manner summarizes the problem with Pruyser’s illusionistic world:
We may wonder whether most people can find satisfaction in so abstract and spare
a world of religious images as Pruyser offers. Whereas Winnicott asks only that objective
reality not be demanded for one’s illusionistic objects, Pruyser requires that the objects
themselves be moderated by the dynamic interplay of the autistic and realistic worlds. . .
Pruyser would doubtless look askance, for instance, on the multiple-armed and copulating
deities of the Tantric Hindu tradition. Winnicott, unlike Pruyser, would presumably view
them as legitimate transitional objects . . .*’
Denuding the illusionistic world of the majority of its denizens on the grounds that they are too
autistic is a serious flaw in Pruyser’s thought, one that severely limits its usefulness for

psychology of religion.

Malony and Spilka have criticized Pruyser’s use of Winnicott on a number of grounds. For

¥ Wulff, Classic and Contemporary Views, p. 341.
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example, they characterize Pruyser as not recognizing the illusional nature of science,®® as not
having fully appreciated Winnicott’s contention that illusions are the cultural fabric from which
science as well as religion and art are formed. I must disagree with Malony and Spilka. In The
Play of the Imagination Pruyser does a thorough analysis of transitional activity in science,
asserting that the creation of theory is always a transitional activity.** In Pruyser’s writings while
one sees both the optimistic trust in science as well as the desire for demythologization. one also
sees an understanding of scientific creativity very much based in Winnicott.

Malony and Spilka also say of Pruyser that he,

.. may not have appreciated fully the profundity of Winnicott’s contention that the
compulsive need for teddy bears, blankets, or other idiosyncratic objects among infants
was the child’s first experience of the divine.*

But the contrary seems to be true for Pruyser shows an understanding of transitional phenomena
based in those early experiences. Like Winnicott. Pruyser describes the warmth transitional or
illusionistic objects are felt to exude as well as the ambivalent feelings the individual can
experience in relation to their illusionistic object(s).”" It seems to me that although Malony and
Spilka were Pruyser’s colleagues that they have misread him.

Perhaps the reason behind this misreading is the theistic agenda followed by these authors,

an agenda that differs from Pruyser’s in a fundamental way as can be seen in the following

%8 Malony and Spilka, “Pruyser Legacy,” p. 212.

¥ Pruyser, Play of the Imagination, pp. 132ff. Pruyser’s philosophy of science is dated, he still
speaks of facts like they are in the real world as opposed to being human creations. But
nevertheless he makes good use of Winnicott in his analysis of scientific activity.

% Malony and Spilka, “Pruyser Legacy,” p. 211.

*! Pruyser, “Forms and Functions,” p. 179.
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citation.

Winnicott makes a distinction between “object relating” and “object use”. . . . it is
absolutely necessary to differentiate illusory objects from their essential natures. Winnicott
noted that it is essential to accept the paradox that “the baby creates the object, but the
object was there waiting to be created”(p. 89). Hood states the issue succinctly, “Unlike
object RELATING, in which the object has no independent existence as indicated by the
subject’s omnipotent control over it, object USE entails no magical control: the object has
independent existence. . . . The object’s autonomous existence survives the subject’s will
and cannot be “wished away” (p. 18; emphasis added).

Pruyser would be confused with Winnicott’s paradox concerning the independent
existence of the object of faith because he basically believed that religious illusions were
“unreal. "™

Unfortunately. [ believe Malony and Spilka have again misread Pruyser. As quoted above, Pruyser
at some length describes the objective reality belonging to traditional religious illusionistic
objects.” and in this he is closer to Winnicott than are Malony and Spilka. The objective reality of
the illusionistic sphere for Winnicott and for Pruyser is cultural--not “real encounters” with
supernatural entities.”

It is not the best “use” of Winnicott’s theory to advocate the “reality” side of illusionistic

phenomena. Hood himself refers to Berger and Luckman’s The Social Construction of Reality . as

** Malony and Spilka. “Pruyser Legacy.” p. 212. { The ( )’s and page numbers are reproduced
verbatim.} The article by Ralph W. Hood, Jr., which Malony and Spilka are citing is “Religion
and the reality principle: Religious truth and Freudian theory” (presented to the Annual Meeting
of the American Psychological Association, New Orleans, August, 1989).

» Cf. op.cit. n. 82, p. 173.

> On the other hand any “real encounter” must also be culturally and psychodynamically
mediated, so, psychology of religion must remain agnostic, otherwise it starts to argue reality
questions when it comes to the contents of religious beliefs.
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representing the gist of what Winnicott was after.”® This is as far as we need go, recognizing that
human reality is socially constructed, that whatever is behind that reality is notoriously hard to get
at, never mind collectively affirm. When Winnicott lumped together religion, art and creative
scientific activity he was talking about human phenomena, human creativity and human
imagination. There is no back door with which to admit the reality of God question simply
because imagination, illusion and creativity have been readmitted to a psychoanalytic vision of
health. Malony, Spilka and Hood’s theistic agenda does not contribute much to, and may hinder

the development of object relational psychoanalysis of religious phenomena.

Conclusion: The Good, the Bad, and the Ambivalent

Pruyser. a drive-based psychoanalyst of religion. found in Winnicott’s treatment of illusion
and the transitional space, the instrument he needed with which to protect his own cherished
values and religious experience from the critique of his cherished mentor, Freud.” Unfortunately,
because he was a man of intense loves and hates. particularly in the religious arena, he was unable
to truly realize the potential inherent in Winnicott’s genial and tolerant humanism. Also, Pruyser,
shares with most other psychologists of religion Winnicott’s ethnocentric valuation of transitional
objects and phenomena as normal and ubiquitous, despite the studies that have since correlated

these phenomena with more difficult childhoods.”” Although Pruyser has made a substantive

”* Hood, Ralph W, Jr., “Mysticism, Reality, llusion, and the Freudian Critique of Religion,”
The International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 2, (1992), pp 152-3; Berger, P. and
Luckman, T., The Social Construction of Reality, (New York: Anchor, 1967).

% Cf. pp. 158-9 above.

°7 Cf. Sylvia Brody’s “Transitional Objects: Idealization of a Phenomenon,” in Psychoanalytic
Quarterly, 49, (1980).
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contribution to the psychoanalysis of culture on the basis of his expansion and elaboration of
Winnicott’s intermediate area of experiencing, strong transferential issues impinged upon this
theorization in the area of religious phenomena. Thus, the usefulness of his theory of the
illusionistic world to Psychology of Religion is limited, at least as it now stands.

However, the way I have chosen to conclude my analysis of Pruyser, is with his positive
contributions rather than his misuse of Winnicott. For as I have said, in some ways, Pruyser does
much to advance the tolerant sort of pluralism I attribute to Winnicott. Thus in keeping with one
of the ironies [ have highlighted in Pruyser’s writing, we will turn to him for a last few comments

on how best to appropriate Winnicott’s work.

Final Wise Words from Pruyser
Pruyser at his best was a humanistic, spiritual thinker who worked to include religion in
his own and psychoanalysis’s weltanschauung:
We found in hoping a belief in benevolence also. an apperception of the more as having a
friendly. sustaining, and caring disposition. And thus it is that we can approach our own
beliefs with a dose of humour, in awareness of their limitations determined by our past and
present, but before which the future stretches out with realities yet unknown. It behooves
us to have some modesty, to practice tolerance for other people’s beliefs and disbeliefs
from an awareness that our own . . . cannot yet be finalized.*®
With his “natural theology™ Pruyser speaks well for many scholars in our field, scholars who are
aware of the plurality of options, of the tentative nature of our knowledge, and hopefully of the
need for a respectful, dialogical approach to those with differing core beliefs and values. In this

latter respect Pruyser has another wise word to offer:

Many of our own beliefs and practices could benefit from being placed in the crucible of a

% Pruyser, Belief and Unbelief, pp. 267-8.
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demythologizer, after which they tum out pale as the moon and thin as air. Again, such
scrutiny of our own beliefs should make us tolerant of the beliefs and disbeliefs of others.”

And again, Pruyser takes recourse to scientific language to describe the provisional nature of our
beliefs, preferring to think of them as hypotheses:

Man is only becoming more curious, willing to form some new hypotheses but not to
declare himself in possession of truth. He lives open-endedly, no longer insisting on
premature closure. Such an attitude toward ultimate reality is of course a powerful
inducement for the active practice of tolerance, very different from the attitude of
toleration which may flow from skepticism.'®

Forgiving Pruyser his androcentric language, we see that he. like Freud. sees in science the
ground from which “active tolerance” (as distinguished from “skeptical toleration™) can spring.

Throughout this book and pointedly in its title there has been an emphasis on the
ambiguity of choice and the ambivalent feelings with which many choices are made. To the
extent that some ambivalence seems an irreducible fact of life, it attaches to our beliefs and
disbeliefs--and thus also attaches to the beliefs and disbeliefs of others which we praise or
blame. It is always possible that our conscious opposition to other people’s beliefs is
tainted by some unconscious attraction on our part to just those beliefs we despise in
others. We may have some secret envy of the beliefs of others we say we hate, just as we
may secretly despise the beliefs of our own to which we verbally testify. The more we
know of our own ambivalences toward any belief or disbelief, the more we should--and
can--practice tolerance toward the divergent beliefs of our fellow man.

Lastly, we must have a final rendezvous with the late D.W. Winnicott, who has
made some very important contributions to this book. The transitional sphere and the
transitional object are in my view, and I think in Winnicott’s, the first testing ground of
belief . . [Belief] arises when the id and the outer world are brought . . . together by the
contrivance of play in which the old and the young, the serious and the light-hearted, the
dependent and the autonomous, the braggers and the timorous, the fantasts and the
realists, come together to practice that greatest of all gifts: to play and to make beliefs.
Such mutual engagements in play require a social contract in which tolerance is the highest
virtue. '

* Pruyser, Belief and Unbelief., p. 268.
1% Ibid, p. 268.

! Ibid., pp. 268-9.
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John McDargh: Religious Object Relations Psychologist

John McDargh, clinician and theologian,' is a self-described object relational psychologist of
religion who is following closely in the footsteps of Ana-Maria Rizzuto.? In the foreword to his
published thesis, Psychoanalytic Object Relations Theory and the Study of Religion,” McDargh says
how fortunate he is to have spent the last years of his academic formation working with Rizzuto on
her foundational opus The Birth of the Living God. He describes her work as representing

... the first time that a psychoanalytic object relational perspective has been systematically

applied to the study of this aspect of religion [God representations] in more than a single case

study approach.*
McDargh also sees himself as working from a psychoanalytic object relations perspective but in one
place he credits Rizzuto, Meissner and Modell as those to whom he is “most deeply indebted.” In
fact in his writings Modell is rarely mentioned and Meissner gets some attention, but also criticism.

On the other hand, McDargh sings Rizzuto's praises:

Outside of the Harvard community, the single most sustained and significant source
of intellectual stimulation and personal inspiration has been Dr. Ana-Maria Rizzuto . . . Dr.

' John McDargh accepted an invitation to participate in an European-North American
symposium on the clinical psychology of religion in 1993. As a participant he was asked to write a
paper that introduced himself to his international colleagues in terms of how psychotherapy and
religion was integrated in his own life and practice. The resulting article “Group Psychotherapy as
Spiritual Discipline: From Oz to the Kingdom of God” in Journal of Psychology and Theology, 22,
(1994), is the main source of my comments on the relationship between McDargh’s life and theory.

* McDargh, as well as basing himself in Rizzuto’s work, in his later articles integrates the
contributions of Eugene Gendlin and Christopher Bollas.

? John McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations Theory and the Study of Religion: On Faith
and the Imaging of God, Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1983.

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 120.

’ John McDargh, “God, Mother and Me: An Object Relational Perspective on Religious Material,”
in Pastoral Psychology, 32, (1986) p. 253.
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Rizzuto’s landmark research . . . The Birth of the Living God, is one of the central points of
theoretical reference for this book. It was my unusual privilege and great joy to have been
invited to follow the progress of this investigation as it took form. . . Dr. Rizzuto is one of
those rare scholars whose generous sense of sponsorship and conviction that “truth belongs
to the Spirit” invites and encourages the new colleague in the field.®
Not only does McDargh so evidently respect Rizzuto, but his own theoretical work is based on, and
further extends, her premises about the dynamics of God representations throughout the life cycle.
One of the factors that differentiates McDargh from his other predecessors, Pruyser and
Meissner. is that his formation seems to have included Winnicott and the other object relations
theorists.” Conversely. Meissner and Pruyser. with whom of course he was also familiar, each
discovered Winnicott well after having already completed their psychoanalytic formation. In this
McDargh is also like James W. Jones--the last author I will discuss: they both seem to have been
exposed to Winnicott and other object relations theorists during their initial formations. It is
admittedly speculative to discuss formations, but the evidence from McDargh’s and Jones’ writing
certainly suggests a foundational integration of the work of Winnicott and object relations theory
generally, rather than, as is the case with Meissner and Pruyser, the use of Winnicott here and there
with the foundation being more in Freud and structural psychoanalysis or ego psychology.

A second point of differentiation. albeit an even more tentative one, is to locate McDargh and

for that matter Jones with Winnicott and vis-a-vis Pruyser, Rizzuto and Meissner using the conceptual

® McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. vi.

" For example, McDargh, in Psychoanalytic Object Relations Theory and the Study of Religion,
when outlining his own theory of development uses Winnicott, Guntrip, Fairbairn and Klein as well
as Mahler and Bowlby. As I pointed out in the earlier chapter on Rizzuto, she also seems to have
come upon Winnicott later in her formation, and although we can speculate about an original Kleinian
formation in Argentina, the sort of object relations she advances seems to be, except for her use of
Winnicott, more American than British.
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device of the margins versus the mainstream. As we will see. McDargh and Jones both locate
themselves very much on the margins, for McDargh, on the outside looking in.® Pruyser, Rizzuto, and
Meissner, on the other hand are more mainstream. This difference in location is reflected in the
approach that McDargh and Jones take to understanding those on the margins. Like Winnicott, they
show tremendous respect for individual differences and neither pathologize those whose beliefs differ
from their own.

McDargh, in a purposely autobiographical article. in which he discusses the integration he has
found between psychotherapy and religion in his own life. gives the following account of his
formative experiences:

I was raised in the American South, but without the deep historical roots or family in
the region which would have conferred status and identity. A Roman Catholic by baptism and
thirteen years of parochial education. even that identity was a tangled one--being Jewish back
a generation on my mother’s side and on my father’s side Presbyterian and Baptist. Moreover,
to be Roman Catholic in the South in the fifties was always to feel like an odd minority and
an outsider . . . . When I finally encountered the ethnic Roman Catholicism of Boston I
remember being appalled at my students’ (and colleagues’) unquestioned presumption of
Roman superiority and their innocent ignorance of other ways of being Christian.* Perhaps
this is why in recent years I have felt most spiritually at home in a marvellously eccentric
liturgically-serious, socially-radical Anglo-Catholic parish--a marginal tradition in a
denomination which itself is sometimes uneasily camped on the boundary between
Catholicism and Protestantism.

Finally, I am recognizing that this very old sense of being on the outside looking in
also surely has something to do with the experience of growing up gay in a straight world.’

¥ McDargh, “Group Psychotherapy,” p. 293. Jones’ auto-biographical statements about being on
the margins will be considered in the next chapter. I have already touched on this difference between
Meissner and Winnicott in Chapter III. It is worth noting that Naomi Goldenberg in her article “The
Tribe and L.” in Returning Words to Flesh, also made some autobiographical comments locating
herself on the outside looking in (pp. 59-60).

* McDargh, “Group Psychotherapy,” p. 293. *Both Rizzuto and Meissner are likely among the
colleagues he is describing here. In their writings one finds just this “innocent ignorance of other
ways of being Christian” if not the “unquestioned presumption of Roman superiority.”
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In his own words McDargh characterizes himself as being on the margins. Perhaps this is what gives
him the freedom to explore the practices and traditions of others. such as Buddhists.

McDargh describes how impressed he was at one point with the psychological sophistication
of Buddhist thought, and in fact to this day uses “"a breath mindfulness technique” combined with
Gendlin’s search for the “felt meaning.” in his group therapy sessions.'® Perhaps it is fair to describe
him as a pluralist of sorts. certainly an ecumenist and not parochial. In Psychoanalytic Object
Relations and the Study of Religion. for example. in constructing a psychology/theology dialogue he
works with both protestant and catholic theologians and psychologists of religion, including Pruyser
and Meissner McDargh then seems to emerged beyond the boundaries of a parochial approach to
psvchology of religion. A Catholic theologian he nevertheless utilizes Protestant theologians and
psvchological thinkers. as well as Buddhist insights and techniques. A psychoanalytically trained
clinician he vet takes recourse to Eugene Gendlin’s ~“focusing” techniques.

In his published thesis Psychoanalytic Object Relations Theory and the Study of Religion:
On Faith and the Imaging of God. McDargh is integrating thinkers like Klein, Fairbairn and Guntrip
his interpreter. Balint. Winnicott. Mahler and Bowlby in a way very reminiscent of both Rizzuto and
Meissner. and the latter connection is not surprising since they were colleagues at Boston College

while their foundational psychology of religion works were being prepared and published.!' McDargh

"It is in short a body-oriented awareness technique that is effective in helping people get in touch
and stay in touch with their feelings.

"' The Eastern United States in the 1970’s and ‘80’s if not up to the present, has been a real hot-
bed of Roman Catholic Psychoanalytic theorizing on religion. As mentioned above McDargh worked
with Rizzuto in the last years of his graduate program and then subsequently he gets a position at
Boston College as a theologian where Meissner, the Jesuit scholar was already established as a
professor of psychoanalysis. Meissner was by this time already a major psychoanalytic author having
published two large psychoanalytic monographs in the last decade and his major psychology of



V. 185
makes extensive use of Winnicott. excerpting and quoting from his case studies, and utilizing some
of Winnicott’s concepts not seen much in psychology of religion. such as “the ability to be alone” and
his “true self” and “false self” categorization. But more than that, Winnicott is for McDargh a
foundational thinker in that most of the authors that McDargh builds on, or is in dialogue with, have
themselves been substantially influenced by Winnicott, (Rizzuto, Meissner, Pruyser. Bollas and
Milner). Like Jones. McDargh is a second generation object relations scholar, whose leading lights
are those who themselves have already been influenced by Winnicott and other object relations
theorists.

In this thesis. the element of faith is considered only to the extent that it sheds light on an
author’s assumptions and loyalties as well perhaps as how it impacts on the study of religious
experiences of people from other groups. McDargh, in introducing his foundational work makes
explicit the centrality of faith in this study:

- this book attempts to show the resource which an object relations perspective is for
addressing a central problem in the psychology of faith development: the role of the
representation of God in the life of faith."’

Given that he grew up Roman Catholic and now works in a Catholic theological school, it is not
surprising that when it comes to defining faith. like Meissner. he also accepts the maxim “grace
perfects nature” and thus is comfortable studying human nature in order to understand what it is that

grace perfects." It is also not surprising that the three audiences he names are theologians, clinical

religion opus would come out in 1984,
'* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. xiii.

P Ibid., p. xv.
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psychologists and pastors, and. religious educators and spiritual directors.**

Faith. then for McDargh is.

... that human dynamic of trusting, relying upon, and reposing confidence in, which (1) is

foundational to the life-long process of becoming a self. and (2) is fulfilled in the progressively

enlarged capacity of that self for love and self-commitment.'’
It is also not surprising, given his self-description above as being on the outside looking in, that the
sort of faith development he favours has a strong social action orientation.

Faith. McDargh points out. is a Jewish-Christian term, and thus a psychology of faith is
necessarily a dialogical process between psychology and theology.'® And in fact. as the reader must
now have surmised. McDargh’s work. particularly in this foundational book. is a thoroughly
dialogical synthesis of Protestant and Roman Catholic theology and psychoanalytic object relations
as interpreted by both Roman Catholic and Protestant psychologists of religion.

There is another point McDargh makes on faith worth considering at this point because it
shows something of his values when it comes to considering worldviews. and it demonstrates an
approach to scholarship complementary with the goals of this thesis.

The assumption that directs our interrogation of both Protestant and Catholic
theologians and psychologists of religion is that every definition of faith has behind it a basic
understanding of the nature of the human person under two aspects. First, what it is that is
seen as the dominant life problem or dilemma with which human beings have to contend in
the course of development . . . . Second, what it is that represents the telos or goals of human
development, the optimal human life, the end point of maturation. . . . One might view these
as the “from whence” and the “to where™ questions. Every theologian who takes seriously the

necessity of having a theological anthropology, and every psychologist asking non-trivial
questions of human development, must work implicity or explicitly from his or her answers

" McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. xiv.
'S Ibid.. p. 71.

' Ibid., p. 23.
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to these questions."’
McDargh affirms, in a manner consonant with what [ am advancing in this thesis, that our worldviews
and “ultimate™ questions shape our scholarly activity.
Finally, in among McDargh’s many discourses on faith, the following shows something of his
psychodynamics. his values, and his perspectives on psychoanalysis and religion:

In order to genuinely love the world we must first find it. and that is no small
accomplishment. Faith, as Fowler observed, is involved in the process of constructing a “life
map” by which we can find our way through the “compounds of limitation™ (Bowker) which
ring us around and to the others that are given us to love and serve. The accuracy of this life
map. which 1 shall shortly relate to the “the representational world”” (Sandler and Rosenblatt,
1962) is not determined on positivistic grounds. It is not about the withdrawal of all
projections. This would be an undesirable prospect even if it were possible. What we can
move towards is the mitigation of those defences against ambivalence* which require us, in
the interest of preserving a beloved self and a loving world. to distort both ourselves and the
world in the direction of polarization.

Faith then is set against what William Lynch called “the absolutizing imagination,” the
imagination bereft of a sense of irony which goes about dividing the world into camps and
categories of radical good and radical evil, saints and sinners, sick and well (Lynch, 1965).
The faith that overcomes ambivalence*and enables mature love and genuine intimacy is the
faith that supports a whole-seeing. It is a trust that endures the realization that most objects
of my attachment are at their best less than my idealizations would have them and at their
worst better than my severe judgments upon them. It is also a trust in my fundamental worth
and lovableness in spite of the fact that [ show up invariably less than my lofty expectations
for myself and yet more adequate than my worst fears. Faith describes an underlying
assurance of goodness and possibility that supports an awareness that the world as the object
of my love and attention is imperfect, fallible, frustrating and yet confounding of all my efforts
to divide it into good and bad, acceptable and unacceptable, us and them, mine and yours.'®

McDargh, here is in some ways sounding like Meissner, Pruyser and Rizzuto when he talks about

'” McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 24.

** Ibid., p. 95. *By ambivalence McDargh does not denote the oedipal understanding put forth by
Meissner, but rather a Kleinian version of the frustrating and pleasing parent, the tendency to split
them off from each other as a psychic defence and later, if conditions are favourable, to resolve that
split in a recognition of the fundamental ambivalence of both the world and ourselves(Ibid., pp. 93-5).
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maturity and the need to overcome “the absolutizing imagination.”'> While I have some sympathy for
this point of view. I prefer a less value-laden approach such as correlational studies in which the
question is, “How are the people who hold these beliefs (not just those who present with symptoms
for treatment) doing in life?” “How are these beliefs working for them?” Complementing such studies
with qualitative research would likely issue forth a decent picture of who these people are, how they
see the world. and how they experience life. From such a base of knowledge one might more fruitfully
then attempt some psychodynamic speculations. but such is not McDargh’s approach.

Another significant point in the above quote is the fact that McDargh, like Pruyser and
Meissner is opposed to dividing the world up into good and bad. us and them. sick and well.
However, unlike his predecessors. McDargh in fact does not divide the world up in that way, there
is no discussion of healthy and unhealthy religion. While he holds goals for spiritual maturity he does
not spend time pathologizing those who do not in his eyes meet that goal.*

I entitled this section calling McDargh a “religious psychologist™ again utilizing Beit-

Hallahmi’s nomenclature denoting a psychological scholar whose is also a member of a religious

* It would be a useful cross-cultural exercise to examine whether or not this opposition between
“maturity” and “an absolutizing imagination” is born out in other cultures. The question | would want
to answer would be whether or not ““an absolutizing imagination™ could be correlated with monistic
or animistic beliefs where good and evil are not psychodynamically opposed as they are in western
Christianity. The psychoanalytically oriented thinker in me would then want to inquire further into
parenting patterns in these cultures to try to better understand the genesis of their particular
psychodynamic beliefs. My suspicion is that “maturity” so defined is ethnocentrically limited and thus
perhaps works well enough for people for this group(liberal theological, psychological intellectuals)
but not so well in the analysis of people from other groups.

* The only possible exception I have found to this rule in McDargh’s work is his characterization
of parents. He does seem to work with a model of good parent versus bad parent, or healthy parent
versus unhealthy parent, rather than Winnicott’s good-enough model which had more space in it for
ambivalence and mixed results. Cf. pp. 181ff. immediately below for a discussion of this point.
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community and committed to its furtherance in his or her academic work. This McDargh certainly
is. although it is hard to find grounds to criticize his project since at its most basic level it is simply
the attempt to better understand how one’s feelings and images of “God/dess” or “the divine” are
formed and dynamically interrelate with one’s most intimate and significant feelings and beliefs about
oneself. significant others and the world during one’s journey through life. Thus his work is meant
to, on the one hand, help create the conditions for more effective therapy and spiritual direction for
religious or irreligious people whatever their affiliation or faith might be and. on the other hand,
further extend the competence and breadth of contemporary psychoanalysis. In short clients with
strong religious or anti-religious feelings™ may perhaps be better comprehended from within the
psychoanalytic object relations framework that he with Rizzuto and others are developing than has

been the case in other forms of psychoanalytic and psychological therapies.

McDargh’s Psychoanalytic Object Relations Theory:
McDargh’s Use of Winnicott--Subtle Nuances, Foundational differences?

McDargh’s psychoanalytic object relational theorizing takes place in a theoretical context
supported by Winnicott’s theory. one in which “illusions™ are valuable and integral to human
functioning. As such he is part of that movement in psychoanalysis from drive-based theory to
relationship based theory. For McDargh as contrasted with say Pruyser, “the human person is born

with a primary and irreducible need for the confirmation and affirmation of relationship.”* In his

* Of course all feelings or the lack of feeling are significant in psychoanalysis. In choosing “strong
feelings™ I simply have chosen the more obvious candidates. McDargh, Rizzuto, Pruyser et al. would
argue that the interrogation of a client’s religious issues and feelings should simply be standard
psychoanalytic/psychological practice.

# McDargh, “God, Mother and Me,” p. 255.[emphasis in the original]
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view, a person's fate and faith are dependent upon the quality of his or her earliest relationship(s).
McDargh’s focus is on the competency of those who must play the role of primary caretaker-

The role is demanding, difficult and unrelenting, yet no special training is necessarily needed
. Itis not even clear that one sex has any a priori advantage over another (Chodorow,
1978). What . . . parenting . . . does require is that the involved parties have adequately
enough mastered their own developmental issues, and . . . [that they are] sufficiently
supported by a network of social meanings and structures (including economic) to be
optimally available through the period of the child’s extended dependence. >

And McDargh continues with Winnicott's schema about how the mother’s adaptation to the child
over time lessens and the child’s ability to tolerate frustration increases as it is developmentally able
to make the adjustments. However, when McDargh then expands upon this theme of the competency
requirements of the primary parent something different than Winnicott’s presumption of a mother’s

inherent ability becomes apparent:

... the faith of the child has its foundation and origins in the faith of the parenting other The

parents’ sense of availability for loving self-donation and their capacity to tolerate
ambivalence are absolutely crucial factors in sponsoring into being the child’s nascent self’
Optimally, the parent must be able to give recognition and attention to the child from a
position of strength and a sense of fullness, not from a posture that unconsciously fears the
child’s needs will deplete the parents’ resources. Behind this must be a more fundamental
sense that the parent and the child exist in a universe where they are not in competition for
a limited supply of the good things in life. Additionally, the caretaking adults must first be able
to accept in themselves as they have had to accept in their own parents - the fact that human
beings are capable of both love and hate, even towards the child of their own flesh. The parent
must then be able to absorb without anxiety the anger and rage which the child will express
towards them from time to time in the course of growing up.?

= McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 215.

* Ibid.. p. 216. Those readers who are also parents might be forgiven for wondering whether
McDargh had himself done any parenting. One wonders if parents who consciously take on such an
agenda can turn out anything except for children who must work hard to live up to their parent’s
expectations of the results of their parenting. I suspect that many parents would perhaps be better
served by Winnicott’s optimistic trust of the “good-enough” quality of most parenting, which
sometimes gets disturbed by external factors beyond a parent’s control, (like the London Blitz), but
can be restored again within a sufficiently strong holding environment.
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In what is perhaps an example of over-idealistic naiveté around the requirements of parenting roles,
McDargh has constructed a model of parenting requiring for many people as much as five to ten years
of psychoanalysis before pregnancy should be undertaken. Gone is Winnicott’s “good-enough”
parent, his optimistic trust in the inherent dynamics of parent-child interaction--a parent who
instinctively “knows” how to parent better than she or he can be taught from a book. McDargh’s
rendition seems more reminiscent of Bowlby’s willingness to recognize “bad mothers.” It is
interesting that in a later article. when 1t comes to describing the background of safety from which
an infant or child can develop smoothly into the wider world of relationships. that the theorists he
cites are Bowlby and Mahler rather than Winnicott.” the “bad mother™ rather than the “good-enough
mother.”

McDargh does however. from time to time refer to Winnicott's “good-enough mother™ such
as in the following description of Winnicott’s accomplishments:

What Winnicott proposed, and developed as a concept in a lifetime of creative analytical

writing. was a process of “primary psychic creativity”” whereby the child creates the maternal

object in the case where a satisfying or “good enough” mother provides a secure basis for the

child's primary activity of psychic construction.”
Despite this useful and useable summary which well captures significant aspects of Winnicott’s

contributions, McDargh goes on in the same passage to significantly revise Winnicott’s theory, again

moving towards a good mother/bad mother approach. While he uses extensively Winnicott’s theory

* McDargh, “God, Mother and Me,” pp. 255-6. Feminists who have accused object relations
theory of subtly or not so subtly supporting misogynistic attitudes with the explicit or implicit focus
on “bad mothering” as the root of all evils—Denise Riley’s War in the Nursery: Theories of the Child
and Mother, (London: Virago Press, 1983), is an excellent example--may well again have cause to
complain here. Even though McDargh cites Chodorow as equalizing the parenting competency of
both sexes, in fact mothers still do most of the primary parenting, and thus still will get the blame.

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 213.
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of transitional phenomena and “True Self, False Self” formation in analysing two case studies, he also
warns that he sees developments in psychoanalytic theory going beyond what was suggested by the
work of Winnicott, and these developments include of course Rizzuto’s work:

. . . the representational world functions constructively as a kind of map or model, which

enables us to identify not only danger but safety, not only enemies but also potential friends

and lovers. Hence the psychoanalytic dictum that “object finding is object refinding”. . . no
longer needs to be seen simply as a commentary on distorting projective mechanisms or the
human proclivity to recreate earlier relational patterns. The inevitability if not the essentiality
of projective mechanisms as a way of finding a path through a world of unlikeness must have
profound consequences for the study of religion which heretofore has dismissed God as

“merely” a matter of projection.”’

While | agree with McDargh’s last assertion. an assertion founded in Winnicott’s epistemology--i.e..
that all of living is subjectively tinged, that all perception is conditioned--his emphasis on enemies and
friends. good and bad objects rather than ambivalence and good-enough relationships is where we
part company. While this is work that is not yet done and beyond the scope of this thesis, it still is
worth asking: “*[s it not possible that our inner representational map gives us more options than good
or bad. safe or dangerous?” Can we not have a representational world that also reflects Winnicott's
“good-enough mother.” Klein’s Depressive Position, or Winnicott’s use of an object?

McDargh’s portrayal of parenting and the subsequent internal worlds we develop seems to
be more in the tradition of Fairbairn or perhaps of Bowlby than of Winnicott, an emphasis upon good
and bad parenting, good and bad internal object representations. Missing from McDargh is
Winnicott’s emphasis on good-enough parenting, on the recognition that an otherwise good-enough

parent can have a lapse or let down caused by external circumstances. This is why Winnicott

emphasizes impingement and break-down in care, rather than good or bad parenting. Winnicott, it

¥ McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 213.
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seems is more humanistic: a certain environment is necessary and is usually provided. Things happen.
but the ship can be set back on course, either by the parents or if necessary, later in analysis.
Winnicott’s emphasis was on the conditions for growth and the fact that they were usually, at least
to some degree present. rather than attaching good and bad labels to mothers or parents. McDargh’s
emphasis on the other hand seems to be more on “optimal parenting” than good-enough parenting.

This is not to say that Winnicott. a psychoanalyst and paediatrician, did not see pathological
parenting and its results. In his discussion of True and False Self. he presents a differentiation between
good-enough parenting and not good-enough parenting. The key concept in this case is whether or
not the infant is able to without concern evolve or whether it had to precociously become watchful
and aware of its environment, adapting itself to its environment instead of to its own normal urges
and requirements. Winnicott describes environmental deficits. when the maternal preoccupation is not
sufficient. when the child has to respond to the mother rather than vice versa, all the time using the
language of “not-good-enough™ parenting.** However. this clinical description of the results of
impingements at different places in the developmental track should not be interpreted in isolation from
the rest of Winnicott's theory of “good-enough™ parenting. More prominent in Winnicott’s writing
is the optimistic assumption that mothers are good-enough. and that impingements that do occur
often are because of circumstances beyond the parents’ control.

While T have been taking issue with McDargh over his use of good and bad objects and
“optimal parenting” it is only appropriate to acknowledge the inherent difficulty in attempting to
create a single language adequate to carry the various and diverse insights of object relations

theorists. These theorists. especially Winnicott, developed their own concepts and languages, and

*® Winnicott, “True and False Self,” pp. 145-147.
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although overlaps are clearly seen, synthesis will always leave something to be desired. And yet,
unless one is to restrict oneself to the language of one of these object relations theorists. some form
of synthesis is required. Although there is in Winnicott little use of the words “good” and “bad.” and
although I prefer Winnicott’s good-enough emphasis to McDargh’s “optimal parenting” nevertheless
there is much to be gained from the work McDargh has done.

McDargh’s Object Relations Developmental Schema
McDargh’s developmental schema of the first six months is rooted in Mahler as synthesized
with Bowlby. Alice and Michael Balint and Winnicott. along with Federn and Erikson. In this object
relational. developmental psychology matrix McDargh’s use of Winnicott centers around the
relationship between “good-enough” care and “True Self. False Self” dynamics:
As Winnicott saw it, the human sense of “continuity of being” or what Federn called
“ego feeling” . . . got its essential start in the child’s safe anchorage within the maternal matrix
(Federn, 1952). “Good-enough™ mothering was simply care which protected the child from
having to make premature or precocious adjustments to environmental and interpersonal
impingements. The origins of the “True Self sense.” the capacity for feeling real, creative and
spontaneous, are to be found in the careful modulations of the process by which the child is
brought to realize the existence of an external world. By contrast, the False Self configuration
is characterized by an inner sense of unreality or futility which derives from the infant having
to make a premature adjustment to the schedules. wishes and whims of the caretaker . .*°
As McDargh demonstrates. it is by weaving together Winnicott's insights from various places in his
opus that one begins to get the feel of what Winnicott saw in his paediatric practice with over 60,000
consultations. “Good-enough mothering,” “holding,” “facilitating environment,” True Self and False
Self, “There is no such thing as a baby!” taken together represent at that time a new insight and

perspective on the dynamics of infant and child development, and a still useful approach to religious

phenomena.

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 219.
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McDargh'’s use of Winnicott continues as he explains a separation-individuation process again
rooted in Mahler. This phase. lasting roughly from 6 months to 3 years of age. is one in which the
True Self. False Self dynamic continues to be a factor, i.e., the parents insist that the child adheres
to their interpretation of the world, even of itself in a manner that alienates it from its own
experience.” But of course, Winnicott’s key insight into this period, his most unique contribution was
his theory of transitional objects and phenomena.

McDargh’s rendition of transitional objects and phenomena is faithful to Winnicott’s insights.
avoids Rizzuto’s mistakes but also partakes in the general overidealization of a phenomenon linked
with developmental deficits and difficulties. Although he confuses transitional objects and transitional
phenomena calling them “transitional object phenomena™ while calling such ritual activities as
“sucking one’s thumb in a special way while stroking one’s nose” a transitional object rather than
transitional phenomena,’" this lack of clarity does not much distort Winnicott’s theory.

McDargh usefully sews together aspects of Winnicott’s theory of the true self and false self
with the development of transitional objects.

The very condition for satisfying transitional object phenomena is the secure presence
of the parent who provides an arena of safety, a space within which the child can genuinely
play. Play for Winnicott. as it was for Erikson. is the serious work of childhood . . . it [play]
means acting out of a spontaneous, creative core of self. Clearly the capacity for play is

compromised to the degree that one’s experience with the parenting adults was such as to
require the defence creation of a False-Self position as a way of maintaining the fragile

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, pp. 221-22.

*'Ibid., p. 226. Cf. Winnicott, Playing and Reality, pp. 3-4 in which he clearly differentiates the
earlier transitional phenomena such as McDargh describes above from the later “first not-me
possession” which is the transitional object. As I have elsewhere noted, Winnicott is not always
consistent with his language usage, but on this point, he is.
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integrity of the self *
McDargh, it would seem has read more of Winnicott than his predecessors, or at least finds more of
Winnicott useful, for he sews into this well known area of Winnicott’s thought the transitional object,
both a portion of one of Winnicott’s clinical cases emphasizing how his patient pointed out the
transitional object function of God for some people, as well as Winnicott’s comments on moral
education where he directly addresses the conditions necessary for belief in God.

For McDargh, the transitional object is basically a stand in for the good object. it provides the
“background of safety” which enables the person to play.

for some persons God functions as that all accepting Other, who, like the analyst and the
good-enough mother. is the guarantor and preserver of that background of safety which
makes possible play. In Winnicott’s terms, that God serves as that transitional object which
allows the person to experience and express the True Self . . . . Whether or not the child is
able to use an object representation of God to protect play, i.e., for the faith that supports
self-becoming, will depend on muitiple factors. Most primary is that there be that foundational
sense of trust which can be a referent for the representation of God. Winnicott spoke of this
when he observed that there was no possibility for “belief in God” where there was no “belief
in.” no sense of there being a fundamental reliability in life (Winnicott, 1965, p. 94).
The second condition is that the child’s introduction to God must respect his own primary
religious creativity. God cannot be given to the child let alone forced upon him. God is
discovered/created by the child in the transitional space. Winnicott’s few published thoughts
on the subject of religious education are an eloquent plea for parents and religious educators
to respect the integrity and the timing of an individual’s private creation of a God that
preserves a sense of inner goodness>’[emphasis added.]

McDargh’s use of Winnicott is here both accurate and for the most part helpful. The only thing
missing is a more critical reading. I have pointed out elsewhere that Winnicott was both a humanist
and allergic to dogma of any kind. His own religious upbringing in 2 non-conformist household where

he was free to interpret the bible in his own way can certainly be seen in the position he takes vis-a-vis

** McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations., pp. 226-1.

¥ Ibid., p. 229.
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religious or moral education. It can also be seen in his own idealization of transitional objects as found
rather than given. As I discuss in other places, they were in fact commonly given, especially after his
theories became widely known. Ideas, practices and beliefs about God are also “given” even though
if they feel “found” they are obviously going to seem more real to the individual. However, the larger
contribution of McDargh’s rendition of Winnicott’s emphasis upon good-enough early experiences
as the foundation upon which faith and other cultural riches can be built is welcome. and poses
interesting problems for religious educators. pastors and Christian parents.

In sum McDargh relates True Self/False Self dynamics to the development and ultimate
helpfulness or lack thereot of the God representation. A God-representation that psychodynamically
functions as that guarantor of safety enabling the True Self to experiment, play and therefore develop
is one of the possibilities. But God-representations can also psychodynamically be too allied with the
False Self. as an ally with other compliance demanding voices or inner personas that must be ignored
or in Fairbairn’s terms exorcised. for the True Self to safely emerge.** In so doing McDargh has
successfully mined more of the resources available in Winnicott’s writings, and shaped useable tools
that help better understand certain psychodynamic aspects of religious experience.

McDargh has been more successful with this marriage of Winnicott’s theory with Rizzuto’s
God-representation than was Rizzuto herself. And in fact. he manages to for the most part avoid her
error. even though he sees himself developing and deepening the research she began. As an extender
of Rizzuto’s work on God-representations, McDargh examines their dynamic origins and
transformations within the context of a Winnicottian epistemology, but without repeating Rizzuto’s

forced assimilation of the God-representation with the transitional object.

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, pp. 229-30.
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Dr. Rizzuto’s most significant contribution has been to link the developmental origins of the
God representation with what D.W. Winnicott identified as the human infant’s capacity for

the creation and use of “transitional objects” as a means of negotiating the psychic trauma of
separation and individuation **

As [ have said elsewhere God-representations certainly belong in the transitional sphere, but should
not be equated with it. McDargh does for the most part avoid this too easy parallelling, but it is
difficult because for example it is accurate enough to call the God-representation an object
representation:

.. it [is} appropriate . . . to conceptualize the creative process involved in the formation of
the object representation of God as taking place in the space of transitional object phenomena,
the “between” of primal creativity that occurs in the interaction of child and parent
(Winnicott, 1953).* As such the object representation of God when first formed is
unchallenged as to its status . .. *

The reader will recall that object representations are comprised of bits of internal objects that are
synthesized into a new meaningful whole. this all being of course an unconscious activity. However,
when considering part of the function of a transitional object rather than the whole of its nature as
described by Winnicott it is still easy to slip and call the object representation of God a transitional
object representation as McDargh does in the following citation from his analysis of a case:
God must help satisfy a deep need for a consistent, available, loving object and at the same
time must help defend her against the intrusive efforts at control exercised by her mother. God
must be a presence. but not too present. On the other hand, God as a transitional object

representation must help defend Ann against the opposite threat to the integrity of the self-the
terror of too much freedom and not enough limitation.*’

** McDargh, “God, Mother and Me,” p. 257.

* McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, p. 122. *McDargh is here citing D.W. Winnicott
and M. Khan, “Review of Fairbairn’s Psychological Studies of the Personality.” International
Review of Psychoanalysis, v. 34, pp. 329-333.

¥ Ibid.. pp. 234-5.
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McDargh here by “transitional object” I believe is denoting that background of safety which in this
case sets firm enough limits to prevent her from hurting others in her “play.” The language is
inherently clumsy, but it would be more accurate to say “God as an object representation with
transitional object qualities.” However, for the most part McDargh is careful to not mix together

object representations and transitional objects.

Good Objects/Bad Objects and “The Capacity to be Alone”
However. it is not every concept of Winnicott’s that McDargh uses to its best advantage. A
case in point is how McDargh introduces Winnicott's insights into transitional objects:
After years of closely observing the interaction of normal, healthy mothers and children, D.W.
Winnicott proposed that optimally this passage to selfhood was a matter of the internalization
of good parental objects. This process structured the inner representational world in such a
way as to permit the human child to carry with him the assurance of well-being which was
reflected in early life by the actual presence of the parents. This particular idea Winnicott
shares commonly with Balint. Bowlby, Kernberg and other psychoanalytic theorists.*
The reader tamiliar with Winnicott will immediately realize that neither Winnicotts insights nor the
language with which he expressed them are in this citation. Winnicott does not use language such as
“internalization.” or “good parental objects” and neither does he discuss “inner representational
worlds.” However. it should also immediately be pointed out that one of the bedevilling factors about
working in object relations theory is that the theorists tend to have idiosyncratic theoretical languages
that sometimes do, and sometimes do not, relate to each other. Winnicott is a classic case of this.
While he rarely used Klein’s language of good objects preferring to speak instead of a “holding

environment,” a “facilitating environment”and “good-enough mothering,”in his article “The Capacity

to Be Alone.” perhaps out of deference to his mentor, but not in a way that is repeated in the last

** McDargh, Psychoanalytic Object Relations, pp. 225-26.
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decade or more of his writing, he does switch for a moment to her language:

[ will now attempt to use another language. one that derives from the work of Melanie
Klein. The capacity to be alone depends on the existence of a good object in the psychic
reality of the individual. . . . The relationship of the individual to his or her internal objects.
along with the confidence in internal relationships, provides of itself a sufficiency of living,
so that temporarily he or she is able to rest contented even in the absence of external objects
and stimuli. Maturity and the capacity to be alone implies that the individual has had the
chance through good-enough mothering to build up a belief in a benign environment. This
belief is built up through a repetition of satisfactory instinctual gratifications.

In this language one finds oneself referring to an earlier stage in the individual’s
development than that at which the classical Oedipus complex holds sway. Nevertheless a
considerable degree of ego maturity is being assumed. The integration of the individual into
a unit is assumed. otherwise there would be no sense in making reference to the inside and
the outside. or in giving special significance to the fantasy of the inside. In negative terms
there must be a relative freedom from persecutory anxiety. In positive terms: the good internal
objects are in the individual's personal inner world, and are available for projection at a
suitable moment.

.. . . Being alone in the presence of someone can take place at a very early stage.
when the ¢go immaturity is naturally balanced by ego support from the mother. In the course
of time the individual introjects the ego-supportive mother and in this way becomes able to
be alone without frequent reference to the mother or mother symbol.*

And., if Winnicott links his own ideas with Klein's in such a manner, than McDargh’s way of framing
Winnicott is not so far off the mark. And given the complexity of working with multiple idiosyncratic
theoretical languages, perhaps such a synthetic moment can be forgiven. However, what is lost is
Winnicott’s own contributions. his own unique perspective on what he saw in his many decades of
clinical and paediatric experience, and how this was expressed in his own words.

McDargh, following in Pruyser’s steps, sees the capacity to be alone resting on good
introjects--what Winnicott called a “facilitating environment:”

.. . the capacity to have an inner world, or, in Winnicott’s words, the capacity to be alone,

is itself a developmental accomplishment and the gift of the Other. It is the Other that secures

the place of a tolerable and solacing solitude. The late Paul Pruyser in his last book described
aptly that the major achievement of the capacity for illusion, including illusionistic religion,

** Winnicott, “The Capacity to be Alone,” pp. 31-2.
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is to make available to an individual this capacity to be alone:
If one can be alone with the internal representation of a benign object, human or
divine. that grants the exercise of autonomy and a spirited use of the imagination, the
fantasy can be productive, inventive, happy and potentially creative. But if one is
saddled with a haunting introject, human or divine, one cannot be happy while alone
and is doomed to engage in rather morbid. repetitious fantasizing, beset with fears and
worries.
Both McDargh and Pruyser, in taking recourse to the language of the good or bad introject, I believe
change the spirit of Winnicott’s work as found in his own words. This may be why Winnicott was so
reluctant to use other’s language. not being sure that by using it he would be saying what he wanted
to say. And in this case. | believe the words are important. “Good-enough parenting” is a more
inclusive and [ believe realistic concept than dividing the world up into good and bad., as satisfying
as the latter might be at some levels.

To this point. in analysing McDargh’s utilization of Winnicott. [ have painted a picture of a
thorough. respectful and useful synthesis of Winnicott’s work as it applies to religious phenomena.
a worthy addition to the foundation established by Rizzuto. But before we turn to the last of our
scholars who are utilizing Winnicott to comprehend religious phenomena. I want to turn to
McDargh’s “deepening” of Rizzuto's theories, for his innovations, while representing a synthesis of
Eugene Gendlin and Christopher Bollas. are fairly interpreted as based in Winnicott’s work.

McDargh, in “The Deep Structure of Representations™ is attempting to take the discourse on
representations, already substantially developed and nuanced by Rizzuto, to a deeper level. McDargh

presents Rizzuto’s distinction between theological images and representational images but seeks to

go deeper, to the source of these representations in human psychic life. In so doing he is moving

* John McDargh, “The Deep Structure of Representations” in Object Relations Theory and
Religion: Clinical Applications, p. 10; the Pruyser citation is from Pruyser, The Play of the
Imagination.
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beyond the problematic of secondary process. theological God talk versus the primary process.
affective experience of the God-image to what underlies both: the inarticulate or pre-articulate
experience of the original interpersonal environment. McDargh, with Erikson, asks “Was our original
environment trustworthy or not, was it supportive of our need for being loved and loving?”

The shape of an individual’s faith reflects his or her unique personal history of that struggle.

That faith is primally carried forward as a preconceptual, somatic experience of the quality

and character of one’s own bodily being-in-the-world. It is this sense that constitutes the

“inarticulate feelings of reality” that are potentially the deep structure of religious

representations. symbols and beliefs.*! '
McDargh analyses these deep structures. “held” as it were. in a Winnicottian environment and from
this background of safety playing with the insights of Gendlin's “felt sense™ and Bollas" the unthought
known or the transformational object, both of which emphasize a non-verbal, and according to
McDargh. pre-representational experience. For it is Winnicott’s insights into “holding.” into whether
an infant is “held satisfactorily™ which are the foundation for what Erikson calls “basic trust” and the
starting point for a deeper reflection on what these pre-articulate experiences are or how they are
experienced in the older child or adult.

McDargh explains first Eugene Gendlin’s. and ther later Christopher Bollas’ insights using
as his case study. Marion Milner’s /n the Hands of the Living (God** The common point that
McDargh identifies in the work of these two theorists is “the surplus of meaning in our feelings”--the

sense that we know more than we can say. According to McDargh. Gendlin tells us that one of our

central “drives” is to render those feelings “articulate in metaphor, image or concept.”

*! McDargh, “Deep Structure,” p. 5.

*2 Marion Milner, /n the Handss of the Living God: An Account of a Psycho-analytic Treatment,
(New York: International Universities Press, 1969).



V. 203
... when an image or concept is found that most accurately completes and captures our felt
sense of our life situations, we experience what he terms a ‘felt shift.” A felt shift is . . . a deep
but subtle bodily signal that tells us we have appropriately symbolized what we know at the
level of our embodied selves.*
And, the moment this awareness dawns, McDargh explains, we are already moving forward, there
is a transformative moment in this deep realization which enables us to move from a previously fixed
position.

McDargh similarly uses Christopher Bollas’ concept of the “unthought known™ or the
“transtormational object™ to cover this “primal” territory. What Bollas means by “unthought known™
or the “transformational object™ is McDargh tells us.

... an identification that emerges from symbiotic relating, where the first object is “known’
not so much by putting into object representation, but as a recurrent experience of being--a
more existential as opposed to representational knowing_**
McDargh continues. as with Gendlin’s “felt sense” and “felt shift.” the “‘unthought known.” the
“transformational object™ is at some level sought after:
Thus in adult life. the quest is not to possess the object; rather the object is pursued in order
to surrender to it as a medium that alters the self. where the subject-as-supplicant now feels
himself to be recipient of enviro-somatic caring, identified with metamorphoses of the self.*

One can hear echoes of Winnicott’s “holding” or “facilitating environment” in Bollas’ own language,

which is not surprising as Bollas is recognized as the foremost of Winnicott’s extenders.

* McDargh, “Deep Structure,” p. 6. McDargh’s citation is from Eugene Gendlin, “Existentialism
and Experiential Psychotherapy,” in Existential Child Therapy: the Child's Discovery of Himself,
Ed. Clark Moustakas, (New York: Basic Books, 1966), p. 227.

* Christopher Bollas, 7he Shadow of the Object: Psychoanalysis of the Unthought Known, (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1987).

** McDargh, “Deep Structures,” p. 12; Bollas, Shadow of the Object, p. 14.

*¢ McDargh, “Deep Structures,” p. 15; Bollas, Shadow of the Object, p. 14.
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What McDargh has accomplished with his utilization of Bollas and Gendlin is a Winnicottian-
based extension of Rizzuto’s work. Without a “holding environment” either in one’s initial life
experiences or perhaps like Milner’s patient Susan, later in a good-enough analytic setup, one cannot
get access to these felt senses or the unthought known. And, healthy or salvific God-representations
can only be formed or reformed if those conditions are met. This was the essence of Winnicott’s and
other independent object relations theorists’ (i.e., Milner, Khan and Bollas) insights into what was
required for the healing of ““deeply” disturbed people: that feeling real and alive, that experiencing life
as meaningful came from having enough of that “good-enough” parenting, that “holding” that was
to be found with most parents. and could with the right kind of analytic presence. be found in
analysis.

McDargh. has in fact. taken the object relational psychoanalytic study of religion forward
several paces from its initial starting point with Rizzuto. He has managed to go deeper than the level
of representations and transitional phenomena to the pre-verbal experience of trust, a trust that was
established by good-enough parenting. In so doing he is integrating not only newer developments
amongst Winnicottian analysts but insights from non-analytic sources such as Gendlin as well as
Buddhist practices and ideas. And although perhaps there is something perfectionistic about
McDargh’s expectations of parents, his approach to religious phenomena is pluralistic and
comprehensive, and shows something of the promise inherent in a Winnicottian based approach to

the study of religion.



Chapter VI
James W. Jones: Transference and Transcendence, the Relational Self and
A Winnicottian Epistemology for Psychoanalysis and Religion

James W. Jones, an Episcopalian professor of Religion as well as a psychoanalytic clinical
psychologist,' is a scholar who has published a work on understanding the charismatic movement>
a philosophy of science that makes room for a reconsideration of spirit in a material universe,* and
as broad a survey of contemporary psychoanalytic treatments of religious phenomena as exists today.*
In short. we have here a philosopher, working on the margins of science, to respiritualize our
“material universe.” a clinician working with religious issues in therapy. a professor trying to shed
light on the religious experiences of people of many faiths, and a religious psychologist furthering the

dialogue between psychology and theology based in the intermediate space between the concepts of

transference and transcendence.

'In the preface of Filled With New Wine: The Charismatic Renewal of the Church, (New York:
Harper and Row. 1974) Jones describes himself to his Episcopalian audience as “a professor of
history and theology™ although in the fly leaf he is described as an Assistant Professor of Religion at
Rutgers College (p. vii). In his Contemporary Psychoanalysis of Religion: Transference and
Transcendence. now Professor of Religion, he discusses how he divides his time between a clinical
practice and teaching . . . the wisdom of the Buddha or the sayings of Jesus and how they might be
interpreted philosophically or understood against the backdrop of modern physics or psychology”

(p. ix).
* James W. Jones, Filled With New Wine: The Charismatic Renewal of the Church.

*James W. Jones, The Redemption of Matter: Towards the Rapprochement of Science and
Religion, (Lanham: University Press of America, 1984). Jones contextualizes the science/religion
debate in a history in which matter was once understood spiritually, and because of mechanistic
science among other things, nature was exorcised of any spiritual presence. But because of recent
developments in the hardest of the hard sciences, physics, the mechanistic hypothesis has collapsed
so that even the hardest of substances are based in immaterial reality not comprehended by science.
Thus the door is open for a respiritualization of nature in a way that is not at all contrary to good
science but only to the now-outdated spirit of that enquiry that expected to solve all puzzles through
observation and rational processes.

* James, W. Jones, Contemporary Psychoanalysis of Religion: Transference and Transcendence.
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Jones’ earliest publications, an article on the problem of religious experience in a Religious
Studies forum,’ the monograph Filled With New Wine: The Charismatic Renewal of the Church. and
finally The Texture of Knowledge: An Essay on Religion and Science® peak the interest of a former
charismatic renewalist who pursued psychology of religion in order to understand religious
experience.’ Jones Filled with New Wine, simply by its title signals that an insider is writing since
“filled with new wine” is a popular self-characterization for charismatics. In this work, the reader
finds an interesting blend of sympathy for. and yet criticism of, the charismatic movement. a blend
that may have its source in his multiple identities and loyalties as charismatic insider and theology
protessor.  Filled with New Wine was written in order to explain charismatic phenomena to
Episcopalians. giving them tools to comprehend and appreciate the charismatic movement in their
church.
Jones, as an academic familiar with charismatic experience, would naturally be concerned with

how to comprehend religious experience. and how to find a “scientific” way to discuss spirituality and

“James W Jones. “Reflections on the Problem of Religious Experience,” Journal of the American
Academy of Religion, 40, (1972).

* James W. Jones, The Texture of Knowledge: An Essay on Religion and Science. (Lanham, Md. -
University Press of America, 1981).

’ My own religious studies career shows some parallels with Jones’ in that I was a charismatic
renewalist in the Anglican church, trained for the Anglican ministry including a degree in theology
but was not ordained, and took up psychology of religion in order to better understand religious
experience. Once in Religious Studies, my attention was drawn to methodological and
epistemological issues, including the dialogue between theology and religious studies* and finally I
settled on Winnicott as providing the best language for interpreting religious experience. *Cf. Daniel
F. Berg, “Toward an Integral Science of Religion: Programmatic Suggestions for Theology.
Philosophy, Science and Religion in a Pluralistic Context,” in Religious Studies: Issues, Prospects
and Proposals. Eds. Klaus K. Klostermaier and Larry W. Hurtado, (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars
Press/University of Manitoba, 1991).
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religious experience, this perhaps being part of the motivation behind his epistemological essay on
religion and science. Most charismatics sooner or later move on to other ways of being in the worlid,®
but their religious experiences leave a strong imprint, one which for a scholar of religion would likely
mark his theorizing for years to come. As Jones’ himself says, “The psychoanalytic framework
utilized in the upcoming pages suggests that the themes of one’s writing often mirror the theme’s of
one’s life ™

What life themes are being addressed for example, when Jones, in The Redemption of Matter:
Towards the Rapprochement of Science and Religion, contextualizes the science-religion debate in
a history in which matter was once understood spiritually? What life themes are behind decrying the
exorcism of spirit from nature by mechanistic science, or the interest in the collapse of the mechanistic
hypothesis because of developments in physics? Why is it significant that matter is no longer solid and
that the basis of existence is not understood? Why the impetus to respiritualize nature arguing all the
while that this is not at all contrary to good science but only to the now outdated spirit of that enquiry
that expected to solve all puzzles through observation and rational processes?

In the past mechanistic determinism answered the question of what holds the events
in the universe together. Since the causal chains of connection snapped under the weight of
phenomena too heavy and complex to handle, no new image for the unity of the universe has
emerged . . . . it is not discontinuous with current views to perceive the universe as bound
together by the presence within of a freely-acting divine spirit, pervading the physical reality,

constituting the connections between events, giving rise to the matter we perceive. “In him
all things were created . . . all things were created through him and for him . . . in him all

¥ For example, F. Bird and B. Reimer in their “Participation Rates in New Religious and Para-
Religious Movements,” in Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 21, 1982), observe that these
groups tend to have a small core of relatively long-term members with a constantly changing larger
group. They conclude that of all those who at one time participated in such groups only a small
fraction are still involved.

® Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. x.



VI 208

things hold together.”"
Or again. what is the life theme that drives Jones’ to try to reconcile theology and science?

This essay demonstrates that compartmentalized theologies and secular sciences are
historical anomalies; for most of mankind’s history a mutually enriching relationship has
existed between what today we call theology and natural science. With the coming of
twentieth-century physics, that relationship may flower again . . . . But in a way unknown in
previous scientific thought. modem science provides analogies for conceiving of the Spirit as
the origination of matter. for characterizing natural events as the products of free choice, for
perceiving the universe as a whole, and for understanding its wholeness as a single body
having many parts. And so the pilgrimage of understanding goes on."

We have already seen evidence in Jones™ writings and life of intense religious experiences (this likely
can be inferred from a charismatic involvement,) but why the driving passion to respiritualize science?
Jones’ answers this question himself while responding to a paper in a AAR panel organized to
comment both on his Contemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion: Transference and Transcendence
as well as Naomi Goldenberg's Returning Words to Flesh: Feminism, Psychoanalysis and the
Resurrection of the Body.*:
Slipping for a moment into an autobiographical mode Jones explains why “Freud functions
as a stand-in for the reductive rationalism I am still opposing.”
because I was . . raised in. . . [an] environment dominated by an ethos of rational
efficiency. in my gut [ am more sensitive to the dehumanizing effects of a reductive

rationalism. The experience of religion, which opened up for me new vistas of human
potential and awareness, was an experience of liberation from this mechanistic straightjacket,

' Jones, Redemption of Matter, p. 132.
" Ibid.. p. 132.

'* This panel [at which John McDargh also presented “Commentary on Returning Words to Flesh
and Contemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion,” (pp. 391-99)] has been published in its entirety as
volume 40 of Pastoral Psychology, 1992.
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even though it made me increasingly marginal in a scientific culture '
It would seem that Jones grew up in a secular perhaps even scientific environment. but underwent
a liberating religious transformation, and since then he has been trying to integrate for himself and the
scientific world religious experience, spirituality and science.

One of the papers to which Jones was responding with the above cited article, was that of
Diane Jonte-Pace who in a rather entertaining and spicy commentary, “Which Feminism, Whose
Freud.™" analyvses these psychoanalytic thinkers. Jonte-Pace examines the transferential patterns in
both Jones™ and Goldenberg's reactions to Freud's work in the classical manner. She has it that
Goldenberg desires to marry the father, Jones wants to slay him while both embrace the mother
(feminism).

Remaining faithful to the psychoanalytic tradition of discovering and analysing
transterence relationships and embodied language in all interactions and communications, |
want to suggest that if the body of the mother is lovingly embraced (Oedipally or pre-
Oedipally) in both texts. the body (and mind) of the father surely plays an important role as
well. Freud is a kind of intellectual father for many of us in this field, and, as with all father
figures, we either love him or hate him--or both. Naomi’s Freud is the good father. the wise
father, the feminist father . . . . Jim’s Freud. on the other hand, is the bad father. the sexist
father--trapped in nineteenth century models of science . . . . if. as Freud suggested,
atfirmation is equivalent to eros and aggression to thanatos, then, as in the proper Oedipal
relationship. Jim would like to murder the father; Naomi would like to marry him.'*

But, Jonte-Pace goes on to explain, it is in becoming personally aware of our own unconscious

bondage to our transferential patterns that we may be enabled to better understand others like Freud

instead of simply reproducing our projected distortions of them:

'* James W. Jones, “Response: Religion, Reductionism and Psychoanalysis,” in Pastoral
Psychology, 40, (1992), p. 401.

** Diane Jonte-Pace, “Which Feminism, Whose Freud?” in Pastoral Psychology, 40, (1992),

'* Jonte-Pace, “Which Feminism,” p. 372.
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But enough of embracing the mother, enough of slaying and “laying” the father. [ feel
that it’s only fair to admit that part of my pleasure in uncovering Jim’s thanatology and
Naomi’s erotics is that I too am caught in an ongoing love affair with Freud, a love affair with
its share of murderous moments. Of course, the whole point of discovering the transference
relationship in our aggressive and erotic attachments to teachers, texts, therapists and
colleagues, is not to kill or to “bed” our parents or their current symbolic recreations. Rather,
the point is to discover the repeated patterns of desire for parental loves and deaths, and
finally to end our entrapment in the samsaric cycle of transference relationships. It is, of
course, very difficult to acknowledge the battles to the death and the love affairs underlying
our intellectual pursuits . . . . I'd like to suggest that just as therapy only works through
establishing and analysing a transference relationship . . . perhaps a real understanding of
Freud and of religion may only be possible through establishing and analysing our
transference desires to murder or to marry our intellectual and spiritual parents. like Sigmund
Freud. like God the Father. or like God the Mother. '

[t is encouraging to see authors such as Jonte-Pace, Pruyser, Meissner, McDargh and Jones.
atfirming that the professional work of a religious psychologist, requires more than intellectual ability,
it requires an increasing self-awareness. a knowledge of the deeper workings of the human psyche
in ourselves and others. This has been one of the most demanding requirements of the psychoanalytic
vocation. that of not contaminating the professional relationship with one’s own transferential issues.
We have so far encountered a Jones with a mission to combat reductionist scholarship/science.
a Jones who experienced a religious liberation from “the mechanistic straightjacket™ in which he felt
imprisoned. In Contemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion, we also find a pluralist, one who sees
the value in many ways of being religious, and one who is comfortable with various psychoanalytic
languages:
Is a detached selfobject matrix re-created through investing the self in intellectualizing about
an abstract world spirit or universal system of energy? Is a relationship to a chronically
unavailable primary caretaker continued through a perpetually unresolved search for the
meaning of life? Is a warm symbiotic bond re-created, or the lack of compensated for, through

the intimacies of a baptism in the Holy Spirit or a merger with the Great Mother or the vast
ocean of being? What inner relational patterns go into our devotional exercises, meditational

' Jonte-Pace, “Which Feminism,” p. 373.
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disciplines, philosophical theologies?"’
Using both self psychology and object relations concepts and citing diverse examples of religious
experience Jones demonstrates how psychology of religion can increase understanding and perhaps
tolerance without reductionism. As such he is constructing a way to comprehending a plurality of
religious experiences through analysing relationships. that is the psychodynamic constituents of an
individual’s significant relationships, be they with friends, enemies, lovers, beliefs or the divine.
What relationships within the inner object world are made conscious by the language
of the sacred as void and abyss and the image of the self forever vanishing in the ocean of
being? What organizing themes are disclosed by seeing the Virgin Mary floating on a cloud.
or hearing “the sound of one hand clapping,” or knowing that “the ways of Tao are
effortless ™ What introjected relationships are reenacted by being “a sinner in the hands of an
angry God,” by “walking alone in the garden with Jesus,” by “resting in the arms of the Great
Mother.” by “being grasped by the ground of being,” by realizing that “God does not play
dice.” by resigning oneself to fate. or by “experiencing the state of no-mind?” What inner
relational patterns resonate in the koans of Zen Buddhism, the syntheses of Aquinas and
Barth. the tragedies of Homer, and the speculations of the Upanishads.'®
In these two lists of questions one sees the work of a comprehensive'® scholar of religion, utilizing

various psychoanalytic languages. and considering many ways of being religious or spiritual.

At the same time. rather than presenting lists of healthy and unhealthy religious phenomena

' Jones. Transference and Transcendence, p. 65.

'® Ibid.. p. 66.

19 «

Comprehensive” is a concept borrowed from David M. Wulff, Psychology of Religion: Classic
and Contemporary Views:

A comprehensive understanding of the field requires systematic knowledge of diverse kinds:
of a great variety of psychological theories, principles, and methods as well as essential
aspects of neighbouring fields such as neurophysiology and sociobiology; of the history of
religions along with elements of theology and philosophy: and of the history of psychology
of religion itself, and of the lives of its chief contributors....even if mastery of the field as a
whole is out of the question, aspiration to genuine psychological understanding of religion in
all its complexity impels us to draw on insights from every possible quarter (pp. viii-ix).
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found in so much psychoanalytic writing on religion, Jones instead is willing to question our culturally
determined categories of health and pathology. For example, in his article “Psychoanalysis, Feminism,
and Religion” Jones speculates as to whether or not we can attain to the level of interaffectivity found
in premodern cultures and contemporary witchcraft, or whether our individualistic ego boundaries
make that impossible.” Such a comment is certainly consonant with, if not based in, Winnicott’s
willingness to learn from his students and clients, rather than imposing preset diagnostic categories
on them.

Jones not only considers many religious phenomena, but he also explicitly dialogues with
feminist perspectives on being human and religious. He finds in feminist scholars like Keller and Flax
allies in his battle with reductionist science, now recast as separative and distancing:*'

The specific kinds of aggression expressed in scientific discourse reflect not simply the
absence of a felt connection to the objects one studies but also the subjective feelings many
children (and some adults) experience in attempting to secure a sense of self as separate from
the more immediate ‘objects’ of their emotional world. The contest many scientists feel
themselves engaged in. either with nature as a whole or with the particular objects they study.
reflects the contest they feel themselves engaged in with human others. Similarly the need to
dominate nature . . . arises not so much out of empowerment as out of anxiety about
impotence . . . The dream of dominion over nature, shared by many scientists, echoes the
dream that the stereotypic son hopes to realize by identifying with the authority of the
father =

Jones envisions a new psychoanalysis, a gender sensitive psychoanalysis:

A gender sensitive psychoanalysis reveals the ways in which science and philosophy

*" James W. Jones, “Psychoanalysis, Feminism, and Religion” in Pastoral Psychology, 40, (1992),
p. 365.

*! Jones, “Psychoanalysis, Feminism,” pp. 356-7.

2 Ibid., pp. 356-7; Citation from Keller, E.F. and Flax, J. “Missing Relations in Psychoanalysis:
A Feminist Critique...” in Messer, Sass, and Woolfolk, Hermeneutics and Psychological Theory,
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1988), p. 339.
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(including the philosophy of science, of knowledge, and of religion) express the desires of the
unconscious, not only in terms of motivation but also in their very content and practice, and
that these desires reflect the different developmental trajectories of boys and girls. Specifically

Freud and much of modernity idealized that combination of investigation by detached

observation, a motivation to dominate and control nature, and an atomistic and uncaring

model of the universe, all of which serve as sublimations of the need for distance and
separation.™
Jones. in accepting the psychodynamic version of boys trying to separate from mother and in time
becoming dominant over her now in the form of “wife.” “nature,” “feelings.” and all that is considered
feminine. has found another ally and language with which to battle mechanistic science.

This is the Jones then who presents Winnicott: determined to defeat reductionist science, to
move beyond the dualism of objectivity and subjectivity, to affirm connection and relation as the root
of human life. to use the psychoanalytic lense to shed light and increase understanding without
reductionistic. exploitative explanations. But if we know something of his loyalties and foes. his goals
and objectives. what then are the methods Jones utilizes to come to grips with individual religious
experience. the focus of his analytical search?

Jones’ methods: How to Study Religious Experience

In his major psychoanalytic opus, Contemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion: Transference
and Transcendence, Jones prefaces his case studies chapter with a brief discussion of methods--a
discussion in which the perceptive reader can gamer psychodynamic as well as methodological
insights into the author. He tells us that he tried a pilot project in which he had people “fill out open-

ended questionnaires about their images of God and their feelings about God.”** Although this project

garnered a rich body of diverse data, Jones found that for his purposes it seemed to static, *. . . it

* Jones, “Psychoanalysis, Feminism,” p. 357.

** Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 68.
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could not capture the transformations of religious experience.”” Jones is only satisfied with a
methodology that can offer insight into “transformative experiences.”Being a psychoanalytic clinician,
Jones™ chosen methodology for the study of a changing process such as transference, will obviously
be the clinical case study, since these dynamics are most readily observable in the therapeutic set up.
Thus Jones™ psychoanalytic lens will focus on “the vicissitudes of the transference as it emerged in
therapy and the dynamics of religion in each person’s life "™
Casting himself as a participant-observer. to borrow a concept from anthropology. is clearly
an improvement on the sort of psychoanalytic studies in which projective theories are applied to
religious texts in the search for oedipal dynamics or bad objects. Here now. by observing relational
dynamics in a person’s images. feelings. beliefs and reactions to the divine, the scholar/clinician can
infer dynamics of early parent/infant or parent/child relationships. Conversely. by analysing the
transference, the clinician not only can infer early life relational dynamics but also of course dynamics
in all other affective relationships including the relationship with the divine As Jones says. “Our
earliest relationships = form a template into which all later interactions fit.”*’ Finally. as therapeutic
advances or transformations of the transference become evident. so too changes in feelings about. and
images of. the divine may also be seen. While Jones™ work may not produce “generalizable™ resulits,
it certainly is opening up new questions not only in psychoanalysis but in the larger arena of

psvchiatry. psychotherapy and psychological theories of human nature.

* Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 69 (emphasis added)
* Ibid.. p. 69.

¥ Ibid., p. 10.
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J.W. Jones and D.W. Winnicott:
Playing with transference and transcendence

Jones. like McDargh. is playing and working in a Winnicottian context. But of course Jones’
use of Winnicott will differ in some ways from how he is used by Rizzuto, Meissner, Pruyser or
McDargh. While McDargh relates to Winnicott perhaps as a consumate clinician, Jones sees in him
another ally in his struggle to refashion science, psychoanalysis and epistemology.**

[n his drive to go beyond the dualism of objectivity and subjectivity, Winnicott carries into

psychoanalysis a theme that has dominated much current philosophy of science . = as well

as other contemporary movements. His search for “the intermediate area between the
subjective and that which is objectively perceived”. . is clearly part of a larger cultural
concern.”

Winnicott’s introduction of the intermediate sphere gives Jones the epistemological context in which

to link together transference and transcendence, the ground upon which to build a psychoanalysis free

from reductionism and mechanistic assumptions.

** Perhaps this difference in orientation affected not only what they choose to utilize in Winnicott
but how much they read of him as well. McDargh seems to have read much of Winnicott as can be
seen in his utilization of many of his theoretical concepts. Jones on the other hand mostly refers to
Winnicott’s epistemology and theory of culture, and in one particularly revealing passage on
countertransference discusses an article by Alan Rolland without any reference to the pioneering work
by Winnicott and other object relations theorists. Whether this indicates selective reading or perhaps
Just selective use of theorists, i.e.. taking the best for each theoretical area, Jones’ use of Winnicott
is not as extensive as McDargh'’s.

* “[Winnicott’s] search for ‘the intermediate area between the subjective and that which is
objectively perceived’ (1971:3) is clearly part of larger cultural concern.” (7ransference and
Transcendence, p. 62; the 1971 citation is Winnicott’s Playing and Reality.)
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A Winnicottian Epistemology:**

Winnicott’s contribution to epistemology is his identification of a third area of human
experience. an area that transcends the limitations of inner and outer reality. of subjectivity and
objectivity. Thus. Winnicott is for Jones a natural ally in his fight against reductionist, objectivist
science. However. Jones’ version of Winnicott’s epistemology is quite different from those we have
already analysed.

Between inner and outer lies /nteraction. Neither the objective environment nor the isolated

individual but, rather. the interaction between them defines this third domain. for it “is a

product of the experiences of the individual. . . . in the environment”(p. 107, emphasis in the

original). This intermediate reality is interpersonal from its inception. Beginning in the
interactional space between mother and infant. it remains an interpersonal experience as it
gradually spread out from the relation to the mother to “the whole cultural field” for “the
place where cultural experience is located is in the potential space between the individual and
the environment . “(p. 100)."
Working with Winnicott's later article “The Location of Cultural Experience.” the article Khan called
“Winnicott's testament of faith.™** rather than with his original formulations in “Transitional Objects
and Transitional Phenomena™*' Jones sees in Winnicott's theory of “transitional experiencing” a
theory about interactional experience rather than special kinds of objects. He does not discuss the

now familiar list of qualities of a transitional object, nor does he describe transitional phenomena.

Rather he links together the “potential space” between the infant and the mother--the “playground”

*" Jones not only identifies Winnicott’s epistemological contributions but is trying to advance a
“Winnicottian Epistemology” in his “Knowledge in Transition: Toward a Winnicottian
Epistemology,” in Psychoanalytic Review, 79, (1992).

*! Jones, “Winnicottian Epistemology.” p. 223.
*M. Masud R. Khan, “Introduction.” in Through Paediatrics to Psycho-Analysis, p. XXXxvii.

** The former was first published in 1967 while the latter first appeared in 1951. Both are now
found in Playing and Reality.
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which joins the child and the mother--with ail of human culture. When he mentions transitional
objects. they are simply physical things a child might invest with private meanings, there may be many
of them and there is certainly no emphasis on the “special” nature of transitional objects.*

This may seem like an unusual way to construct a Winnicottian epistemology, since it was
precisely “the concept of the transitional object” which. according to Anna Freud. “conquered the
analytic world. ™ However. it is also not unwelcome, since it avoids the sorts of problems I have
criticized in Rizzuto and McDargh. In fact. Jones criticizes both Meissner and Rizzuto for focusing
too much on objects and not enough on the transitional experience:

.1t 1s the weakness ot Meissner’s and Rizzuto’s use of Winnicott that they tend to treat it as
a theory about certain kinds of objects.*®

Although he shares with them some common goals. i e.. the rehabilitation of “illusion,”* his use of
Winnicott focuses on the experience of interaction rather than different sorts of objects. Thus he
avoids the pitfalls which Rizzuto and to some extent Meissner and McDargh stumble into, that is

trying to sort out or amalgamate transitional objects and object representations. Instead he focuses

" Cf. for example J. W. Jones. “The Relational Self: Contemporary Psychoanalysis Reconsiders
Religion™ in.Journal of the American Academy of Religion, 59, (1991). pp. 120-3: and, “Winnicottian
Epistemology.” pp. 223-4.

* F. Robert Rodman quotes from a letter “Anna Freud to Winnicott, 30 October 1968” in the
introduction to The Spontancous Gesture, p. Xix.

* Transference and Transcendence, p. 59. 1 cannot completely concur with Jones in this criticism
of Meissner. It seems to me to be too easily lumping him in with Rizzuto, of whom the criticism
certainly is appropriate. Meissner’s major opus was called Psychoanalysis and Religious Experience,
and it seems to me that there was more talk of experience than of objects, except when he discussed
Rizzuto’s work on the God-representation.

* For example, Jones approvingly quotes Meissner in an extended citation from Psychoanalysis
and Religious Experience, on Winnicott versus Freud on illusion. Cf Jones, “Winnicottian
Epistemology.” p. 230; and, Meissner, Psychoanalysis and Religious Experience, p. 177.
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on the infant-mother experiences in which the child plays safely in the mother’s presence rather than
the quality of the physical object as such.

Jones is the only one of Winnicott’s interpreters in psychology of religion who acknowledges
and uses the work of scholars who are critical of Winnicott such as Loewald and Stern.*®* What unites
two otherwise distinct theorists such as Loewald and Stern is that they are critical of Winnicott’s
depiction of the infant as moving from a state of symbiotic or fused subjectivity to that of a
differentiated objectivity.

Stern, Jones tells us. through his careful and detailed observations of infants concludes that
they start out life already engaged in relational activity. both seeking and responding to their parent’s
responses. However, Jones also acknowledges that it is not clear just how much Winnicott's theory
of transitional objects must be revised since these objects do clearly aid infants in their move from
complete dependence to relative autonomy. Rather the effects of these findings for Jones, (and here
he sees himself working in concert with Chodorow and Flax.)* are that both “the self” and
“autonomy” are becoming relational concepts: we are related from the beginning and even when
there is an appearance or perception of autonomy, the inherent core of this autonomous individual
is still relational.

While Jones utilizes Stern’s careful observations to nuance Winnicott's theory, his most

significant theoretical debt is to Hans Loewald, a psychoanalyst who has done much to rehabilitate

* Jones refers to the following works: Hans Loewald’s Psychoanalysis and the History of the
Individual, (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1978), and Sublimation, (New Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press, 1988); and, Daniel N. Stern’s, The Interpersonal World of the Infant, (New
York: Basic Books, 1985).

** The above paragraph represents my rendition of Jones’ summary of Stern as found in “The
Relational Self.” pp. 130-1.
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the “primary processes,” the Id of classical psychoanalysis. Loewald suggests, according to Jones,
that primary process activities such as certain types of memory, dreaming and fantasizing are simply
one state of consciousness or awareness, different from the sort of consciousness involved in
“objective perception.” Objectivity means a form of awareness focused on the “not-self,” although,
as Loewald points out. the awareness of the “not-self” is still subjective--as in belonging to the self.
Thus. Jones is able to use Loewald to make the point that we simply have different forms of
awareness which serve different purposes. Primary process activity continues throughout the life cycle
and while it is hidden beneath secondary process in day to day functioning, it is the source of our
creativity. inspirations and refreshment. In health, primary processes are not to be outgrown. but are
to remain available without swamping secondary process functioning *

One gets the impression from Jones’ citation and discussion of Loewald, that Loewald and
Winnicott are after much the same thing using different languages. In fact Loewald did say that he

suspect[s] that Winnicott would not have disagreed with an interpretation of subjectivity
in a wider and different sense. as outlined here.*'

This might be so. for with different words and a different language Loewald (at least as Jones
presents him) like Winnicott is concerned not simply with illness but with what makes life worth
living.

Jones is building a Winnicottian epistemology but not using Rizzuto or Meissner, both of
whom he criticizes, but rather Loewald who himself is critical of Winnicott’s manner of negotiating

the subjectivity/objectivity divide. On the whole, the result is in fact a Winnicottian epistemology, but

** This paragraph is my summary of Jones’ summary of Loewald as found in “Winnicottian
Epistemology,” pp. 227-230.

*'Ibid., p. 229; Loewald, Sublimation, p. 80.
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there is a twist. There are some real contradictions between Loewald and Winnicott that cannot be

glossed over because they both value creativity. religion and the arts.

Jones’ (Winnicottian/Loewaldian) Epistemology

Jones admits that Loewald never discussed how transitional objects could be reformulated
with his understanding of primary processes. Thus. when Jones uses phrases like “a certain
“transitional” state of consciousness ™ (presumably differentiated from primary and secondary process
states of consciousness) | feel as obliged to protest as when Rizzuto coined the concept “transitional
object representation of God.”™ While being perhaps understandable from a psychodynamic point of
view, from a conceptual viewpoint these attempts to blend such concepts leave something to be
desired. What exactly would a transitional state of consciousness be like? How would it be different
from or similar to what Loewald envisions with his “to-ing and fro-ing” between primary and
secondary states of consciousness? Would this experience have qualities associated with what
Winnicott described such as warmth. soothing. or libidinal impulses both positive and negative?
These are questions that naturally come from such a conceptual innovation as “transitional states of
consciousness” but no answers are provided. I will return to this point however, after delving deeper
into Jones’ use of Loewald and Winnicott.

There is another significant difference between Loewald and Winnicott which Jones does not
acknowledge. It is seen in how Jones uses Loewald to support the health and validity of ecstasy and
rapture while paralleling them with Winnicott’s transitional space:

Re-immersion in the primary process through moments of rapture and ecstasy are necessary
times of psychic refreshment and rejuvenation and are the source of creativity, sanity, and a

*2 Jones, “The Relational Self.” p. 132.
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full human life. Winnicott’s “transitional process” means not only a developmental stage or

the use of certain soon-to-be-outgrown objects but also entering a certain “transitional” state
of consciousness or psychological space.*

While Winnicott may or may not have agreed that rapture and ecstasy are what Jones and Loewald

say they are. I do not believe he would include them as transitional processes. Winnicott clearly

distinguishes “play in the cultural sphere” from “mystical ecstasy:”

In his article “The Place where we Live.” (a later version of his statement of faith, “The

Location of Cultural Experience™) Winnicott focuses his tripartite schema on where individuals find

infinity:

Infinity for. .[mystics] is at the centre of the self, whereas for the behaviourists who think in
terms of external reality infinity is reaching out beyond the moon to the stars and to the
beginning and the end of time. time that has neither an end nor a beginning.

[ am attempting to get in between these two extremes. If we look at our lives we shall
probably find that we spend most of our time neither in behaviour nor in contemplation. but
somewhere else **

Winnicott further expands upon the difference between mystical experience and cultural experience

by giving what he admits is a simplified and distorted view of psychoanalytic literature of mystical

experience:

[n regard to mystical experiences, in the literature of psychoanalysis the person we are
looking at is asleep dreaming, or if awake is going through a process rather akin to dream-
work. but doing this while awake. Every mood is there and the unconscious fantasy of the
mood ranges from idealization on the one hand to the awfulness of the destruction of all that
is good on the other--bringing the extremes of elation or despair, well-being in the body or
a sense of being diseased and an urge to suicide.**

He does not refute this literature, but rather returns to discussing what kind of space are we in when

*! Jones, “Winnicottian Epistemology.” p. 236.

* Winnicott, “The Place Where We Live,” pp. 104-5.

* Ibid., p. 105.
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listening to a Beethoven symphony, going to an art gallery or playing tennis. Jones might want to
interject at this point saying that one can have rapturous or ecstatic experiences listening to
Beethoven or in other cultural pursuits. This is of course true. But Winnicott continues to
differentiate mysticism from cultural pursuits in a manner that at least puts into question Jones’
parallelling ecstasy and rapture with transitional processing:

The other two areas do not lose significance because of this that I am putting forward as a

third area. If we are truly examining human beings. then we must be expected to make

observations that can be superimposed. the one on the other. Individuals do relate to the
world in ways that involve them in instinctual gratification, either direct or in sublimated
forms. Also. we do know the paramount importance of sleep and the deep dreaming that is
at the core of the personality, and of contemplation and of relaxed undirected mental
inconsequence. Nevertheless. playing and cultural experience are things that we do value in

a special way: these link the past, the present. and the future; they take up time and space.

They demand and get our concentrated deliberate attention, deliberate but without too much

of the deliberateness of trying. [¢mphasis in the original]*

It is not one of the characteristics of states of ecstasy or rapture that they take up time and space. in
the sense of programmed activity of some sort. Such states are likely better comprehended through
eco psychology’s “regression in the service of the ego™ or Loewald’s return to primary processes but
it is far trom clear what connection they have to Winnicott’s notions of cultural experience.

While it 1s perhaps workable to maintain Winnicott’s schema of inner, outer and transitional
experience and call them states of consciousness, Jones does not seem to be discussing discrete
phenomena such as primary process versus transitional process phenomena. Rather, his use of
Loewald to critique Winnicott’s basic assumptions about subjectivity and objectivity when taken with

his pairing of primary process and the transitional realm suggest that he sees them as being the same

phenomena theorized differently.

** Winnicott, “The Place Where We Live,” p. 109.
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For Winnicott and Loewald, human life is impoverished if deprived of access to the
transitional realm or what Loewald (1978) calls “the primary level of mentation.™’

[fit is Jones intention to place religious ecstatic phenomena in the arena of cultural experience, and
it does seem that this is the case, he must contend with a Winnicott who only dealt in cultural realities,
not in religious realities, and I am sure Jones would not want to reduce the latter to the former, as
others have accused Winnicott of doing.**

To this point [ have discussed how Jones has his own particular cast to a Winnicottian
epistemology. a cast that renders his transitional space both more useable as well as in some ways
less recognizably Winnicott's. Having established this foundation it still remains to explore how Jones
builds on Winnicott’s theory of the intermediate area. There are two main ways he does this:
analysing the affective bond with the sacred and the definition of human knowing as a transitional
process.

In Conmemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion: Transference and Transcendence. Jones’
main use of Winnicott's epistemology is to create a space in which the affective relationship with the
sacred can be psychoanalytically considered, where the relations between transference and

transcendence can be analysed.

*7 Jones. “Winnicottian Epistemology.” p. 236.

** Cf. for example, Roy H. S. Smith, “The Denial of Mystery: Object Relations Theory and
Religion,” in Horizons, v. 16, (1989) a Kohutian scholar, who accuses Winnicott and other object
relations theorists of psychologism, of reducing the external world to “being included within or as
only functioning for the individual psyche” (pp. 258-9); and Robert Jay Kilby, “Is Culture ‘Ilusion’?
A Pragmatic Response to D. W. Winnicott,” in Horizons, 20, (1993) who argues against Winnicott’s
reducing culture to personal illusions which may be shared in groups with others with overlapping
illusions; and Stanley A. Leavy, “A Pascalian Meditation on Psychoanalysis and Religious
Expenience,” Cross Currents, 26, (1986) who is critical of the use by Meissner, et al. of Winnicott’s
assertion that transitional experience widens out into the whole field of culture as a way of psycho-
dynamically understanding God. thus reducing God to the status of a teddy bear or fetish (p. 154).
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... both the therapeutic transference and the bond with the sacred can be conceptualized as

expressions of a person’s internalized affective relationships . . . . changes in the therapeutic

transference ought to be parallelled by transformations in a person’s religious experience

modifications of the interior world should be reflected in the experience of God.*’

In essence what Jones is establishing is the usefulness of focussing on “. . . a person’s felt bond with
the sacred and conceptualizing that bond as a reflection of their inner object world. . ."*°

In traditional psychoanalysis though. Jones points out, this bond with the sacred would be
considered to be a product of the individual’s psychodynamics. However, in Jones’ view, beginning
with Winnicott's exclamation “There is no such thing as a baby!™ an epistemic shift has occurred.
The autonomous individual. the standard of normal development in western culture, is now a
“relational self ™' from the very beginning. We now do not study babies in isolation, or anyone or
anything else in isolation. but rather as part of a network of relationships.

The implications of being in a Winnicottian world in which individuals create their worlds in
a relational matrix, of being a relational self. are further extended by Jones by analogies to family
therapy and physics. In family therapy. he tells us, the choice can be made between starting the
analysis with either the man or wife or the interaction between them. In particle physics, in a similar

manner, one can focus on characteristics of particular particles or treat *. . . them as segments of an

ongoing system of matter-energy interaction.”** It is the change in how we construct our worlds. that

¥ Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 110.
* Ibid.

*! While there is clearly a concept of ““The Relational Self’already introduced in this monograph,
Jones further extends this line of thought in the article “The Relational Self: Contemporary
Psychoanalysis Reconsiders Religion,” in Journal of the American Academy of Religion, 59, (1991).

52 Jones, Transference and Transcendence, pp. 112-13.
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change of which Winnicott’s is an important part, that permits Jones to do this:

... in the psychoanalytic investigation of religion, exchanging a model of linear causality for
one of reciprocal interaction, an atomistic model for a systemic one, opens up the possibility
of starting the psychoanalysis of religion with the individual's dynamics (as Freud did and
Rizzuto does), with the relationship between the individual and the sacred (as I have done
here), or with simply the sacred.®

Because Jones is not limited like Rizzuto to analysing “objects” but rather “experiences,” experiences
that involve a constant interaction between internal and external, the new relational psychoanalysis
can analyse any part(s) of the interactions present in the analytic setting in a manner which can
comprehend the vicissitudes both of the transference as well as the relationship to the sacred.
While Jones™ use of Winnicott's epistemology in his earlier monograph discussed above is
focussed upon bringing transcendence into the analytical hour and dynamically relating it to the
transference. in a subsequent article. Jones makes explicit the usefulness of Winnicott’s epistemology

as epistemology.

Knowledge occurs in and through a relationship: our relationship to the world that we
both find and create. Knowledge arises not from the self alone nor the world alone but from
the interaction between them . . . . Occurring in a relational space between self and world.
subject and object, human knowing is a transitional process. Like all transitional processes,
that interactional and relational space which is human knowing echoes with the child’s first
interpersonal experiences. This makes possible the psychoanalysis of the various forms of
human knowledge (science, art, religion. philosophy. even psychoanalysis itself), for the
structures of our knowing carry themes laid down in our earliest interpersonal encounters.
Thus. psychoanalysis is an inherently epistemological enterprise, laying bare the dynamic
forces at work in the various forms of human knowing.**

The informed psychoanalytic reader will not find anything surprising in the above last two statements

5} Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 113.
Jones clarifies “analysis of the sacred” to be analysis of the experience of the sacred--Cf. pp. 225ff.
below for further discussion.

* Jones, “Winnicottian Epistemology,” p. 225.
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since psychoanalysis has been a major force in raising epistemological questions in this century.
However, the claim that knowing is a transitional process certainly is a new one, one that resonates
with other significant contributions to human knowing such as Berger and Luckman’s The Social
Construction of Reality ** Winnicott’s assertion that creative human activity is illusional, that creative
science, religion and the arts are all valuable human productions that together constitute a functional,
meaningful human world certainly recasts psychoanalytic theories of culture, reframing the
toundations of how we understand ourselves and our relation to our world. But Jones takes
Winnicott's rehabilitation of illusion a step further.

Winnicott's reframing of illusion means more for Jones than it not necessarily being an error
illusion is a source of knowledge and truth.** Working again in counterpoint with Loewald, Jones
presents a very different psvchoanalytic epistemology than that which ruled in Freud’s time. Now
reimmersion in the primary process as well as participating in the transitional sphere are now valuable,
even vital human experiences. Jones supports these psychoanalytic innovators. Winnicott and
Loewald. with the resources of a number of contemporary works in philosophy of science. He
concludes his discussion of the philosophy of science:

Philosophy of science concurs that all knowledge is transitional and interactional* in

Winnicott’s sense. Discursive reason and imaginative creation interpenetrate. Pragmatic
realities constrain imaginative reconstructions while creative reinterpretations reframe

* Peter Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social Construction of Reality. New York: Anchor
Press, 1967). Of course claims that Winnicott’s Playing and Reality and Berger and Luckman’s work
are new innovations is a bit of academic overstatement since these works were produced a quarter
century ago. Furthermore there have been many similar advances in epistemology contributed to by
other streams in psychoanalysis such as post-modernism with its connections to Lacan. However,
Winnicott’s work also contributes and it is only in the last ten to fifteen years beginning to be used,
thus the relevance of Jones’ utilization of Winnicott’s epistemological suggestions.

% Jones, “Winnicottian Epistemology.” pp. 225 and 230.
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empirical experience. No hard and fast line can be drawn between objective and subjective
spheres or between the products of reason and imagination.* [emphasis in the original]

In the opinion of this author. Jones is well on his way to framing a Winnicottian/Loewaldian
epistemology, but there is one task that remains.

While Jones has realized a substantial gain from his utilization of both Winnicott and Loewald.
there are still problems to be ironed out. As [ have already noted. Jones too easily has Loewald and
Winnicott speaking with the same voice:

Loewald and Winnicott point to the creative power of that state of consciousness
where the usual distinctions of inner and outer, subjective and objective, fade, and a “deeper
level of mentation™ is accessed: a creative power that can be understood in terms of the
metaphorical nature of experience. In this state of disciplined imagination. or what the
theologian Paul Tillich calls “ecstatic reason.” new metaphors and paradigms can be
encountered. From the transforming interpretation that reframes a patient’s experience, to
Watson’s dream of the DNA spiral, to the imaginative encounter with the holy, transitional
experiences become epistemologically creative and psychologically restorative through the
generation of new metaphors and therefore new realities. *®

Perhaps Jones believes that Loewald’s wider definition of subjectivity or primary process subsumes
Winnicott's transitional experiencing, since he is speaking of one state of consciousness and not two.
In the end, however. neither Winnicott nor Loewald are recognizable. But, if one takes Winnicott’s
view on tradition and creativity, this is not a problem.

Winnicott described being creative in relationship to tradition as first destroying and then

recreating it: “Mature adults bring vitality to that which is ancient, old and orthodox by re-creating

it after destroying it.”* Perhaps what is needed here is that Jones should take the next step and

*7 Jones, “Winnicottian Epistemology.” pp. 235-6. *“Interactional” is not one of Winnicott’s
words.

* Ibid.. p. 236.

* Winnicott, The Family and Individual Development, p. 94.
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fashion his own solution based in, and yet going beyond both Winnicott and Loewald. Jones’
comprehensive approach synthesizing psychoanalytic. epistemological. feminist and even
anthropological insights, certainly provides the basis from which such a contribution could be made.
For example, in “The Relational Self.” Jones while again parallelling Loewald’s “primary level of

" in his conclusion parallels Victor Turner with

mentation” with Winnicott’s transitional reaim
Winnicott:
Turner and Winnicott both point to the transforming power of entering a liminal or
transitional state of consciousness, where the usual distinctions of inner and outer. subjective
and objective, temporarily fade.*
This transitional state of consciousness is certainly worth further pursuing.** Jones’ psychoanalytic
work to this point. shows promise for furthering our comprehension of creativity and even ecstasy
as integral to intellectual effort and accomplishment.
At Play in the Fields of the Imagination:
The Vicissitudes of Winnicottian work on Religion
The one aspect of Jones" thought that still needs attention is his definition of religion--keeping
in mind Bit-Hallam's minimalist suggestion that grounds this thesis. Jones, by including religious

phenomena in the realm of transitional experiences. referred to the “imaginative encounter with the

holy.™ In so doing he touches on one of the growing controversies concerning the object relations

* Jones. “Relational Self,” p. 131.
S Ibid., p. 132.

% If Jones in fact follows up this task, the first item of business perhaps should be the clarification
and ordering of primary, secondary and transitional states of consciousness.

5 Tbid.
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approach to the study of religion. It is ironic that a man who is so concerned to battle reductionism
should himself be utilizing an approach to religious phenomena that can be called reductionistic. And
yet. I believe it is a fair enough charge. Jones, unlike Malony, Spilka and Hood is not attempting to
make a case for discussing the reality of God in psychology of religion based in Winnicott’s depiction
of the reality side of transitional phenomena.** However, neither do I find in Jones the simple form
of cultural reductionism that some authors have criticized in object relations analyses of religion.®*

As [ have already indicated. Jones’ main focus seems to be on reforming science and
psvchoanalysis. As such, definitions of religion are not as readily found in Jones' work. even though
he is a protessor of religion. Instead he begins his major opus Contemporary Psychoanalysis and
Religion. with an etymology of the word “analysis.™ And in fact. he does not present any definition
of religion until the final chapter of this work, at which point he takes up Rudolph Otto’s The ldea
of the Holy.” focussing his analysis of Otto’s “mysterium tremendum” on “the experience”of the
holy.”” Disagreeing with Otto that “the mysterious experience of wholly otherness™ means that God
therefore must be wholly other. Jones instead turns to what might give rise to the numinous quality

of' the experience.” For Jones, the numinous experience arises because of what “the sacred” evokes

* Earlier, contra Malony, Spilka and Hood I sided with Pruyser, saying that the reality side (as
opposed to the internal experience side) of religious phenomena such as doctrines, images or symbols
is cultural. or at least that is all we can say about it as scholars rather than believers. Cf. pp. 177-8
of this thesis.

 Cf. op. cit. n. 48, p. 223.
% Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 1.
“ Ibid.. p. 114.

% Ibid., p. 115.
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in us, that is “what is primary and fundamental in our experience.”*

Psychologically, then. to start with the sacred means to start with the experience of the

psvche’s most fundamental experiences: those constituting its creation and re-creation. The

quality of sacredness refers to the potential to resonate with the deepest recesses of ourselves.

What makes the experience of the holy mysterium tremendum is that it reverberates with the

awesomeness and mystery of the depths of selfhood.™
While I have tremendous sympathy and respect for his ensuing discussion of Bollas’ concepts of “the
shadow of the object™ and the “tranformational object” as intertwined with the insights of other
psychoanalysts and theologians. all in a thoroughly Winnicottian context.” it is necesary to stop here
to more carefully consider what Jones is establishing.

In order to set up his critique of Otto. Jones gives mundane examples like being frightened
by a noise in the dark. only to find in the light that it was nothing. His question is. “What is it in us
that gives rise to such experiences as that fright. or numinosity? Unfortunately such mundane
examples trivialize the God of Christian, Jewish or any other revelation. While it is of interest to
examine what human components would contribute to (rather than give rise to) feelings like awe,
terror or wonder what suffers here is the quality of what confronts the individual in their transforming

religious experience. Jones’ analysis works well for certain types of experience such as,

.. . encountering the transforming and sustaining source of selfhood through holy words and
books. evocative rituals and gestures, compelling ideas and powerful communities, the glories

* Jones, Transference and Transcendence, p. 116 [emphasis in the original].

7® Ibid. On the evidence of this citation, and, although the alliteration would be lost. this book
might more appropriately be subtitled “transference and immanence.”

" Itis of interest that Jones states that Rizzuto’s God-representation is probably better understood
through Bollas’ concept “the transformational object”as compared with Winnicott’s “transitional
object” (Ibid., p. 120).
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of nature, or an encounter with the depths of the self.”*

It does not however. account for experiences recorded in the scriptures of the world. and experienced
by people in every culture and time when they are confronted by something that surpasses the normal
bounds of human experience. say Jesus--risen, ascended and glorified, The God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob. the Goddess. Krishna. Shiva, or for that matter extra-terrestrial beings.

John McDargh. in responding to Jones Comtemporary Psychoanalysis and Religion.
acknowledged this critical response to the use of object relations in psychology of religion. a response
that =. . has challenged both the clinical and also in some sense the theological adequacy of the
object-relational approach to understanding the origins and dynamic history of the individual's most
private representations of God.”™ McDargh cites the example of the work of Moshe Halevi Spero.,
an orthodox Jewish psychologist. who has raised concerns about the use of the word “illusion” and
whether or not it can do justice to a patient’s experience of relationship with a divine other McDargh
tells us that Spero is concerned that the object relations analyst is sitting and listening to an
analysand’s religious experiences from the unspoken perspective of “What | am listening to is an
tllusion, albeit a psychologically useful one. but ultimately 1 also judge this God to be a delusion.”"
McDargh’s question (echoing Kohut) is a valid one: “Will such a therapist be capable of the kind of
empathy which effects genuinely psychic healing?"™

McDargh believes that Jones has adequately dealt with this because his formulation has sacred

™ Jones, “Transference and Transcendence,” p. 132.
7 McDargh, “Commentary.” p. 396.
™ Ibid.

7 Ibid.
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numinosity leaking out from behind the object-derived images--there remains in Winnicott’s language
a “God-us” or “God-me” dimension that is not reducible. He maintains this despite Spero’s insistence
that God be treated as an other--as real as the therapist. While it is arguably an advance over Freud’s
position to have the illusion considered psychologically useful, and for that matter to hymn the praises
of the depths of our illusion-creating capacities, Spero’s point is still well taken. There is at least the
perception if not the reality of a clash of worldviews between object relations theorists on the one
hand and on the other, theists. polytheists, and others whose object(s) of devotion may well be as real
as to them as a neighbour or family member.

Theological Psychology:

Implicit and Explicit--Whose Vision, What Belief?

Chnis R. Schlauk. in his article “lllustrating Two Complementary Enterprises at the Interface
of Psychology and Religion Through Reading Winnicott™ proposes that one of the tasks of
psychology of religion should be to analyse how psychology may function as religion or theology
when psychoanalytic theorists make claims about human nature.” Schlauk does a careful. accurate
and sympathetic analysis of Winnicott’s article “Transitional Objects and Transitional Phenomena”
from the point of view of what kind of psychology/theology is implicit in Winnicott’s theory of the
intermediate space. His project is to take what is theologically implicit in Winnicott’s view of human
nature and make it explicit. He accomplishes this with Rizzuto’s central theses about the God-
representation. He concludes affirming strongly the value of considering our view of God as an

illusion:

7 Chris R. Schlauk, “Illustrating Two Complementary Enterprises at the Interface of Psychology
and Religion Through Reading Winnicott,” Pastoral Psychology, 39, (1990), pp. 47-8.
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[f the place where we live, know, have faith, is in an intermediate area of experiencing,
where through creative and playful imagination we make sense of who we are, and what life
may involve, it follows that our unfolding understandings of who “God” is and what our
relationship with “God” is also evolve in this place. Our self-understanding and our vision of
God are, properly speaking, illusions. To affix that label is not to lower their status, as if to
measure how they fall short of, and are distortions of, an accurate “objective” grasp of reality
“out there.” Rather. to call these fundamental visions illusions is to appreciate deeply how all
of who we are. and what we know, and what we have faith in, is an ongoing effort to play
seriously, to live in a world that is and must be, in part. of our own creation.”

As strong. sensible and meaningful a conclusion as Schlauk has fashioned. it still doesn’t address
Spero’s concemns. However, Schlauk’s project does make significant advances in a field accustomed
to simply using psychological tools to shed light on religious phenomena. What is needed as a
complement to object relational psychology of religion is a dialogical approach in which claims about
human nature are made explicit and can be compared with other claims.”™ While it is doubtful that
Spero would argue with Schlauk’s conclusion. that all of human reality is for each individual partly
idiosyncratically and psychodynamically fashioned. Spero’s point about how real God is for some
clients still needs addressing. No solution has been proffered. but perhaps agnosis is the best we can

do. if that agnostic is stance is properly respectful, tolerant and open to learning from divergent ways

of being religious.™ Otherwise. at some level, the problem Spero identifies remains, and with the

77 Schlauk, “Complementary Enterprises,” p. 60.

™ I have addressed the need for a dialogical approach in Religious Studies, in so doing utilizing
the resources of David Tracy’s The Analogical Imagination (New York: Crossroad, 1981), Georg
Schmid’s Principles of Integral Science of Religion. (The Hague: Mouton, 1979), and Raimundo
Pannikar’s Myth, Faith and Hermeneutic (New York: Paulist Press, 1979). Cf. Daniel F. Berg,
“Toward an Integral Science of Religion: Programmatic Suggestions for Theology, Philosophy,
Science and Religion in a Pluralistic Context,” (op. cit. n. 7, p. 206).

" David Tracy, in his Analogical Imagination, asked for a style of dialogical encounter in which
the scholar [or therapist] was genuinely open to the other, ready for the possibility that something else
might indeed be the case [rather than one’s own assumptions](ch. 1).
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power imbalances of a therapist-client situation, that problem may even be a subtle form of cognitive
imperialism. When the clash between the client’s and therapist’s faith is not acknowledged but
remains implicit one has to wonder about the effects of countertransference, of subtle or not so subtle
nuances in body-language and empathy, and the resulting efficacy or lack thereof of the therapeutic
environment.

We are again in that area with which Winnicott was so concerned. that is whether the analyst
can truly provide a facilitating environment (whether for colleagues. students or clients) or are
transterential issues going to be contaminating the potential space. Scholar/therapists like McDargh
and Jones necessarily must pursue the sort of understanding Schlauk was getting at. i.e.. identifying
the implicit and explicit theological assumptions that underlie their professional activities.

Scholars with a philosophical theological formation like McDargh and Jones, tend to have a
positive valuation of western mystical experiences but also an understanding of religious reality which
may well be antithetical to the client or student who has a personal relationship with a concretely real
God If empathy is the key to cure. or in Pruyser’s vision. if care is the key to new insight. the
question remains--can this person heal or learn while remaining religious or must their religiosity
transform to something more akin to the psychoanalytic professional’s way of believing if they are
to derive any benefit.

Perhaps. as Pruyser said in one of his wiser moments, a more radical demythologization is
needed for scholars of religion, in this case in order to strip the gnostic followers of “the Holy” of
their confidence in comprehending our relations with Mystery. Such a demythologization rather than
simply destroying cherished beliefs, might make for a more dialogical, tolerant agnosis while still

retaining what seems to be strongest and most beloved of one’s own beliefs.
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It is ironic. that a scholar one of whose chosen tasks is to combat reductionism in all its forms
ends up being fairly charged with reductionism himself. However, far from being like Pruyser. the sort
of scholar who criticizes concrete religion. Jones seems to be trying to find a way back to it. This can
be seen in the only criticism of religiosity I have found in Jones, not surprisingly a criticism of those
who are perhaps “too scientific or secular,” that is feminist ““thealogians.”*

Jones criticizes Eisler (7The Chalice and the Blade), Whitmont (Return of the Goddess) and
Goldenberg (Returning Words to Flesh) for “. . . reducing the Goddess to a metaphor of cultural
transtormation.”™" He feels that relating to the Goddess in the here and now has been lost in the work
of these writers (and himself):

Lost . . . is the Goddess as religious object and the practices associated with her which
allow one to listen to the wisdom of the wind. to be nurtured by the sea. to conjure power

from the earth. Such devotions and practices involve entering, in Winnicott’s phrase. a

transitional space where the modern dichotomies of subject-object, spirit/flesh fade and by

accessing and taking to the limit (a masculine drive to be sure) the feminine developmental
dynamic of interconnection, thereby entering that domain in which differentiated selfhood
dwells in relation **
While [ can share with Jones his hope that we are in the midst of a cultural revolution supported by
the currents of object relations theory, feminism and Goddess religion, [ cannot share his use of

Winnicott in this instance. Even though this is only implicit rather than explicit in Jones’ text, what

he seems to be saying is relating to divine objects is transitional, whereas celebrating the Goddess as

* “Thealogy” is a word coined by Naomi Goldenberg to describe the work that she and others are
doing in revitalizing the study of the Goddess. Cf. Returning Wordis to Flesh.

*! Jones, “Psychoanalysis, Feminism,” p. 365; R. Eisler, The Chalice and the Blade, (San
Francisco: Harper and Row, 1987); E. Whitmont, Return of the Goddess, (New York: Crossroad,
1982).

% Ibid.. p. 366.
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a metaphor for cultural transformation is something else. Of course it is not only devotions and
practices that involve entering Winnicott’s transitional space but also inspired writing or creating a
liberating vision. Perhaps [ am reading too much into Jones’ concluding words, but psychoanalytic
writers have to guard against the tendency to baptize their own most cherished object by immersing
them in healthy psychoanalytic categories while giving a different treatment to those objects which
are not positively subjectively charged for them.

A more explicit psychology as theology approach would probably help in such situations, such
is found in a playful comment made by Goldenberg as she discusses the theological differences
between Jones and herself. she being “like the founder . . . a *godless Jew:™”

As you will see, even though we are headed in different directions, we do share opinions that

enable us to carry on an interfaith dialogue before we part company to attend separate types

of shrines **
Making theological/thealogical positions and differences explicit in psychoanalytic writings about
religion. along with attention to transferential issues, perhaps can lead to a style of object relational
psychoanalysis of religion free from the accusation of “reductionism.” The question remains, how can
we as object relations scholars of religion or religious object relations therapists shed light on
religious phenomena in a way that increases understanding without damaging those we study or wish
to help?

Rizzuto, Meissner, Pruyser, McDargh and Jones have each in their own way contributed to

the establishment of such an approach. They have each availed themselves of the genial and pluralistic

approach to culture of D.W. Winnicott. They have each contributed to the re-evaluation of illusion

* Naomi R. Goldenberg, “Psychoanalysis and Religion: The Influence of Theology on Theory and
Therapy.” in Pastoral Psychology. 40, (1992), p. 344.
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in everyday life, and to the inclusion in psychoanalysis’ purview of an infinite variety of religious
phenomena (some of whom of course have made more positive contributions than others in this area).
To the degree that they have imbued and internalized his discovery-oriented, non-judgmental
approach to the idiosyncratic creativity of our cultural creations, to that degree they may be on their
way to being able to understand and help others whose core values and religious beliefs differ from

their own.



Chapter VII
Using Winnicott: The well-used object.
Toward a Humane Psychoanalysis of Religion

Those familiar with Winnicott’s work will agree that one of the ambitions of his life, one
that he saw fulfilled, was his desire to become a well-used object.! Winnicott’s desire to be weli-
used differs in many respects from the desires of other pioneers in psychoanalysis such as Freud or
Klein and this difference can be seen in his theory of ‘the use of the object.” As I have elsewhere
explained, what Winnicott meant by ‘use of the object’ was the destructive appropriation of what
one finds, and in the process of making it one’s own, creating something anew. This destruction,
however, is not complete, in that what makes an object useable is that it survives the destruction.
and is still dependently present, ready to be used again and again. This is the true Winnicott,
creating paradoxical ideas that nevertheless set a tone, creating a space in which others can
themselves be creative. Rather than creating a language and a system meant to be replicated and
extended by a circle of devoted disciples. he allows himself to be used as he facilitates a process in
which people develop their own understandings.

As we have seen thus far, Winnicott’s ambition to be a well-used object is being realized in
psychology of religion. In this thesis I have destructively found Winnicott, and for that matter
Rizzuto. Meissner. Pruyser. McDargh and Jones. I have with each, from my point of view,
winnowed the chaff from the grain. They have each survived this destructive use and have thus
proved themselves to be useable, and together they contribute to a composite result--my version

of Winnicott’s usefulness for psychology of religion. Following Winnicott’s example, I have

found what it is true for me, I have “gotten on with it” myself, and what I am presenting is not

! In fact, Philips tells how Winnicott suggested “that a psychoanalyst was like a prostitute,
there to be used”(Winnicott, p. 37).
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meant to be the last word on Winnicott, but a contribution to the continuing discussion and
exploration he has in part engendered in an object relational study of religious phenomena.

One of the key points that distinguishes “Winnicottians” from other schools of thought
is their use of theory. as Simon Grolnick puts it,

... it was Winnicott’s writings that helped me understand the tough going involved in

learning to use the object, in this case. theory. He has helped us all to use theory and not

allow it to use us.*
From this point of view it would be un-Winnicottian to simply accept and promulgate Winnicott's
ideas. Murray M. Schwarz. in a similar vein. describes Winnicott’s language and theory as “more
democratic:”™ *. . . we as readers are encouraged to make use of his ideas rather than apply them
as an interpretive grid into which meanings ought to fit. . .™* Like the mother who presents her
nipple just as the infant was hallucinating it. thereby facilitating the development of the baby’s
omnipotence and imagination. Schwartz tells us that Winnicott, . . . spoke and wrote to facilitate
the meeting of the ideas already present in our minds with the ideas he presents to enrich them.™

This is what endears Winnicott to those he has influenced: rather than having to “convert”
to someone else’s view of reality. to use their language like an interpretive grid, to become
disciples of the revealed truth. those who are inspired by Winnicott are able to develop their own
ideas, and their own points of view as they make use of his theory. In reading Winnicott. they find

what they already know to be true, and yet it is also their own creation. Winnicott, being

* Grolnick, The Work and Play of Winnicott, p. xiii.

* Murray M. Schwartz, “Introduction: D.W. Winnicott’s Cultural Space.” in
Psychoanalvtic Review, 79, (1992), p. 170.

* Schwartz, “Winnicott’s Cultural Space,” p. 171.
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nonconformist and thus allergic to doctrine. being like Darwin and thus by observation finding out
what the facts are, being like Lord Horder and thus respecting and learning from his patients, and
finally needing a non-intrusive style of analytic intervention, one that respected him and his own
growth processes, went on to fashion a way to be with his students, clients and colleagues that

kept open the possibility of more discoveries.

Winnicott, Freud and the Psychology of Religion

Winnicott resolved for many religious psychologists their most fundamental probliem: that
ts how to be at the same time religious and a psychoanalyst. Freud offers to many Christians a
liberating vision of what it really means to be a human being, i.e.. sexual and aggressive drives are
normal and need to be integrated into our conscious lives. Unfortunately for these same Christians
Freud also taught that religion is infantile. pathological and to be outgrown. Where once the “cure
of souls™ was the purview of the church and its clergy, now mental health was best found outside
the church. Winnicott’s observations of how infants and little children create their own worlds.
and do so without being challenged by others who “know better” revolutionized Freud’s
rationalistic interpretation of religious phenomena. As Meissner argues. Freud’s dichotomy of
objectivity and reality versus subjectivity and illusion has been in Winnicott superceded by an
understanding of illusion as both subjectively and objectively influenced. not reduced to one or the
other. and. vitally important to human functioning and creativity.*

Meissner uses Winnicott to make the point that illusions are not simply based in wish

fulfilment. Winnicott demonstrated that illusions were at the basis of an infant’s struggle to come

5 Cf. Ch. 1, pp. 110fF. for my discussion of Meissner’s use of Winnicott to combat
Freud’s critique of illusions.
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to terms with external reality. This was not a struggle that ended with infancy but continues for
the rest of the life span, the intermediate area of transitional experiencing is a resting place from
the strain of relating inner and outer worlds. a place where life is made meaningful and enjoyable.
As Meissner says.

.. Winnicott sees that illusion is an important part of human experience precisely
because it 1s not by bread alone that man lives. Man needs to create, to shape and
transform his environment. find vehicles for expressing his inner life, or rather the constant
commerce between the ongoing worlds of his external experience and his inner psychic
reality . . . . It is through illusion then that the human spirit is nourished.®

Winnicott. for Meissner and the other religious psychologists I have surveyed. has created a space
in which each person’s {/mwelt. each person’s idiosyncratic and unique integration of his or her
relationship with reality--is respected.” This includes of course transitional phenomena in the
realms of art. religion and any other creative activity including science.

Rizzuto. with her discovery of. and elaboration of a theory of God representations.
constructed a powerful tool for appreciating the idiosyncratic dynamic creations each western or
monotheism-influenced person fashions and modifies during the course of their life-time. She too.
benefited much from Winnicott's elaboration of an intermediate area of transitional experience. an
area which her God-representations inhabit without suspicion of pathology. Through her work, it
has become increasingly possible for analysts to work with their clients’ ideas, feelings and beliefs

about God, just as they work with any other material, in an effort to uncover the roots of their

clients’ distress while providing the conditions they need in which to heal.

¢ Psychoanalysis and Religious Experience, p. 177.

7 Cf. Ch. IIL, p. 111: and. Psychoanalysis and Religious Experience, p. 172 for the
elaboration of these points.
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Pruyser. a drive-based psychoanalyst, who for the most part was very partial to Freud's
theorization of religion, nevertheless found in Winnicott, a tool for understanding human
creativity and culture. Winnicott offered him a way to comprehend human creativity not found in
Freud, a way to understand how each person creates meaning in their life. Recognizing both the
inherently pluralistic nature of our society as well as the right each person has to shape their own
way of being in the world, Pruyser also preached the value of tolerance as differentiated from
tolerating. An individual’s idiosyncratic religious stance was not simply to be tolerated--as a
necessary evil--but respected. and such respect was not just a nice gesture to the alien. but an
enrichment for the tolerant one.®

Jones also found in Winnicott the foundation upon which to build a new psychoanalysis
and a new epistemology. Psychoanalysis is now the study of relationships, and a psychoanalysis of
the sacred. an analysis of the relational dynamics an individual experiences with whatever is sacred
for them. Jones affirmed that all aspects of human consciousness have their function and place.
primary processes. secondary processes and transitional experiencing all are vital human
functions. Using as well the contribution of feminist scholarship, Jones, in constructing a
Winnicottian epistemology moves beyond value-laden categories such as good objectivity and
suspect subjectivity. to a creative, playful way of being in the world in which transitional
experience and primary processes bring creativity and joy into life without overwhelming
rationality. Now being child-like can co-exist with being rational, imagery and synthesis are valued
along with rational processes, both paradox and logic have their place. A Winnicottian

epistemology creates a space in which the idiosyncratic creations of individuals can be respected,

® Cf. Ch. IV, pp. 149ff. for my review of Pruyser’s approach to tolerance.
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their visions and dreams respectfully considered. and the meaning of their lives their own to find
and create’

Jones also, perhaps by virtue of his professional location as a professor of religion, widens
the scope beyond Christian religious experience to opening for discussion the contributing
psychodynamic factors discernable in the religious phenomena of many different religious
traditions. While his work is mostly a survey of theories, and his clinical case studies involve
people from Christian backgrounds (one of agnostic mixed Christian/Jewish parentage).
nevertheless the fact that Jones mentions Hindu. Buddhist and Goddess worship phenomena
widens the rather narrow range of most psychology of religion. While Winnicott and Jones et al.
have greatly widened both what can be considered normal human functioning as well as what is
considered material for analysis. one of Winnicott's greatest contributions is his divergence from

Freud (and Klein) on how to professionally relate to his clients, students and colleagues.

“Dominating Transferences™ versus Respect, Holding and Discovery.

Psychoanalysis. being a medically based system, first with Freud and then Klein, sought to
explain the sources of diverse human phenomena with reference to certain dominant ideas about
human beings. i.e.. biological drives and their conflict with the requirements of civilization. There
was a certain confidence in psychoanalytic circles that all human phenomena could be explained
through such heuristics. Thus the attempt was made to classify and categorize human phenomena
according to a certain number of explanatory principles. However, this scientific enterprise was

subverted by the master-disciple dvnamics first with Freud and his disciples and then Klein and her

? Pruyser too saw this when he commented that the “realistic world” needed the ideals of
the transitional sphere to make it human.(Cf. op cit. n. 84, p. 173)
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followers. The idealization of the leader combined with the increasingly dogmatic application of
these principles required by the leader resulted in the creation of an interpretative grid, which was
then of course applied to the clients. According to Winnicott the result increasingly was a
dominating. damaging countertransference, in which the client’s “true self"never saw the light of
day. but rather the false self was co-opted into an intellectualized analysis with very little
therapeutic gain.

The way out of this trap. of imposing one’s own countertransferences'® on another. is
according to Winnicott. to cultivate a certain healthy-mindedness as can be seen in the following
excerpt from a talk he gave to nurses and doctors on “care” versus “remedy” in “cure:”

... a sign of health in the mind is the ability to enter imaginatively and yet accurately into

the thoughts and feelings and hopes and fears of another person; also to allow the other

person to do the same to us."
Accompanying this mind set is Winnicott’s description of the therapeutic relationship:

We find that when we are face to face with a man, woman or child in our specialty,

we are reduced to two human beings of equal status. Hierarchies drop away. I may

be a doctor. a nurse. a social worker, a residential houseparent--or, for that matter.

I may be a psychoanalyst or a parson. It makes no difference. What is significant is

the interpersonal relationship in all its rich and complex human colours.

There is a place for hierarchies in the social structure, but not in the clinical
confrontation. '

' We have seen, in this thesis countertransferential issues such as: idealizing one’s
psychoanalytic and academic mentors, denigrating “aliens,” the need for a heavenly being on
which to depend and the just as strong need to deny it. other unresolved religious issues, and
ethnocentric or paranoid reactions to the encounter with the alien.

"' D.W. Winnicott. “Cure.” in Home is Where We Start From: Essays by a Psychoanalyst, p. 117.
This is a talk delivered the year before he died to doctors and nurses on care versus remedy in the
attempt to cure.

2 D.W. Winnicott. “Cure.” p. 115. Winnicott also let his egalitarian tendencies be known in
psychoanalytic circles as can be seen in his brief reference to a statement he had made at a meeting
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But Winnicott did not simply have egalitarian sentiments, this non-hierarchical approach was key
to his psychoanalytic method. his way of doing science. As Clare says of him:

In his clinical work D.W.W. made it his aim to enter into every situation undefended by his

knowledge, so that he could be as exposed as possible to the impact of the situation itself

From his point of view this was the only way in which discovery was a possibility, both for

himself and for his patients. This approach was more than a stance; it was an essential

discipline . . . "
Perhaps such a discipline seems idealistic. but Clare description’s of the roots of this approach
reveals its simplicity:

And it was Horder who said to him, “Listen to your patient. Don’t go in with your

wonderful knowledge and apply it all. Just listen. They’ll tell you quite a lot of things.

You’ll learn a lot if you listen.”"*
Winnicott's approach to the therapeutic relationship and to cure was very different from those of
Freud and Klein for whom cure was in the remedy or interpretation. the application of preset
categories to the experiences that clients bring for analysis. For Winnicott, it was this discovery-
oriented. respectful and non-hierarchical approach that made cure possible. By providing what
was needed. i.e.. a stable and reliable holding environment. and by believing that healing came
from within the client. and that what they found would be unique to that client. Winnicott
established a healing relationship free of intrusive interpretations, one in which analyst and client

or student could discover together.

McDargh. working in this Winnicottian context, points to the fact that we know more than

of the British Psychoanalytic Society (BPS) found in a 1965 letter in The Spontaneous Gesture, to
Michael Fordham, one of his Jungian colleagues: “. . . I talked about psychotherapy in terms of two
people bumping up against each other”( p. 149).

13 Clare Winnicott. “D.W.W.: A Reflection.” p. 17.

' “Interview with Clare Winnicott,” p. 189.
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we can say, and that this “more”™ can be accessed through subtle bodily signals as Gendlin has
demonstrated. or through the genesis of the “moods” that Bollas has identified.'* But what is
required in order to access this level of transformative insight is the experience of trust. as Bollas
has found. we pursue a transformative object in order to surrender to it, or in Winnicott’s
language. once we feel “held” we are able to grow or transform. to move past old blocks and find
new meanings or ways of being.

This 1s another aspect of Winnicott's theory that is still being underutilized, and that is an
understanding of the conditions necessary for therapeutic or religious transformation. Winnicott's
“holding™ and Bollas’ extension of that concept in his “transformational object.” are revolutionary
concepts both for a psychoanalvsis that has mostly been preoccupied with neurotic features of
religion. as well as for the religious professionals. While it is pretty clear for a therapist what
Winnicott means by a “holding™ or “facilitating environment” what research questions does this
open up for psychoanalytic scholars of religion? For example, in today’s society, who is providing
these “holding environments.” where are people going in order to resolve painful issues, to break
through into a more meaningful life? What light. if any. can be shed on the proliferation of support
groups and the concomitant decline of the churches? Does this conception of a trust-inducing
space. a place where at a deep level a person knows he or she can be transformed, shed new light
on the activities of New Religious Movements or the Human Potential Movement? Perhaps, we
have in Winnicott the tools to move beyond Pruyser and Meissner’s religiously biased apologetics.
from their well-defended positions. and take a fresh look at what is happening to people in these

groups.

'* Cf. my discussion of these authors, Ch. V, pp. 201ff.
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Such a study, although based in psychoanalytic theory. would need to utilize other
research methodologies in order to answer these questions. But Winnicott’s discovery-oriented,
non-hierarchical approach is strikingly similar to that of qualitative researchers. The use of
qualitative techniques such as semi-structured interviews, participant observation and perhaps
questionnaires would likely provide answers to these questions, answers that would be discovered
through the experiences and realizations of our informants.'®

Winnicott, then has given religious psychoanalysts the tools, not only to validate their own
religious experience. but also the ability to help others, no matter what their beliefs. to find what
they need through the good-enough environmental provision of the psychoanalyst. Furthermore
emulating his discovery-oriented, non-hierarchical approach to his students and clients means that
these religious psychoanalysts could continue to learn and grow along with their clients. students.
and research subjects. But is this the case” How are these religious psychoanalysts doing when it

comes to confronting “the alien””

Defending a Theory: Religious Psychoanalysts and “the alien.”
The reader will remember that tolerance. for Pruyser. does not go as far as Winnicott’s
discovery-oriented approach, in which one could learn from “the alien.” Rather tolerance or

“caring” is in effect a sensitive approach to proselytization: by caring for the “alien” one created

'I am grateful to Susan L. Bedford for introducing me to qualitative research methods
and theories, both in her ‘Crying out of Recognition: ' Experiences with a Meditative Practice.
Unpublished MA Thesis, (Ottawa: Carleton University. 1993); and “New Methods, New
Knowledge: Participatory Research in Altered States of Consciousness,” (Unpublished paper
presented to CSSR. Calgary, May, 1994). Cf. as well our collaboration, Daniel F. Berg, et al..
“Men’s Groups in the National Capital: Some Case Studies” presented to The Society for Pastoral
Counselling Research. 4™ annual conference, (Ottawa: St. Paul University, May 8-10, 1997) in
which the research question was what are the effects of being in a men’s group on its participants.
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the conditions for that person’s transformation, but clearly the “carer” had a pretty good idea of
what transformation was required. Then there are the pathological categories that Meissner and
Pruyser created to contain Winnicott’s open-ended valuation of transitional phenomena. And of
course. Rizzuto. Meissner and Pruyser all share the belief that many ordinary religious experiences
are evidence of pathology. The urge to classify. to categorize. to pathologize the religious
experience of others continues in the work of Rizzuto, Meissner and Pruyser. Although McDargh
and Jones cannot be described as classifving or categorizing in their approach, there seems to be a
subtle and implicit form of judgement when it comes to religious experiences. 1 am not sure I was
able to discover in any of those I surveyed Winnicott’s discovery-oriented and non-hierarchical
approach to his clients and students.

Part of the problem is Jones’ nemesis “reductionism.” Psychoanalysis by its very nature is
reductionistic. tending to see other realities behind the phenomena that present themselves for
analysis. realities that determine in some way the shape of the phenomena under observation. This
can be seen in obvious cases such as Pruyser’s classification of “ineffable experiences” as autistic.
or in Rizzuto’s analysis of the genesis of the God-representation. Even with Jones and McDargh
this problem presents itself in the concerns raised by Spero. i.e.. their interpretation of the
patient’s experience of God is likely in some cases to be quite different from the patient’s.
Although Winnicott’s theory of the psychodvnamic nature of transitional experiences including
experiences of religious objects is an advance on Freud’s wholesale pathologizing of religious
phenomena. it still represents a form of reductionism.

Some have tried to argue that transitional objects have a foot-hold in reality, they are not

simply subjective creations (i.e., Freud’s theory of projection) and thus God is not simply a
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projection.'” They are misled if they believe that they can find in Winnicott's theory a warrant for
including God in psychology of religion discussions. for his theory is a theory of the God of the
family and of the culture. not of supernatural encounters. However, I must also add that
Winnicott’s discovery-oriented stance. where he encountered others “undefended by his
knowledge™ as I am interpreting him. might have meant that if he encountered someone who
believed they had encountered God. or had a transformative mystical experience, that he might
have stayed open to what he might discover."® [ say “might” because in his writings Winnicott
shows little inclination to discuss the religious experiences of his clients. Although I appreciate
Rizzuto’s professionalism in specifving what it is that psychoanalytic scholars of religion can
discuss or not, i.e.. the psychodynamics of individual beliefs. I believe that the only answer to
Spero’s question is Winnicott's discovery-oriented. non-defended approach, in other words
remaining open to the possibility thur something else indeed might be the case *°
Psychoanalytic Practice: A Winnicottian Approach

Beyond Countertransferences in a Pluralistic Context
Of course. it is the rare analvst who can enter situations “undefended by his or her
knowledge ™ This is perhaps better understood today than it was when Winnicott was practising.

As Beit-Hallahmi has demonstrated. ethnocentrism or religious bias is a real problem in

'" Cf. Ch. IV, pp. 177-78. for my discussion of Malony, Spilka and Hood’s proposals.

** Winnicott had little to say about religious experience, and when he did discuss mystical
experience, it seems he had spend little time or effort coming to grips with it but was prepared to
accept the standard psychoanalytic interpretations of it. (Cf. Ch. V1, pp. 221-2)

** David Tracy expressed a similar sentiment in the first chapter of his Analogical
Imagination.
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psychology of religion. There is, it would seem, too little awareness of how relix.ous
psychologists’ allegiances or identifications are affecting their work, never mind what Stein
pointed out about implicit cultural assumptions and how vigorously they get defended.® Meissner
finds group paranoid phenomena in all of our major institutions and Winnicott described the
natural formation of groups as being people whose idiosyncratically shaped worldviews
overlapped enough with those of others to form a group. From a psychoanalytic point of view
(never mind sociological) psychologists of religion are part of distinct groups, groups which
influence how their work is done, the opinions they form, the theories they create.

It is for this reason that Clare described her husband’s practice of being undefended by his
knowledge as a “discipline.” As Winnicott exemplified. though while none of us can get enough
analysis. one’s self-analysis needs to continue in order to avoid or at least ameliorate these
dynamics. An integral part of that self-analysis. for psychologists or religion today, might well be
what Thomas Robbins calls the anthropologization of our discipline.? It is participant
observation. immersion if you will, in cultures or religious groups different from one’s own. with
an “undefended stance.” which can perhaps impact the nascent ethnocentrism and parochialism of
psychologists of religion. Robbins found that this research in alternative religious groups
profoundly changed his discipline of sociology of religion, moving it from a text-based discipline
to a discipline studying live people and trying to come to terms with the significance of their

experiences.

 Cf Ch. 111, pp. 136fF

*! Thomas Robbins, “The Transformative Impact of the Study of New Religions on the
Sociology of Religion,” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 27, (1988).
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Much has been made in this thesis. of the fact of pluralism. and the need for a pluralistic
stance. In Canada we are fast approaching the time when white descendants of West European
immigrants will represent less than fifty per cent of the population. In such a multi-cultural, inter-
faith context, is it appropriate for psychologists of religion in publicly funded universities to be
interested in. and committed to the furtherance of their own relatively small group? Must not the
changing composition of our society and classrooms mean that psychologists of religion should
become familiar and comfortable with a wide range of religious phenomena? I have found each of
the authors I have surveyed to have strong pluralistic leanings. based as they are in Winnicott's
description of idiosyncratically shaped personal living. and Jones and McDargh particularly show
something of the qualities I believe are necessary for psychology of religion in the next century.
But being a pluralist™ although it is based in tolerance and respect. does not guarantee a
Winnicottian discovery-oriented. non-defended approach.

As we have seen. pluralists. like any other group. also have individuals or groups which
they find hard to tolerate never mind as Pruyser would have it. practice tolerance or caring with
them. As Roger Lapointe. sociologist of religion. points out. pluralists are liberal intellectual
thinkers. and thus are part of a group that will have difficulty tolerating others who do not share
their values. It would thus be an interesting. perhaps even necessary. exercise for the pluralistic
psychoanalyst of religion to do participant observation research in a Pentecostal temple, or a new

religious movement. Such developments perhaps would equally benefit psychology of religion.

% By pluralism I am not denoting relativism. A pluralist has his or her own beliefs and
tradition(s). but he or she is aware of the weaknesses and strengths of his or her own tradition(s)
as well as of other traditions or ways of being in the world.

= Personal communication. May 26, 1997.
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Another area where a discovery-oriented approach would yield fruit is in following further
Jones’ interest in a transitional state of consciousness. It is no accident that he takes recourse to
Victor Tumner’s anthropological understanding of “liminal states” as a way of grounding his
interest in the functional value of ecstasy in human experience. For Jones, his research method par
excellence was the clinical case study for the access it gives to the transformations of human
experience. However. anthropological methods I believe are of a similar value for the
psychoanalytic researcher both because access to this sort of experience in people from other
cultures or faiths is not as likely in the consulting room, and because of the potential
transformative impact of the research on the researcher. This is one way to take Winnicott’s non-
hierarchical. discovery-oriented approach and apply it in a manner that combats ethnocentrism and

produces results that are of use outside of the Christian population.

Winnicott and Freud: Sanity. Insanity and Pathologization

Winnicott not only radically revised Freud's theory of illusion and culture, his biological
theory of drives. and his style of therapy. from the right interpretation at the right time to a
facilitating environment in which interpretations could usefully be wrong, he also challenged
Freud’s version of health or sanity. In Winnicott’s first original paper, “Primitive Emotional
Development.™* he makes the point that being sane can have its problems:

There is. however, much sanity that has a symptomatic quality, being charged with fear or

denial of madness. fear or denial of the innate capacity of every human being to become
unintegrated. depersonalized. and to feel that the world is unreal.**

** Winnicott, “Primitive Emotional Development,” pp. 145-156.

** Winnicott, “Primitive Emotional Development,” p. 150.
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He footnotes this passage commenting “. . . we are poor indeed if we are only sane.” Sanity, as
Freud described it seemed often to be a defence against reality, and perhaps against natural
internal dynamics. However. it is in his review of Jung’s Memories, Dreams and Reflections that
Winnicott makes his own position clear:

If 1 want to say that Jung was mad. and that he recovered, I am doing nothing worse than

I would do in saying of myself that [ was sane and through analysis and self-analysis |

achieved some measure of insanity. Freud’s flight to sanity could be something we

psychoanalysts are trying to recover from. just as Jungians are trying to recover from

Jung’s "divided seif.” and from the way he himself dealt with it.>
As Phillips observed. Winnicott presents the psychoanalytic traditions as giving us a choice:
“sanity. a divided self. or the achievement of ‘some measure of insanity.””*’

Winnicott. by saying he had “achieved some measure of insanity” likely was indicating a
similar awareness of what is seen in the rehabilitation of primary processes by analysts like Milner.
Jones and Loewald.” What Winnicott called Freud's flight to sanity. was in fact a rationalistic
ethic that believed that nature had to be civilized. that unruly drives had to be tamed. and that

sanity was a sober. stoic acceptance of the requirements of civilization.

Freud’s genius lay in his uncovering of the reality of sexual and aggressive impulses and

** D.W. Winnicott. “Review of Memories, Dreams, Reflections” in Psychoanalytic
Explorations, p. 483. Philips comments: “If there could be Winnicottians they would have to
recover from Winnicott’s flight into infancy, his flight from the erotic.” But he also sees
Winnicott’s measure of “insanity” as inspirational (Winnicott, p. 152).

*7 Phillips, Winnicott, p. 152.

** Marion Milner in “Two-Way Journey,” has enlarged on this understanding of Winnicott
with reference to the change in the meaning of “primary process”(p. 42)--something Hans
Loewald has developed even further (Cf. discussion in Ch. VI, pp. 219ff). Being on good terms
with one’s primary process according to Milner and Loewald is a sign of health, but therefore
more than only logical or “sane.”
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how their repression resulted in neuroses. His discovery of the unconscious, and the power of the
unconscious in everyday life. what he called the “psychopathology of everyday life,” radically
changed dominant conceptions of the person. He was able to point to the unconscious
determinants of many human phenomena including of course religious feeling, belief and action.
But while Freud revolutionized our sense of ourselves, in Winnicott’s view, he did little to help us
understand what makes life meaningful. His was a vision of what made people sick. and health for
him. according to Winnicott, was mostly a matter of not being sick. What was lost were many
aspects of human functioning that in Freud’s view were pathological. but have since through
Winnicott, and Milner. Jones. Loewald. and many others been restored as integral to healthy
human functioning. Winnicott’s notion of transitional processes revolutionized a inner world.
outer world hypothesis and rendered nonproblematic or normal for psychoanalysts many cultural
and religious phenomena. making creative play in many fields possible and valuable once again.
Similarly. analysts like Milner. Jones and Loewald have been rehabilitating primary process
phenomena such as being child-like, experiencing timelessness and unity, and seeing them as a
fruitful and sustaining part of human life. Health for them is exemplified in Milner’s description of
Winnicott as being *. . . on excellent terms with his primary process: it was an inner marriage to
which there was very little impediment.”? And in fact anecdotal stories of Winnicott bear this out.
According to Clare he sometimes drove his car with his head through the roof and his walking
stick on the gas pedal. and he was once stopped by a policeman for riding his bicycle with his feet

on the handlebars down a hill who said to him: “Fancy an old man like you setting an example to

* Milner. “Two-Way Journey,” p. 42.



VII. 255
everybody.” Yes Winnicott achieved some measure of insanity.

Winnicott not only differed from Freud in his beliefs about health, but also in his approach
to pathological labels. Winnicott's respect for colleagues, students and clients, and his non-
dogmatic discovery-oriented approach left him nervous of categories. Winnicott in various places
spoke of the concern he had that people would use his ideas of transitional objects and his
diagnostic techniques as the basis for some new system of classification. In a 1952 letter to Roger
Money-Kyrle. a Kieinian and the one who suggested the use of the word “intermediate” to him,
Winnicott says why the word “transition™ is so important:

The word intermediate is certainly useful but the word transition implies movement and 1

must not lose sight of it otherwise we shall find some sort of static phenomenon being

given an association with my name.'
Winnicott. as he proceeds to make clear to Money-Kyrle. in describing transitional objects and
phenomena is not describing classifiable objects. or something static. but rather a form of
experience.

Experience is a constant trafficking in illusion. a repeated reaching to the interplay

between creativity and that which the world has to offer. Experience is an achievement of

ego maturity to which the environment supplies the essential ingredient.
When Winnicott some years later gathered together his major papers in Playing and Reality. he in
his introduction made his concerns about the classification of objects very clear:

In writing this book around the subject of transitional phenomena I find myself continuing

to be reluctant to give examples. My reluctance belongs to the reason that I gave in the
original paper: that examples can start to pin down specimens and begin a process of

*® “Interview with Clare Winnicott.” p. 193.
3 Spontaneous Gesture. p. 42.

2 Ibid., p. 43.
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classification of an unnatural and arbitrary kind. whereas the thing that I am referring to is
universal and has infinite variety.*

Being in a psychoanalytic medical system, classification is a natural outcome, but the humanistic
Winnicott was focussed on relationships, experiencing. being alive, and what it was that
caregivers and analysts could do to facilitate growth in these areas. Not only did Winnicott not
want an interpretative grid created of his theory however, I believe he would not have been happy
that analysts used his ideas about transitional experiencing to pathologize religious experiences.
As mentioned earlier. Winnicott was only too happy that his clients had the ability to believe, had
had a good-enough beginning that they could believe.*

It 1s clear that for Winnicott. health and Freud’s views on sanity are not the same thing, It
is equally true that the application of Freudian ideas of health to transitional phenomena would
have been repugnant to him. Rather than a new language to which one has to submit in order to
derive benefits (the Freudian and Kleinian approach to therapy). in Winnicott’s view the potential
for healing and growth exists within the client or student and requires appropriate conditions
within which to grow. Thus the analyst is there to be used so that growth can happen.

Rather than a dominating lexicon and transferential relationship to the master, Winnicott offered a
facilitating, “use-me.” relationship to his clients and students: a non-hierarchical. equal to equal
way of relating. This non-hierarchical approach where the therapeutic set-up is more of a window
than a two-way mirror is perhaps an appropriate model for academic work in the study of

religion. Rather than thinking that deep psychoanalytic interpretation will show the truth of this or

** Winnicott. Playing and Reality, p. xii.

% Cf Ch. IV, p. 170.
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that religious phenomena. especially when the person or group being addressed is from a different
cultural or religious group to that of the psychological expert, perhaps a non-hierarchical, tolerant
and respectful approach to others could lead to something other than parochial or ethnocentric
psychology of religion. Perhaps we will see in the future an increasing number of psychoanalytic
studies that use a discovery-oriented approach to comprehend the experiences of individuals and
groups whatever their faith or spirituality who seem to be providing a “holding environment” to
their people.
Conclusion:
Winnicott and a Humane Approach to the Psychoanalytic Study of Religion

This is a thesis on the usefulness of Winnicott's theory for the psychological study of
religion. However. since Winnicott in fact said little about religion. and certainly did not try to
study religious phenomena as such. perhaps since part of what I am taking from Winnicott is his
approach to research. it will be useful to conclude with some complementary insights from those
who do study religion. Winnicott's way of being a professional resonates with that of others in the
study of religion. at least as seen in their writings. Two that come to mind are Wilfred Cantwell
Smith and Carol Christ.

Smith. in his “Objectivity and the Humane Sciences: A New Proposal” calls for a
“humane™ approach to study the religious lives of others, one in which the scholarly “we” is not
separated off and distinct from those studied. but rather a communal “we” which includes those

studied such that they are able to recognize their experiences and values in the scholar’s
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findings.** There are no dominating countertransferences here. Christ, on the other hand, calls for
a new ethos in the study of religion. an ethos of eros and empathy. Her ethos of eros and empathy
means,

.. . the root of our scholarship and research is eros, a passion to connect, the desire to
understand the experience of another, the desire to deepen our understanding of ourselves
and our world . . . . At its best, scholarship becomes a way of loving ourselves, others. and
our world more deeply.
... . one of the goals of our scholarship is empathy, a form of understanding that reaches
out to the otherness of the other. rooted in a desire to understand the world from a
different point of view. Empathy is the ability to put ourselves in the other’s place. to feel,
to know. to experience the world from a standpoint other than our own.3¢
Whether it is Christ's erotic and empathic approach to scholarship, Smith’s “humane” sciences
approach. or Winnicott’s discovery-oriented, non-hierarchical professionalism. we have here an
approach to scholarship that operates from a deep respect for those we study, help or teach.

Scholars like David Tracy *’ and Benjamin Beit-Hallahmi*® also contribute to this vision of

scholarship by pointing out that such a respect is necessarily based in self-respect and a deep

* Wilfred Cantwell Smith, “Objectivity and the Humane Sciences: A New Proposal” (in
Religious Diversity: Essays by Wilfred Cantwell Smith. Ed. Willard G. Oxtoby, (New York:
Harper and Row. (1976), pp. 178-180.

% Carol Christ, “Toward a Paradigm Shift in the Academy and in Religious Studies,” in
The Impact of Feminist Research in the Academy, Ed. Christie Farnham, (Bloomington and
Indianapolis, Indian University Press, 1987), p. 58.

¥ David Tracy, in his The Analogical Imagination, (New York: Crossroad Publishing Co.,
1981) holds that the way to move forward in dialogue was by respecting and understanding both
one’s own beliefs or tradition as well as those of your dialogue partner. In his mind such a
dialogical approach is the academic way forward in a world of competing worldviews.

** Benjamin Seit-Hallahmi. in his Prolegomena to the Psychological Study of Religion,
says that it is a thorough grasp of one’s particular worldview and assumptions, one’s own cultural
specificity or ethnocentrism that gives one an adequate basis for making comparisons with those
of other people, seeing where learning can happen for either side(pp. 53-54).
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understanding of one’s own traditions and ethnocentrism. Such an approach is I believe
recommended for scholars, therapists and teachers working in a pluralistic society, and perhaps
will give us a more fruitful approach to understanding the religious experience of all the
inhabitants of our global village. of mother earth. as we prepare for a new millennium.

In closing. let me once again reaffirm that in discovering Winnicott one discovers a new
way of being a teacher. a researcher or a therapist. One does not simply have a new lexicon, and it
is not appropriate to use Winnicott as a way of calling ore’s own religiosity healthy while calling
someone else’s unhealthy. Winnicott. as Jones has realized with his concept of “relational
psychology.™ has transformed the psychoanalytic relationship to a relationship in which there are
three levels of study. all important. to any one professional relationship.

The first required ingredient is a sensitive awareness of one’s own psychodynamic and
group identity issues such as can be acquired through undergoing a personal analysis or
meditative practices which deepen self-awareness. As Jonte-Pace put it. it is the psychoanalytic
tradition to discover and analyse transference relationships in all interactions, including of course
our own.* Necessary at this first point of analysis as well is exposure to the literature and
experiences of religious or cultural groups other than one’s own. The point of cultivating such
awarenesses is to put an end to the “samsaric cycles” of transference relationships,*® to be free to
truly discover the other. The second required ingredient, which is based on the first, is a deeper,
more thorough level of analysis of your partner in learning, be that partner a student, patient or

research subject--in other words to show that degree of health aspired to by Winnicott: to be able

¥ Cf. Ch. VI, pp. 209-10.

* Jonte-Pace, “Which Feminism,” p. 373.
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to enter imaginatively and yet accurately into the thoughts and feelings of another while being able
to allow the other to do the same to us. Finally. as an expert in psychology of religion. one also
must be cognizant of the third entity, that is the relationship shared by the two of you, its
dimensions, its social location. the ramifications for each. Such a careful. respectful, humane
approach to psychoanalytic helping, research. and teaching will do much to facilitate the growth
of a tolerant. pluralistic society, at least within the spheres of influence which are available to
academic psychoanalytic experts in the study of religion.

This then is my summary of the usefulness of Winnicott for the study of religion.
Psychologists of religion who have discovered Winnicott have all made use of his rehabilitation of
illusion and his creation of a transitional sphere. a place where we people can rest without being
pathologized as immature or neurotic. Some of them have gone deeper into Winnicott and his
have used his therapeutic concepts of “holding.” “true self/false self.” and “the capacity to be
alone.” However. still to be used in psychology of religion is Winnicott’s discovery-oriented, non-
hierarchical approach, jealous of the client’s right to fashion his or her own transitional sphere.
whose confidence is not in the power of his interpretations but in the quality of his “facilitating
environment.” The potential, as yet only partially realized, of Winnicott’s contribution to
psychology of religion is a new psychoanalytic epistemology, a new respect for those we study.
teach or help. and an increasing sophistication when it comes to being undefended. and perhaps

being able to discover with our clients, students. and those we study.
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