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I and Thou ( Dialogues between self and Self

Jan Kuniholm

I recently finished re-reading John Firman’s 1991 book, I and Self ( Revisioning Psychosynthesis. I found myself admiring much of what John wrote, particularly his concept of immanence/transcendence, which he and Ann Gila built upon in their three subsequent books on psychosynthesis. In his initial formulation, he writes that “the two terms transcendence and immanence are… thought to represent one unbroken reality seen from two different points of view, and this reality ( the foundation of deepest human being ( can be thought to be distinct but not separate from the content and processes of psyche-soma and the world at large” (Firman, 1991, page 14). But I found myself questioning one concept that had troubled me when I read their later books, and I traced my question to a section in this 1991 book. It revolves around John’s revision of Assagioli’s “egg diagram” which reflects his idea that “Self” can be encountered anywhere in life, and need not be referred to as “higher self.” He eliminated any graphic portrayal of the “Self” ( or “higher self” as some people have continued to refer to it ( from the egg diagram in order to eliminate the supposition that Self need be associated only with “higher unconscious”. I feel the concept that Self can be encountered anywhere in life is a very good perception on his part.

My problem with Firman’s theoretical approach appears only when I reflect on my own experience. In order to make that clear, I will relate my own first conscious experience with Self, so that what I say later will hopefully make more sense.

In September of 1977 I was diagnosed with cancer, and the doctors were divided as to whether I had a 10% chance of living or a 10% chance of dying. I was 29 years old, and quite frightened. I had had one surgery to remove a cancerous organ, and had begun very severe chemotherapy to try to eliminate the remaining cancer, which had traveled from the original organ to various parts of my body. Treatments for this particular kind of cancer had not been entirely successful in the past. I had begun periodic in-patient treatments at what was then the Sidney Farber Cancer Institute (now known as the Dana Farber Cancer Institute) in Boston. I would undergo five days of grueling chemotherapy in Boston, go home and feel deathly nauseous for two weeks, have two days of relative calm, and then return to Boston to begin the cycle again. My doctor in Boston told me that their objective was to kill the cancer and not kill me. I was on an experimental protocol to try a new approach since previous treatments often did kill the patients.

One day, at the Institute in Boston, while sitting upright and awake in my bed, I spontaneously went into an altered state of consciousness. In my vision I was walking slowly down a very long flight of spiral stairs, down, down, until I arrived at a “place” that felt sort of like the bowels of the earth. I encountered an “inner voice”, for I saw nothing with my eyes nor sensed anything with my senses, although I had a felt sense of a presence whose communication I received directly in some way. I had the feeling that I was in “the power room”, a place of enormous power. I then visualized a gigantic electric power turbine, perhaps the size of an aircraft carrier, beside which a person would appear to be minuscule. The presence let me know that I had come to the source of power that maintained my life. I then felt this power in some indescribable way. At the same time, I also felt totally known, held, and loved. I was shown ( in an instant ( a string of events from the last 20 years of my life, which allowed me to see how my own actions and attitudes had created the conditions from which my cancer emerged to threaten my life; and then I was given to know that I had a choice as to whether I would live or die. I needed to choose now ( and if I refused to choose, then the “default” choice would be to die. But I was also given to know that whatever I chose, it would be done. It took me less than a heartbeat to choose to live, and it felt as simple as flipping a light switch, but I was in the presence of the source of the power that ran through that switch! I understood then that it was settled and done: I would live. I came out of my vision shortly thereafter, and resumed life in and out of the hospital with a totally changed outlook on life. I was no longer afraid of whether I would die of cancer, for I knew I would live. So I was able to spend my time in the hospital visiting others who had no such assurance, encouraging them as best I could.

After a major exploratory surgery two months later showed no cancer, I went on a “maintenance” chemotherapy regimen, ending my sojourn nine months later. However, the encounter with Self in my hospital bed has stayed with me and has been a watershed in my life, having changed my life’s direction quite completely. Years later, when I related this event at a psychosynthesis conference, I received very little response from people. Once I was told, “Oh, you just had a visitation from God”, as if that was not such a big deal. In a Professional Development seminar in 2004 I began to speak of this encounter, thinking it would provoke interest from a group of people whose approach to life and psychology was rooted in “I and Self”, yet I felt that I had called into a canyon from which there emerged no echo. There was no response, no sharing, and apparently no interest. I was quite stunned, for I thought that work in psychosynthesis led people to such deeper experiences, and that professional development in the field would include training to help others evoke and respond to such experiences.

My impression is that, even though “I”, “self”, “Self” and “higher self” are words that appear frequently in Roberto Assagioli’s writings, they represent something that cannot be buttoned down enough to submit to scientific inquiry; they don’t get a lot of attention in our practice or in our community. We learned exercises for encountering our “wise being” when we trained in psychosynthesis, but I haven’t discovered much investigation into or reporting on what happens when we encounter the “wise being”. Is this because approaching “higher self” or “Self” feels too much like approaching spirituality, leaving psychology and science (and professional respectability) behind? Or because such encounters can be so intensely personal and unique? Perhaps we have shied away from more direct exploration of Self because there have been some divergent opinions as to what is going on at that level of human experience, and our psychosynthesis community doesn’t much like argument and dissent.

At any rate, it feels to me as though it is time to confront the issues of “Self” and “higher self” and to make a concerted effort to deepen our understanding of “the further reaches of human nature”, as Maslow called it, and to plunge more steadfastly into what Assagioli called “height psychology”. I offer the following thoughts as an invitation to discussion, and hope that readers will contribute their own experiences and insights to this Journal in future. Psychosynthesis is one of the few approaches to the human being that is willing to cover the full expanse of experience, and I think it’s time to reach for some of the higher branches in our tree.

So I want to discuss aspects of my own “higher self” experience to respond to John Firman’s writing and to invite others to consider what is going on in such experiences. My experience of Self felt as if it came out of my “higher unconscious”. I suspect that all experiences of higher self feel like this in some way ( one does not experience Self as fractured, wounded, or twisted into an addiction or complex, even though Self may encounter us when we are caught in an identification, an addition, a compulsion. Yes, as John Firman pointed out, we can encounter Self anywhere, anytime, in any number of ways, but I do not think we experience it as coming out of our lower unconscious, but rather perhaps coming into it.1 My experience, and that of countless others, is that one can have an experience of Self that feels like one is encountering someone other than one’s everyday self, and with whom “I” have an I-Thou relationship. I have known people who routinely “talk with God” on a daily basis, to whom God responds regularly. Yes, God encounters them anywhere, even “in the pit of hell”, but this encounter then feels like there is nowhere completely devoid of light, compassion, love, safety. The “lower unconscious” is a theoretical construct created to map what is commonly called “the dark side of human experience” ( what Assagioli referred to as our fears, complexes, and so on. So I cannot imagine mapping human experience so as to locate the higher self within the lower unconscious.

I think part of the difficulty is that Assagioli’s “Egg Diagram” is often taken as a map of human topography: what is “there” in a human being. It is my opinion that this figure is intended to be a map of human experience, drawn from the perspective of “I”. From my viewpoint I seem to “have” some experience that is conscious and some experience that is not conscious. Some of the unconscious experiences seem to be “higher” in that they lift my spirits, inspire me, infuse me with energy, and so on. Other experiences that seem to arise from some unconscious source reflect conflict, complexes, negative energy, and so on. The difference between “higher” and “lower” unconscious is not only the quality of what is experienced: it seems to me that it is likely that there is also a difference in the sources of the experience. Regardless of the source, however, there is a difference between conceiving the unconscious (higher or lower) as the location of some entity or being, and conceiving it as a way of merely understanding experience.

Representative of this is the divergent opinions regarding Assagioli’s most important tool, the “dis-identification” exercise. Assagioli formulated it as follows: “I have a body, but I am not my body”, etc. Firman re-formulates it to: “I am distinct but not separate from my sensations” (Firman, 1991, p.75).2 This is in response to an observation that Firman made earlier in the book, when he expressed a difference with the formulation of Assagioli’s exercise: he seems to see Assagioli’s map as topography that “locates” the Self within the Higher Unconscious. He writes about “I” as if it were an entity rather than experience. He then makes an effort to correct what he sees as dualism on Assagioli’s part ( for example, for using terms that suggest different beings, or for leading the user of the exercise into reinforcing a dualistic view of life. He writes as if Assagioli thought of dis-identification as a sort of magical one-step process that always by itself put an end to problems. It seems to me that Firman has oversimplified Assagioli’s thought, which was never intended to develop into a rigorous theoretical system that could be defended or rebutted intellectually (as Firman himself seems to be attempting to do). I am not sure that Assagioli thought of “I” as an “entity”; he refers to “I” as a projection of Self. Perhaps Assagioli thought of Self as an entity in this regard: the only “oneness” that “I” might have over time is that of perspective, and that oneness is often shown to be illusory in life and in the therapeutic process. It seems plain to me that Assagioli was acutely aware that the experience of “I” might well start out with a (false) sense of unity, to be followed by an arduous process of increasing awareness marked by multiple experiences of fragmentation and synthesis on successive levels, before “disidentification” becomes something that can lead to a genuine contact and synthesis with Self.

It seems to me that we have a linguistic problem that John Firman has turned into an ontological problem: I say that “I have experiences” but this is simply colloquial English (and I am assuming an equivalent colloquialism in Italian; I know such correspondences exist between English and French and some other languages). It seems to me that Firman focused too narrowly on language to move Assagioli’s writing into a box from which he proposed to extricate it. In my opinion, human being on the level of “I”, body, sensations, emotions, intellect, etc. is nothing more than experiences. There is no duality here. There are polarities, to be sure: some phenomena are experienced as “positive” and some as “negative”. Some experiences can be viewed as “identifications” in that “I” have defined my being in a manner that can be shown as more limited than what is truly the case. And “I” often fall into the sense of “I am” and think that “I am some thing”, rather than retain a strict awareness that “this is no more than experience”.
My experience in the hospital showed me that “I” am only a small aspect of a larger being; that larger being intruded itself into “my” consciousness and gently gave me an experience that demonstrated that much of what I viewed as “unconscious” was quite present in “its” awareness and experience. Certainly my encounter with Self occurred when I was drowning in fear ( that I was unable to acknowledge at the time. I was identified in aspects of my “lower unconscious”, and trying mightily to heave myself into hope, while in reality being in the hands of a medical profession in whom I had no great confidence. My experience of Self felt like the star in the egg diagram as Assagioli originally presented it ( a “Thou” coming like a great light into my life from beyond my normal awareness, or rather drawing me to itself out of my normal awareness which was too defended, too analytical, and too afraid to be open to such an experience. This encounter did not obliterate “I” but enlarged it, giving to “me” more of myself. The important part I would like to emphasize is that the being that was both transcendent and immanent in this experience was not “mine” but rather something that I was part of and participated in; the “I” part of it was pure experience, an aspect of a larger sphere of experience into which I was brought for “my” own survival ( to serve the purpose of Self.

My questioning of John Firman’s removal of the star from the top of the “egg diagram” has to do with whether his viewpoint is always true to experience. Chris Robertson, in his article What is Psychosynthesis,3 noted that Maslow came to psychology as a theoretician, whereas Assagioli approached it as a practitioner. As someone trained in philosophy, I recall being somewhat put off by the intellectual “sloppiness” of some of Assagioli’s formulations when I first read his books and articles. But I believe that Robertson’s remark provides the answer to the question of why Assagioli’s concepts may seem to some people to lack “rigor”. I think that all of his ideas, and “Self” in particular, arose out of his experience and were directed toward experience, which was more important to him than intellectual rigor. In one article he was even quoted as saying “I abhor theory” (Assagioli, unknown date, page 7). I want to suggest that we might do well to begin to approach “Self” from an experiential point of view, and that it is time for our psychosynthesis community to marshal more resources to explore and communicate this fundamental aspect of our teaching.

A recent conversation I had with Walter Polt brought out the insight that Assagioli (a student of Dante) was as well versed in the poetic tradition as in the scientific tradition ( and that the poetic tradition, which explores the depths and nuances, associations and connotations of words, can be of particular use in a therapeutic clinical setting, where a clinician does not try to shoehorn a client’s language into a pattern of rigorous definitions, but rather explores, as perhaps a poet would, the universe that is suggested by a client’s language. So also with Assagioli’s use of language in the major concepts of psychosynthesis, I think his intent was not to corral experience into precise language but rather to provide words that would gather around them a constellation of meanings that are true to a wide variety of experiences, and also be useful in life and in clinical applications. “Self” and “higher self” are two such terms, that defy Descartes’ call for “clear and distinct ideas” (one of the foundations of western intellectual dualism) and provide us with examples of terminology pregnant with poetic power uniquely suited both to personal growth and therapeutic applications to help people.

Some of us have referred to “the call of Self” and have used other words to indicate our awareness of how Self operates in our lives, and suggested means for us to become more open to this operation. Yet few of us have published actual explorations of these operations. An exception can be found in Richard and Bonney Schaub’s recent book, Transpersonal Development, which provides a framework for understanding and exercises designed to guide a person toward more direct involvement with our inner guides. Assagioli’s own book of the same title was re-translated into English not long ago, and represents some of his thinking on this same subject. Dorothy Firman’s most recent book, Engaging Life - Living Well with Chronic Illness, contains some wonderful guidance for opening up to the larger perspective that the higher self provides, even when one is seriously ill. Thomas Yeomans’ recent work concerning the “descent of the soul” also seems like a direct approach of work with Self.4
I want to make it plain that my discussion in this article is not intended to show that John Firman’s approach to Self and the “egg diagram” is wrong. Rather, I am writing to question his formulation, to present my questions and objections, and to indicate that I believe that there is value in Assagioli’s original formulations based upon my experience. I do not believe that such an issue must be decided in an “either/or” dichotomy, but rather I will follow William James’ approach to truth: truth is a formulation that works. In this case, it is my opinion that if there is more than one approach to Self (or “higher self”) and to the “egg diagram” that can work in practical applications, then there is more than one that can be true for me. There are times when I can use one version profitably, while the other version works better in other contexts. And I am aware that people in the psychosynthesis community will use one or the other formulation effectively to serve their purposes. I choose to follow Assagioli: “Always ‘both/and,’ never ‘either/or’”.
I think that many of us shy away from what is “transpersonal” in anything, as it seems that delving into this area feels like straying from the basic practice of psychology, psychotherapy or coaching. But we are truncating our experience and our work when we shy away from work with Self. Personal psychosynthesis is only the first step in a process that Dr. Assagioli conceived as being the path for humanity. Many therapists now advocate being with their clients in whatever state they are mired in ( to the extent that it sometimes seems to me that they see no vision of an ultimate direction for a person, or that they assume along with Freud that the psychosynthesis will somehow take place automatically. Since Freud was unwilling to examine “the further reaches of human nature”, it is quite natural that he never looked at the direction that a human life takes from the point of view of a “higher self”. It seems to me that the term “higher self” is a worthy designation of Self, along with words such as “deeper”, “more profound”, “greater”, and so on, because we are referring to an aspect that, while remaining immanent in our daily experience, also transcends it. What can inhabit both an atom and a universe that is not “greater” or “higher” in some sense of the word? While the immanence can be observed or sensed in some way, it is my experience that it is the transcendent aspect that is experienced in an “I-Thou” relationship. Still, I recall that the transcendent experience that I had in 1977 included my being shown details of my own life of which I had been unaware, indicating that the source of my experience was, in fact, both transcendent and immanent to an extreme degree. I am attaching the word “higher” to this transcendent aspect because of the ways it can be experienced, without intending to minimize the immanent aspect (the “deeper self”) which can also be experienced. 

Assagioli also referred to “levels of being”, and I believe that there is an experiential basis for this term that needs to be addressed and incorporated into our practice as well as theory. When we talk of “I” and our “subpersonalities”, we speak of different levels of our being, just as when we talk about “my body” in a different sense that we talk about “my liver”. My liver has an intelligence that is quite beyond my “personal” knowledge or capabilities (perhaps this is an example of the work of the immanent Self); it knows what to do with the fluids that enter it, and does its work without any awareness on the level of “I”, who am aware of my liver only when there is a problem with it. My “worker subpersonality” is a lot closer to the level of “I” and yet it is only with a specific focus that “I” may become aware that my “worker” is a distinct (yet not separate) part of myself. Interesting though: since my liver is a distinct part of me also, so then is a subpersonality like just another organ? The difference seems to be that my subpersonality has a will of its own, and I don’t usually think that my liver does. Is that only because I cannot “project” my consciousness into my liver? What, then, is “will”?
When I go “up the ladder” of levels, and compare “I” with “higher self”, there is clearly will at both levels, but does the will of “higher self” subsume the will of “I” in a similar way that “my” will subsumes that of my “worker subpersonality”? It seems that there can be conflict or alignment at every level. Does the conflict indicate separation? Is this “dualism”?

John Firman, in Revisioning Psychosynthesis, was concerned that Assagioli was unknowingly caught in a dualism, as evidenced by his choice of words in the original disidentification exercise: “I have a body, but I am not my body” (Assagioli, 2000, page 103). I believe that Assagioli was aware that there is no dualism in fact; nevertheless the language needs a kind of dualism to distinguish things. The language is, I believe, meant to express that “I” is not the same as “my body”. You can say “immanent and transcendent” is a phrase that tries to bridge the gap that our conceptualizing minds seem to create, and I accept this bridge concept as being very useful. However, Assagioli was quite aware that the levels of being create linguistic and logical paradoxes, and I believe he chose words that could be most effective when used experientially in an everyday manner, rather than words that might be most philosophically rigorous. “I have a body” is the most common way that “I” relates to physical being, partly because “I” has an innate knowledge that its being is not limited to physical expression. It is rather more difficult and cumbersome to always say “I express my being physically, and this expression is called ‘a body’ in spoken language”, than to say, “I have a body”. People who have had “out of body experiences” (OBEs) in near-death-experiences (NDEs) or in waking events are quite aware, by virtue of their experiences, that their being is not limited to their bodily experience. Thus the words “I have a body” are analogous to the words “I have a liver”, or “I have a thought”, even though it would be more rigorous to say “My being is expressed …” and so on.

Then it becomes likely that my higher self might well say (or express in some way) to itself, “I have a personality in earthly existence, there, called Jan”. And when we find ourselves finally needing to surrender to the larger flow of being, “I” gives itself over to the will of the “higher self” who decides that the pattern of earthly existence through which it has expressed itself is one that it is ready to leave aside, in the process that we call “death”. I believe that the phenomenon of “death” is inextricably bound up in the concepts of “I” and “Self” and may well represent simply the soul’s disidentification with “I”, its earthly personality ( similar but on a different “level” than my changing jobs. And it is the transcendent, or “higher” aspect of experience that remains after death, if the accounts of NDEs are correct. The truth is that human being is seamless: the “levels” that we distinguish ( liver, body, subpersonalities, “I” and “higher self” ( are aspects of a single experience. Identification is a glorious process, not something merely neurotic. The higher self identifies for a time as “I”. And, it turns out, there can be a dialogue between “I” and that very “higher self” that is just a step up, so to speak, from the dialogue between “I” and my “worker subpersonality”.

People have always had challenges in expressing the relationship between “higher self” and “I”. Roberto Assagioli wrote that “I” is a projection of the Self. I found myself finally appreciating a term used by the Greek philosopher Plato. He wrote that the world we know “participates in” what he called the ideal world. He was trying to find a term that expressed the kind of relationship that John Firman wrote about: distinct but not separate, immanent and transcendent. And as we look at the relationships between organ and body, body and mind, “I” and “Self”, we see inter-relatedness that is nearly impossible to conceptualize because much of what we are trying to grasp has the quality of “both-and” and, at the same time, “either-or”. We see things that are united yet separate, one yet distinct, independent yet connected, free yet obeying a higher will. This last phrase must seem particularly difficult, and yet it is a phrase that expresses an experiential reality even as it defies logical categories. 

In my encounter with my higher self in the hospital bed, “I” was clearly given the choice of life or death, and I was still certain that my ability to choose was genuine, just as it was certain to me that if I refused to actively choose, there was a “default” option: death. And yet my choosing life had a feeling of complete inevitability: this choice was in alignment with the will of my higher self, and felt so “right” that the other option melted into insignificance. Yet, I know that the “other option” was a real one: I have been present with some people for whom that “other option” (i.e. choosing death) is much more of a “living choice”, as William James would say. So perhaps Plato’s term might live for us: our choices “participate” in the choices of our higher selves, distinct but not separate; and perhaps we too “participate” in a greater being which becomes apparent to those who seek it. Richard and Bonney Schaub’s book provides exercises to invite transpersonal experiences; Didi Firman’s book also provides a framework to open to the larger context in which our lives take place.

In a book of poems first published in 1975 called Dialogues of the Soul and Mortal Self in Time, the late writer, poet and psychic explorer Jane Roberts presented a beautiful conversation between an “I” that is suddenly aware of death, afraid that it means an extinction of some kind, and a “soul” or higher self that knows that life goes on. The “I” or mortal self is pretty impatient at the attitude of detachment on the part of the soul, and is quite vocal in expressing her unhappiness that her life is not as innocent as that of a squirrel, which scampers about with no care of “death”. In this book the “soul” does some explaining, showing the “mortal self” that it is not “detached” at all; bringing the “mortal self” to a realization of its unity with the soul, without depriving it of its sense of unique identity. It poetically demonstrates “immanence and transcendence”. I’d recommend this book to those who might be exploring the connections and disconnections between “Self and I”.

I believe that all who work with the personality, the self, with “psychology” in the widest sense of the word, must at some point reach the apparent barrier between experience that is scientifically quantifiable, verifiable and repeatable, and experience that is observable only. This is the psychological equivalent of arriving at the boundary between physics and astronomy. No experiments are possible with remote stars; we can only apply our knowledge as best we can to our observations. Likewise, there is a universe of “subjective” experience that can only be observed, and it turns out that some experience is even “inter-subjective”. Just as the conclusions of astronomy can be brought back to influence our theories in physics, so the inner experience can be observed and (sometimes) documented and used to enrich our theoretical knowledge of psychology. Dialogues of an “I-Thou” nature between “I” and “Self” or between “everyday self” and “higher self”, and other direct interactions in these “higher reaches of human nature”, are the frontier of psychology.

Roberto Assagioli was said to have erected a “wall of silence” between his activities in psychosynthesis and his activities in the School of Esoteric Science, and many people who practice psychosynthesis have opinions as to whether that wall was good or not. I believe that Assagioli was fully aware that psychological work inevitably leads one to the door where “spiritual work” is the next step in one’s life, yet he was sensitive about his own spiritual work being taken as the recommended or only path through that door. Some people, he knew, would not wish to pass through such a doorway, and many believe that such a door is only a transition from science into religion or something undesirable. Personally, I do not need the writings of Assagioli or anyone else to know that such a doorway exists, or that such a doorway is a distinction that is perceived while being not necessarily “substantial”.

I have crossed the doorway ( and usually not of “my” own volition, it seemed. I walked down into the depths of my being and found myself at a great height, held by a Self whose awareness and love and will were greater than “mine” was. The experience itself was completely non-verifiable. But my cancer disappeared in record time. Others experience miraculous healings and other phenomena that don’t conform to our everyday notions of causality, or meet the expectations of medical professionals or other people.

Some people are exploring these depths and heights. Psychosynthesis has a conceptual framework with which to carry out such explorations, and with this article I am inviting others to share their thoughts and experiences of Self, or higher self, or soul, and its interaction with “I” and the rest of our being. This is the frontier of psychology, and I think it is time for people who practice psychosynthesis to forget about “fitting in” to the established schools of psychology, and strike a new path that is worthy of the vision of our founder. 
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Notes: 

1 I had another experience of Self apparently intruding into my experience in a graphic way: just after my encounter with Self in the hospital, I had a dream in which I lived in a glass house, and a dark beast was breaking through the glass to get at me. I felt threatened and literally ran right out of the dream, only noticing as I was awakening that the dark beast transformed into a being of light as it broke through the glass. I knew then that my own perceptions and beliefs were shaping my experience to such an extent that I often could not tell the “lower” from the “higher,” until a certain point in my experience, where direct contact would dissolve my confusion and illusions. So for me, this dream was a demonstration that, yes, Self can be encountered anywhere in experience, and that it is probably not located anywhere in “my” experience (i.e. the experience of “I” in the field of ordinary awareness). When the experience gets “close” enough, Self is experienced as “higher”, or “deeper”, or in some way “more than ‘I’ am”. Only after a long process does that apparent duality give way to a true synthesis. But I think that if one does not recognize that at one stage of life, one’s experience feels like a duality - of “I” and “Thou” - that needs work and process to become more than a duality, then this “premature synthesis” is not much different than the “premature transcendence” that has been written about by many others. Synthesis is at the end of a process; yet, as the poet Eliot told us, “the end of all our exploring will be to arrive where we started and know the place for the first time”.
2 Others have proposed yet a different way of updating Assagioli’s formulation, such as “I have a body and I am more than my body”, which has a nicer “both/and” quality than Assagioli’s original version.

3 http://www.psychosynthesis.net/79-training-psychosynthesis/82-what-is-psychosynthesis
4 Note that these authors may not agree with the positions I am presenting in this article.
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