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PART I

The Concepts of "I", "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity" 

in Psychology

  
  
1) The concept of "I", in an epistemological perspective 
  
Nowadays, conceptual confusion and terminological ambiguity in psychological and psychoanalytic literature are mostly to be imputed to a defective epistemological awareness on the part of the researchers. 

This situation is mainly evident in relation to the issues regarding the "I" (Ego) and the terms that are used, in psychoanalysis and psychology, to define its peculiar characteristics (like "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity", "Personality", "Individuality", "Mental Activity", "Inner Experience", etc.). 

Actually, in modern psychological culture, a prominent position has been achieved by the naturalistic and the empirical points of view. 

As well known, these epistemological perspectives, in a more or less radical way, refuse to consider the "I" (and every other designation of subjectivity, like "Self", "Myself", "Personality", etc.) as an original, autonomous reality. 

Such an abolition of the "I" ("Ego"), defined as psychological reductionism, is typically represented, in the contemporary psychology, by the systems of radical behaviorism and genetic (cognitivistic) epistemology.   
 

 

 2) The programmatic abolition of the "I" in  radical behaviorism  and  genetic  epistemology,  as  examples  of functionalistic  and  structuralistic  reductionism  in  psychology 
  
In the radical behavioristic perspective (one of the most impressing representatives of which is F.B.Skinner) the adapting human behavior is conceived according to the principles of a functionalistic operationism. 
According to such a system, the term of "I" (Ego) can be defined only as a mere illusive abstraction, that may be useless and even harmful, as far as it is adopted to indicate some particular, adjusted behaviors, erroneously assumed, by us, as expression of our own intentionality, and not (as they actually should be considered) as a consequence of a respondent and/or operant conditioning setting. 

Moreover, according to this point of view, any structural set of behavioral data could not be considered as logically and necessarily determined by settled natural laws; on the contrary, it should be, in any case, regarded as the result of mere outer contingencies, so that it would be subject to change, as a function of the variables of different conditioning settings. 

 

Concerning the system of genetic epistemology, elaborated by J.Piaget, neurobiological structures (on which the intellectual operations for the adapting of the individual to its environment depend ) are genetically programmed in conformity to the laws of the physical universe and mathematical logic that rule the natural world. 

This system, as conforming itself to the epistemological principle of structuralistic operationism, is quite in opposition to behavioristic functionalism (mainly with regard to the origin of adapting structures of the human behavior); both systems, however, are in accordance with the reductionistic program of abolition of the Ego. 

Actually, in the perspective of Piaget's structural cognitivistic operationism, the authentication of the human individual and its intellectual operations is represented by the so called "epistemological subject", that is, by the exact coincidence of mental processes with the mathematical patterns of the physical universe. 

In such an epistemological view, the ideal of a scientific psychology should be the mathematical physicalistic objectivation of the human subject, so that the concept of "I" becomes a mere nonsense and the position of subjectivism  itself is radically suppressed. 

  

We shall better consider the epistemological meaning of both these operationistic positions in their  reference to the "I" issue, in the framework of the Universal Epistemological Table (UET: see Table I). (1) 

  

As regards structuralistic (cognitivistic) operationism, the abolition of  the "I" is the consequence of its conforming to the epistemological position of the structuralistic reductionism, that represents the fundamentals, both methodologically and ontologically, of the natural scientific knowledge (see Table I, section 1A; see also Table II). 

According to the statements of  naturalistic thought (as defined by Galileo) universal reality is written in a mathematical language and that is the warranty of its absolute rationality. Sensory experience is considered as real exclusively in so far as it is reducible to quantifying and mathematical logical procedures. 

Human knowledge can be defined as "scientific" and authentically "real" only in so far as it is founded, theoretically and experimentally, on a mathematical ground that is, ontologically, the real  logic of Nature. 

According to this point of view, a "scientific" knowledge of the "I" and "subjectivity" is possible only in so far as the "subject" itself has been reduced to an "object”,  i.e. to a natural "fact" or process, like a physical structure and/or a mathematical program. 

In this framework a "scientific" psychology becomes the knowledge of performing operations of a nervous system, whereas the use of terms like "I", "Subjective Intentionality", Inner Experience", etc. is aprioristically considered both scientifically and realistically incorrect. 

  
In the perspective of functionalistic operationism, the reasons for abolishing the "I" are quite different. 

As known, the epistemological basis of such a perspective is represented by radical empiricism, that considers the immediate experience of sensation as the unique original reality (see Table I, section 1B; see also Table II) 

In consequence of such a postulate, all conceptual structures related to the functions of conceiving ideas or perceiving objects (including also mathematical thought, scientific theories, or even physical objects and nature itself  as a whole) should be considered as mere abstractions or artificial constructions, however the terms used to design them , though arbitrary, could be justified as economic tools to control the outer world. 

In an empiricistic perspective, the "real" experience would be nothing but an unorganized stream of sensations, in which also the organizing categories of space, time, causality, mathematical logic, are secondary introduced by our own imagination and by our own needs of security. Therefore, science itself cannot be founded on a certain, objective ground, but looks like a set of more or less systematical devices and strategies that are elaborated by a nervous system in order to resolve, time by time, the adaptation problems of a biological organism, in its relation to the contingencies of the outer environment. 

What we call "science" is actually, according to such a point of view, the result of a mythological objectivation of concepts, operations, that can't prove to have any foundation on a real objectivity, but that, nevertheless, could be useful in order to control, as simply and economically as possible, our external world. (2) 

In such a context, the question regarding the legitimacy of terms like "I", "Self", "Subject", "Inner Experience", "Personality", etc. could only concern the possibility of a technological fitness of their use in an operative situation. To this question, ever, the radical empiricist is used to give a negative reply.

  
3) The "I" and  its  contradictory  abolition  in psychological integrationism: psychobiological  functionalism and  phenomenological-existential  structuralism 
  
Obviously, the epistemological meaning of the term of "I" (or "Subject", "Self", etc.) varies in a radical way in those psychological systems that are inspired by integrationistic principles. Moreover, there are significant  differences between structuralistic integrationistic systems and functionalistic integrationist ones. 

In fact, psychological integrationism refuses the possibility of a psychology without an "I" or mental processes, as it is requested, instead,  by a reductionistic program. On the contrary, the subject and its intentionality are recognised by integrationism as the specific qualities of psychical reality and its own originality. 

  

In functional integrationism, nevertheless, we are concerned with a subjectivity whose intentionality could hardly differentiate itself from the adjustment function of a biological organism (see Table I, section 2B; see also Table II) 

In fact, consciousness, intelligence and the other superior mental functions are not considered, by a psychological integrationistic functionalist, as reducible to elementary processes like reflexes, impulsions, instincts or associations of stimuli and sensations. An integrationistic functionalist like J.Dewey, f.i., explains the rising of the consciousness as a consequence of a problematical situation, when an organism, in its struggle for adjustment to its environment, is forced to face new emergencies that instinctual automatisms are not able to control. 

However, Dewey describes problematicity itself as a quality of Nature, and not as a specific connotation of the reflective "I". 

So, the subjective consciousness, in such a way, results to be a product (even if refined) of the natural adaptation function (and at the same time, of course, the highest degree of this function itself). 

In such a context, we must also remember that, according to J.R.Angell, consciousness should be considered  nothing but an "accommodatory service". 

  
In an integrationistic structuralistic framework, that mainly includes the phenomenological and existential systems, the concepts of the "reflective I", "subject", "consciousness", "personality", "self" and "intentionality", are closely related to the theme of transcendence (see Table I, section 2A; see also Table II). 

These systems, in fact, not only assume the "I", "personality" and their intentionality as the most authentic subjects of psychological knowledge, but also exclude the possibility of using naturalistic methodologies in the research on themes of this kind. 

According to a phenomenological-esistential view, reductionistic and naturalistic methodologies could only explain (Erklären) the objective performances of a biological organism (Explanatory Psychology, Erklärende Psychologie), but they could not be fit for comprehending (Verstehen) the inner experience of the Ego, Self and personality. 

In fact, in this case, we need a methodology based on an intuitive, sympathetic identification in the context of an "I-Thou" relationship (Comprehensive Psychology - Verstehende Psychologie). 

In K. Jaspers' system, this relation to otherness is the fundamental characteristic of the human personality. 

In this sense, the "I", as a human Being, could not be known otherwise than in its reference to something else. (3) 

Therefore, the "I" experiences its radical defectiviness, which requests the research, into the otherness and into the transcendence, of the origin of its own being. 

A knowledge of the human being based on a positivistic, naturalistic study of behaviors, biological functions, performance operations, etc. could give us nothing but an external, particular image of man. 

However, also a descriptive representation of the human personality as a psychological type, that is as an empirical subject, someway identified with a  sum of characteristic qualities, can't correspond to an authentic theory of the "I". 

  

According to K.Jaspers, any typology is insufficient, in so far as it intends to define contrasting human models as a function of ontologized antithetical characters, that in the real human being are contradictory positions of an interior experience, so that they are to be conceived neither empirically nor ontologically, but according to a dialectical point of view. 

In a phenomenological-existential system, as Jaspers' one is, a comprehensive, psychological knowledge of the human being postulates a dialectical theory of the "interior I" (Self). In such a system, however, the "interior I" (Self) cannot realize itself dialectically, as the antithesis of its inner experience can't find an autonomous resolution in this interiority itself, but only in the transcendence of the Omnicomprehensive Being, on which the human being ontologically depends and in which the "I" comes to its dissolution. 

  

As we can see, not only reductionistic systems, but also the integrationistic ones, which are related either to functionalism or structuralism, come to a negation of  the real, reflective "I". 

This nihilistic trend of contemporary psychology in regard to the "I" can be seen as a consequence of the fundamental epistemological positions historically achieved by our western culture both in science and philosophy (see Table II). 

  
4) The  authentication  of the "I" in  a dialectical  perspective: actualistic   dialectics  and  ontological dialectics 
  
Actually, all main movements and theories of contemporary psychology are to be explained in the framework of reductionism and integrationism, of structuralism and functionalism, that represent the fundamental categories elaborated by western thought in its historical development. 

In this historical perspective, only actualistic dialectics has come to an epistemological position that makes a psychological theory based on the principle of a real autonomy of the "I" as possible (see Table I, section 2C; see also Table II). 

In fact, actualistic dialectics agrees with the phenomenological-existential statement, as theorized by K.Jaspers, according to which we could never reduce our "I" and personality either to a set of performing operations, or to more or less meaningful connections of characters and comprehensive experiences. Actually, our "I", in its reflective form (Self), refuses any immediate identification with any possible contents of its empirical experience, but is always related to them only in the transcendence of the irreducible relation subject-object. 

In actualistic dialectics, however, transcendence is not to be conceived as an omnicomprehensive Being but as the "reflective I" itself. 

In such a perspective, the objectivation of my experience is to be considered not only as a process of individuation of outer and inner objects of my physical or psychological representation, but also as a function of the building of my own personality (Myself). My personality is  postulated as the practical expression of myself and, at the same time, my  ideal, ultimate goal. 

If I feel my thoughts, wills, conducts, speeches, perceptions, desires, representations, etc. as expression of Myself, they belong to my subjectivity and I identify Myself with them; if not, I am alienated from them, so that they are in a negative position against me. 

Thus, inner world and outer world are relative to the feelings of integration or alienation of the "I", that is, to perceiving my experiences as belonging or not belonging to me. 

So, my personality is the process of integration of Myself i.e. the methodical way by which I convert dialectically my outer, alienated experience into the expression of my own interiority. 

In this sense, the real reflective "I" (Self) can be theorized only in a dialectical, actualistic perspective. 

This reflective, dialectical "I" (Myself) is also the first reality we must methodically consider from a psychological point of view, when we explicitly assume our "I" as a term of reference for our dialectical research about our experiences in the framework of the relationship subject-object. 

On the contrary, the assumption of the object as a term of reference  and primary reality for our knowledge, theories and research, corresponds to the naturalistic point of view, on which natural science is founded. 

Thus, according to actualistic dialectics, psychological sciences should be related to the dialectical logic of contradiction (A = non-non A; I = non-non I; subject = non-object etc.); whereas the logic of  identity (A=A) is the rationale of naturalistic science, for which "I", "Self" and "Subject" are nonsense terms. 

Moreover, in an actualistic dialectical perspective, dialectics is closely immanent to the reflective "I" (Myself) and can't be used as a method for research on any objectivity that is ontologically alienated by the subject (no matter if conceived as a natural, or an empirical, or a transcendent object, like physical world, biological organism, instinct, S - R mechanism, sensory association, affect, behavior, idea, soul, spirit, God, etc.) 

In fact, in the dialectical experience of the reflective "I" (Myself), every autonomous object corresponds to a negation of the reality of the subject. 

Therefore, the objective being is a problem for the subjective being, at least in so far as the subject cannot resolve methodically the objectual alienation both theoretically and practically. 

So, the being of the "I" is constitutively problematic, as "My" reality depends on the dialectical assimilation of the object by my own subjectivity (Myself), according to the logical formula of dialectics: A = non-non A. 

On the contrary, no problematical situation can be conceived as pertinent to the object as a natural reality, since nature is structured according to mathematical rules which are eternal and unchangeable, universal and necessary (as expressed by the logical formula of identity A = A). 

Consequently, actualistic dialectics, as a theory of the "I" and individual personality, is in opposition to the Hegelian point of view, considering dialectics as the logic of an absolute ontologic Mind, which transcends the individual "I" and in which the individual subject dissolves itself (see Table I, section 1C; see also Table II). 

In a similar way, any autonomous reality of the "I" is suppressed in the system of K.Marx's dialectical materialism, that reduces the individual subject to an instrument of a historical process, determined by material economic forces. 

  

5) Suggested  statements  for  an  evaluation  of  psychological  and  psychoanalytic  works 
  

On the bases of our previous remarks, we are able to suggest these following statements: 

  
a - there are six epistemological categories on which the meaning of the concepts of "I", "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity", in psychological research depends: i.e. structuralistic reductionism, functionalistic reductionism, pseudo-dialectical reductionism; structuralistic integrationism, functionalistic integrationism, dialectical ( actualistic ) integrationism (see Table I: Universal Epistemological Table).  The knowledge of these categories allows us to frame the concept of "I" (and any other  psychological term as well) in a definite epistemological context; 
  
b - when using the term of "I" in psychology and psychoanalysis, any researcher should specify which of these categories he is going to relate it to; 
  
c - for a proper use, the term of "I" should be related to a dialectical conceptualization of the subject as reflective interiority and my own personality (Myself) (See Table 1, section 2C ); 
  
d - in evaluating a psychological or a psychoanalytical research, the use of the UET (Universal Epistemological Table) allows us to state the epistemological coherence of the examined works; 
  
e - in the framework of the UET and its psychological categories, it is possible for us to understand all the different epistemological meanings of the terms "I", "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity", etc., in psychological and psychoanalytic literature. 

    
 

  

PART  II

The Concepts of "I", "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity" 

in Psychology

1) The  Freudian   concept  of "I" in a functionalistic   perspective: integrationism  and  reductionism
  
In psychoanalytic literature, the term of "I" ("Ego") can be used according to several different meanings. 

This situation can often be verified not only in the works of different authors, but also in different moments of a single author's scientific research. 

The most significant example, concerning this, is offered by S.Freud himself and the historical development of his work. 

As known, in psychoanalytic doctrine a theory of the Ego was first explicitely formulated in "The Ego and the Id" dated 1922, i.e., in a late phase of  S.Freud's research. 

In this Freudian work, the Ego is theorized in a functionalistic way (See Table I, section B). 

Actually, in psychoanalytic metapsychology the concept of Ego is formulated according to the structural point of view: in particular, in this context, the Ego arises as a secondary structure, namely, as a function for adapting the primary process (following the pleasure principle) to the conditions of the external world and the reality principle (See Table VI). 

Thus, in Freudian metapsychology, the Ego structure (and the structural point of view as well) is theorized according to a functionalistic method that, in turn, is applied in a rather contradictory way, both in an integrationistic and in a reductionistic perspective. 

As a consequence, the Ego image appears to be in quite a contrast. 

On one hand, in fact, essential performances are ascribed to the Ego, which is defined by Freud as the coherent organization of mental processes in every individual. 

The perception of the real limits of the external world in their setting against the impulsive drives, is considered by Freud the original function of the Ego (as Pcpt-Cs system). 

As a practical consequence, this perception leads to the building up of the so called defense mechanisms: these structures are to prevent the menace of an immediate impulsional discharge, the environmental consequences of which could be dangerous for the individual. 

Thus, the survival itself of the whole personality depends on the Ego, i.e. on the function of submitting the blind drives to the reality testing (secondary process). 

In this framework, the Ego seems to be theorized according to an integrationistic functionalistic point of view (See Table I, section 2B). In fact, the function of an organized system of adapting to reality is presented as a fundamental constituent of the personality and the condition for the individual evolution and for its integration in a social world. 

Then, in this integrationistic functionalistic perspective also the analytic therapy results in the finalization of reinforcing the Ego as reality function, by which the individual is led to socialization and civilization. 

So, Freud asserts that the Ego and analytic therapy pursue the same goal, since the Ego behaves like the physician during treatment by analysis, while psychoanalysis, in turn, is an instrument to enable the Ego to push its conquests of the Id further still. (4) 

In this clinical context, the principles are established by Freud that "where the Id was, the Ego shall be"; and that "the conscious shall take over a larger and larger field of the unconscious". 

On the other hand, Freud does not assign a real autonomy to the Ego system. According to him, not only the Ego arises as a superficial modification caused by a pressure of the outer world on the original entity of the Id, but also the energy available for the Ego is derived from the Id itself. 

So, the Ego is pressed, on one side, by the Id, on the other, by the outer world, whereas the rising of the Ego is considered as the consequence of a sort of upset in the original homeostasis, that represents the primary mental reality. 

Moreover, according to the homeostatic point of view, the fundamental function of the nervous system is not the promotion of the development of the individual "I" but, on the contrary, the abolition of any stimulus in the biopsychological system, in order to maintain it in a static, unstimulated condition. 

In this reductionistic perspective, the development of the Ego becomes a mere illusion, as any differentiation in the mental life is denied by the homeostatic principle, that Freud relates to the universal natural reality, i.e. the repetition-compulsion mechanism (in psychology), the death instinct (in biology) and the entropy law (in physics) (See Table I, section 1B). 

So. in this context, the therapeutic program will be quite different. In fact, we can suppose that we are able to help the patient to become conscious of his unconscious; but we could hardly consider the possibility of a real modification of the unconscious drives and their homeostatic laws. 

  
Thus, in the Freudian metapsychology the concept of "I" could be theoretically justified only in an integrationistic functionalistic perspective, as an evolutional structure that is organized as a function of adjustment and compromise between the impulsive drives and the limits of the outer world. 

  

2) Possibilities of a conception of the reflective "I" in Freudian theory of narcissism as a Self and Myself psychology. 
  
Therefore, in the latest phase of Freudian thought (1922: "The Ego and the Id") the concept of "I" (Ego) seems to be totally alienated from the interior experience of the real reflective "I" (Self). 

However, there are previous Freudian works, in which the problem of the reflective "I" (Self) is not completely ignored. 

In his essay "On Narcissism: an Introduction" (1914), for instance, Freud conceived a different way of relating the "I" to the principle of pleasure, the impulsive drives, the objects and reality perception, the normative representations and ideas, the otherness, the Ego ideal and the Self awareness of the "I". 

In this work, Freud formulated a theory of repression based on a reflective conception of the Ego. Repression, he said, proceeds from the Ego or better, with greater precision, from the self-respect of the ego (5). This statement introduces a conception of the Ego that is not reducible to a mere defensive mechanism: in fact, self-respect (like self-esteem, self-evaluation, etc.) corresponds to an Ego reflective feeling, in function of which I evaluate myself, or that part of myself which I can objectivate, in order to accept it (and to "reidentify" it with myself), or reject it (and alienate it from myself). 

In this perspective, Freud elaborates a theory of a somewhat double "I": there is one man, he says, who indulges in impressions, impulses and desires that are rejected with the utmost indignation by another, or stifled at once even before they enter consciousness (6) 

  
Freud, however, in his essay "On Narcissism" does not seem to be aware that this dualism in the Ego is not explainable without presupposing the reflective principle as constitutive of the "I". On the contrary, he considers the dualism in the Ego as depending on the fact that "one man has set up an ideal in himself by which he measures his actual Ego, while the other is without this formation of an ideal" (7). 

Here Freud seems to ignore that this formation itself of an ideal could not be possible without a reflective "I" as self-objectivation. 

  Freud supposed the Ego ideal would be derived from the external world or, more precisely, from an introjection-identification with parental figures, which then would be charged with sublimated libido. 

But all these psychical processes (contraposition between "I" and external world, namely parental figures; identification between "I" and parental images, etc.) are founded on a reflective "I" which cannot be explained by them. 

Freud himself asserts that to the ideal Ego is directed the self-love which the real Ego enjoyed first in childhood. So, a reflective self-loving "I" is supposed by Freud as a previous condition to explain the formation of the ideal Ego. 

In this context, however, the so named libido itself (and impulsive drives as well) should be theorized only as a function of the reflective "I". 

In fact, when Freud presents his theory of the «two men in the "Ego"», he does not distinguish the Ego from the libido, but identifies that libido with the "former" man, i.e. the original "I" following the pleasure principle and the omnipotence feeling. Moreover, he contradicts himself as he denies the "former" man having an ideal, but straight afterwards he states that "idealization is possible in the sphere of the ego-libido as well as in that of the object-libido". (8) 

Actually I can live and idealize the impulsive trends as "spontaneity" and "original feelings", in opposition to the "artificial" behaviour of a conventional "I"; and I can as well perceive them as chaotic obscure forces contrasting the light of my ideal rational "I". 

In other words, I can identify myself with my "libido" in opposition to my rational and ethical statements; or, on the contrary, I can identify myself with these statements refusing my libidinal drives. 

With his theory of «the two men in the "Ego"» Freud seems to postulate in the psychopathologic conflict a double identification of the "I" (Myself) with both contrasting "men": the one unconscious, the other conscious or preconscious. 

With regards to that, Freud asserts that the "I" can take itself as an object, observe itself, approve or disapprove itself: in this way, I oppose a part of myself to Myself. 

Thus, introducing the concept of narcissism, Freud, against his will, pointed out the necessity of a reflective foundation of the Ego theory as a Self (My-Self) theory. In fact, the narcissistic Ego is not distinguished from the original libido (while, according to the structural point of view, the Ego is a differentiated superficial part of the Id), but is deeply identified with it, as I-libido. In this perspective, also the concept of object and object-relation is subordinated to the reflective I, since the first object of the I-libido is just My Self, as objectivated "I". Then, the outer object itself is first built up as a function of a projection, or rather an alienation, of the I-libido into the external world (according to the Freudian example of the amoeba). 

So the objects themselves originally arise in an imaginary world, that is the first reality on which the outer world representation itself will be depending. 

According to the theory of narcissism, the original "I" cannot be identified with the Ego as theorized by the structural point of view, in which the principle of differentiation comes from the outer world. 

On the contrary, narcissism establishes the principle of differentiation in the very I, since the "first object" (or "the original otherness") is not set in the outer world, but arises inside the reflective I, as My-Self on which is shaped any further objectivation or representation of the "otherness" and the outer world. 

So, in a theory of narcissism explicitly founded on the principle of the reflective I (My-Self), the so named libido is to be conceived as the process of objectivating Myself. This is a dialectic process, since any objectivation (or I-object relation) is an alienation of Myself; but this alienation corresponds to a differentiation and development of Myself, as historical and social being (See Table I, section 2C). 

It must be stressed. moreover, that not only in his study on narcissism, but also in other theoretical and clinical works, Freud explicitly recognized the "I" as an essential reflective function. 

Regarding this, the theory of the unconscious as "Someone else in us" can be quoted. (9) 

In Freud, however, the libido theory is mostly elaborated according to a reductionistic perspective. In fact, the libido, as a life drive toward the differentiation of the Ego, Self objectivation and Ego-object relations, is contrasted by the death impulsion, following the homeostatic laws. 

Moreover, a theory of the I-libido as narcissistic Self-love cannot be founded on a bioenergetic theory of the libido that leads to a reductionistic psychology of natural drives and instincts excluding the original Self-feelings of the reflective "I" (Myself). 

Therefore, the Freudian theory of narcissism can come to a coherent concept of the "I" as Self-feeling and reflective experience, only if it is assumed in a dialectical perspective. 

  
3) The theory of the "I" as  Self  psychology  in  contemporary  psychoanalysis 
  
In contemporary psychoanalysis many Freudian followers are rigorously involved in a differentiated research on the theme of Ego and narcissism, both theoretically and clinically. 

Some of these authors, in their research, relate the concept of Ego to the Freudian structuralistic point of view, in a functionalistic framework; others, to Freudian theory of narcissism. 

Very often, these two points of view are present in a single researcher, but the author does not always seem to be aware that they are not reciprocally compatible in an epistemological perspective. 

Above all, the function of the dialectical method for theorizing the concept of "I" is not generally recognised by contemporary psychoanalysts. 

Nevertheless, among Freudian followers, there are many examples of researchers by which the dialectical problem of the reflective "I" is someway not completely ignored. 

  

In a clinical perspective, authors like W.Reich (1933),   R.Sterba (1934), O.Fenichel (1941), pointed out the reflective antithesis between the "observing" I and the "observed" (and "acting out") I, as a fundamental condition for the analytic therapy, especially the character analysis. 

These authors, however, don't seem to consider this antithesis as a constitutive form of the original "I" and its development, but only as a sort of a "split in the I", secondary resulting from an identification of the patient with his analyst. Consequently, the reflective "I" is not yet conceived by these researchers as an autonomous mental process, but only as an adaptive attitude conforming to the analytic setting, to be interpreted in a functionalistic theory of the "I" (See Table I, section B). 

P. Federn (1929) and R.Waelder (1936), on the contrary, stressed the originality of the reflective I and its constitutive antithesis, both in theory and in therapy. 

In particular, according to Federn, the "I" is originally subject and object: knows, observes, feels, meets itself. More precisely, I am "to sense myself". This "sense of "Myself" is identified, by Federn, with the primary libido and is considered the fundamental experience for the building up of the mind as both continuous Self-sense of unity and object-relation.(10) 

Federn also contested E.Glover's theory defining the Ego as an empirical structure resulting by a secondary association of nuclear or partial trends. On the contrary, he considered the Ego as a primary permanent unitary experience to which all other partial experiences and trends are to be subordinated, so that they are to be conceived as particular states of the original Ego itself. 

  

R.Waelder can be considered as the first author introducing a real dialectical perspective into psychoanalytic theory.(11) 
In fact, he methodically distinguished between a psychoanalytic psychology based on the economic point of view and a real Ego psychology, based on the reflective I and its original intentionality. 

So, Waelder pointed out that the Ego cannot be anything but a passive reception of external or impulsive stimuli: on the contrary, according to an authentic Ego psychology, the Ego is a real active subject aiming to resolve problems arising from both impulsive and environmental experiences. 

In this perspective the task of the Ego is originally to set up the most suitable methods in order to resolve in its own experience not only ambient, but also impulsive and normative problems by which its organization and its ideal of perfection are unceasingly threatened. 

Thus, according to Waelder, dialectics is the prominent principle of the Ego, as it is methodically trying to resolve its own contradictory problems as a function of an ideal of self-integration by which the Ego transcends itself. 

Therefore, according to Federn and Waelder, a reflective I (Self) is inherent both in the primary libido (as narcissistic self-love) and in the intentional mind (as ideal of resolution of its own different problems and integration of the personality). 

 

The problem of the reflective I (Self) is also prominent in the further representatives of the Self psychoanalytic psychology as H.Kohut, M.S.Mahler, W.R.D.Fairbairn, O.Kernberg and others. 

However, the issues that were theorized by these researchers, like relation Ego-non Ego, Self-differentiation and Self-individuation, Self-autonomy and Self-dependence, cohesive Self and Self-identity, normal and pathological narcissism, Self-esteem and Self-development, Self-objectivation and Self-idealization, etc. are mostly formulated according to a functionalistic method that hardly could correspond with their constitutive dialectics. 

Moreover, in this functionalistic perspective, there is often opposition in theorizing the concept of libido, Ego, Self, etc., between a reductionistic trend and an integrationistic one. 

We must consider the fact that in the psychoanalytic psychology of the Self an integrationistic theory of the libido leads to a theory of object relations as Self (Myself) objects. 

In this sense, the reality of the object is not derived from an outer world, since the "libidinal" intentionality of the "I" includes the object in its own reality, identifying it with its own "Self" (Myself). 

So the "Self", i.e. the objectivation of the "I", is the condition of any other objectivation that is, in the first instance, a self (Myself) objectivation. 

Therefore, in this perspective, the imagination as fantastic objectivation is to be considered the "primary" interior reality, on which the object in the outer world (as projection of the Self-object) is built. 

This integrationistic theory of the Self-object, Self-reality, Self-intentional libido, etc., is not compatible with the naturalistic theory of the mind, both in functionalistic and structuralistic versions, since it doesn't consider (like naturalism does) the Ego and other mental structures and functions as deriving from the outer natural world. 

In fact, in an integrationistic perspective, the outer natural objects themselves are explained as a result of My-Self  differentiation. 

Thus, nowadays, the psychoanalytic psychology of the Ego has become a psychology  of the Self (Myself) and this development  has stressed the necessity of introducing the dialectical method. 

It should be admitted that a coherent concept of the "I" must include a theory of "Myself" as reflective I. 

We have just seen, however, that this theorization is not possible in a functionalistic context, that assigns naturalistic and empirical meanings to dialectical experiences . 

  

4) The psychoanalytic theory of the "I" (Ego) in a structuralistic perspective 
  
Although psychoanalytic issues and concepts about "I", "Self", object relation, etc. are mostly formulated according to a functionalistic method , there are also authors that approached them in a structuralistic way. 

Structuralism, however, is not fitter than functionalism for resolving dialectical issues. 

In C.G.Jung's analytic psychology, for instance, the concepts of individuation, Self and even dialectics itself are theorized according to a structuralistic-integrationistic point of view (See Table I, Section 2A). 

In this perspective, the individual mind and its unconscious and conscious processes are subjected to a transcendent unconscious mind, i.e., the so-called collective unconscious. 

In this context the archetypes, i.e. the fundamental structures of the collective unconscious, determine individual personality both in mental and in practical life. 

Therefore, the development of personality (namely, of the personal processes of integration or disintegration, evolution or regression, etc.) is not to be ascribed to the Ego and its own intentionality. On the contrary, it depends on a transcendent intentionality (the so-called transcendent function) i.e. on the ways according to which the archetypical transpersonal structures and forces reciprocally interact inside the individual. 

Even the building up of the Self assumes in Jung a transcendent meaning. In fact, the Self is not pertinent to the Ego (i.e. Myself), since it should be a result of a harmonious dialectical interaction among the contrary archetypes by which the Ego itself is involved in a transcendent relation where the Ego is set in a dependent position. 

Thus, the dialectics itself by which the process of individuation of the Self (i.e. the so-called transcendent function) is constituted, is not pertinent to the real I (as Myself ) but to the transcendent intentionality of the collective unconscious by which I, as spontaneous intentionality, am totally alienated. 

Consequently, according to Jung, an analytic therapy shall be based on listening to the speech of the transcendent unconscious that reveals its own transpersonal intentionality by the language of an archetypical mythical symbolism. 

In this therapeutical relation, the analyst's unconscious should have a task of mediation between patient's unconscious and the transcendent collective unconscious. In this process of mediation the Ego of both patient and analyst could become conscious of the transcendence language and, at least partially, comprehend it, but hardly could hope to alter the transpersonal intentionality. 

  

In a reductionistic structuralistic theory of psychoanalysis like J.Lacan's system intends to be, the alienation of the "I" is even more radical (See Table I, Section 1A). 

In fact, in the Lacanian doctrine, any authenticity of the Ego is totally excluded, since the language itself is not conceived as an expressive form of the "I" (Myself). On the contrary, the reality of the language and its constitutive laws are founded on the Id so that I am not able to know myself by my speech, but I am forced to research the meaning of my words in the speech of "Another" (the unconscious) by which I am "spoken" in an alienated way. 

  

W.R.Bion's system also represents a significant example of a structuralistic theorization in psychoanalysis, according to a radical reductionistic perspective. 

In this system the dialectical relation between the antithetical principles of integration-disintegration is reduced to an empirical contrast between elementary entities (the so called elements ß and \SYMBOL 97 \f "Symbol" ), to be conceptualized in a physicalistic context. 

Thus, any dialectical issue pertinent to the interior Self is totally ignored and the Ego is reduced to an empty container of a sequence of facts happening outside of it. 

 

 

      PART  III
The  Concepts  of  "I",  "Ego",  "Self",  "Myself",  "Subjectivity",

                     in  a Dialectical  Analytic  Perspective
1) Freudian  theory of the Ego between metapsychology  and  the  narcissistic  model  of  the Self: an  epistemological  opposition  between  naturalism   and  dialectics. 
  
In the psychoanalytic literature regarding the themes of "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity", "Personality", etc., the dialectical point of view is scarcely represented. 

Doubtless, dialectical issues are considered in Freudian research, both in theory and in clinics, above all in relation to ideas and feelings concerning Ego, Self, Narcissism; Freud, however, didn't develop a dialectical method in respect to these subjects, but attempted to resolve them using a positivistic conceptualization. 

As we could see, such an epistemological contradiction is mostly prominent in Freudian theory of narcissism: here , in fact, the concept of the Ego assumes a meaning that is quite different from the Ego of the metapsychological structural point of view. 

  

Actually, the so-called structural point of view defines the Ego according to a functionalistic theorization that is compatible with the other metapsychological points (topical, dynamic and economic) and their positivistic conceptualization. 

In this functionalistic perspective, the building up of the structure of the Ego is conceived as a function of adaptation of the psychobiological drives to the environmental conditions. Actually, it should be specified whether such a structure of the Ego is to be considered as a positive differentiation of the biopsychical system (according to an integrationistic-evolutionistic point of view) or, on the contrary, is a useless superstructure interfering in the homeostatic function and its fundamental goal of an immediate discharge of drives (according to a reductionistic point of view). Anyway, in this perspective the Ego is always conceived as a natural entity, the functions of which might eventually be considered useful or useless ( or even dangerous) for the biological economy of the organism; its origins, however, are always to be found in the biophysical world and its natural laws. 

In this positivistic perspective, there is no real opposition between the Ego and the Id, or among the different metapsychological points (structural, topic, economic and dynamic). In fact, all these functions or points of view are to be considered in relation to the general natural function of adaptation   (in an evolutionistic or in a homeostatic meaning) and are to be studied according to a naturalistic method. 

In particular, as well known in Freudian metapsychology, topical, structural and dynamic points are strictly subordinated to the economic point of view, i.e., to the physiobiological fundamentals considered by Freud as the quantitative substrate of psychical phenomena and as a presupposition for a foundation of psychoanalysis on the ground of natural science. 

  

In his theory of narcissism, instead, Freud introduced a conception of the Ego that not only is incompatible to the theory of the instincts and the Ego of traditional psychoanalytic metapsychology, but also requires a new conceptualization, for which the methodical principles can't be naturalistic any more, but are to be dialectical. 

Actually, in the theory of narcissism the problems relating to the reflective "I" (like the "Subject", the "Self" and even the "Object" as well, as a term of antithesis or integration to the Subject and the Self) cannot be ignored as it happens in the naturalistic metapsychological theory. 

In a theory of narcissism the Ego cannot be conceived as a secondary superstructure of the Id, instincts, or drives, but is to be postulated as a primary reality, even more, as the fundamental term of reference for every other psychological factor. Therefore, this Ego is the condition for conceiving any kind of objectivation including self-objectivation. So, the narcissism postulates a relation of the Ego with the objects as a function of the Ego itself. It subverts the traditional metapsychological conception of the Ego as a natural object itself, excluding any authentic subjectivity. 

In the narcissistic position the subject, as reflective I, loves itself, admires itself, contemplates itself, feels itself as the ultimate goal and the highest value of its life, considers itself as the unique, total, real being. 
The reflective attitude connotes the narcissism both in feeling and in knowledge of the subjective world and the objective one: for the narcissistic subject the primary object is the subject itself (Myself) and the identification of the object with Myself (empathy) is the condition for the cognitive or affective building up of every real objectivation. 

  

So the theory of narcissism introduces a crisis in the theory of libido and instincts. In fact, in a metapsychological theory based on instincts and libido, the psychobiological aim will be the discharge of the libidinal energies or the mechanical execution of a behavioral program for environmental adaptation. 

In both these cases a real knowledge of the objects is not to be supposed, because they are assumed only as an instrumental occasion for releasing a state of overcharge, or as the conclusive phase of a programmed behavior. In such a naturalistic perspective a self position is not requested, because the Ego is to be theorized as a mere automatic structure, the function of which is simply to support the process of discharge and/or previously definite programmed behaviors. 

In Freudian doctrine, a real conception of the Self and the Object (as a reflective subjectivity i.e. relation Ego-Self- Object), can take place only in the framework of the theory of narcissism. 

  

It should be evident that a model of the Ego (according to either the positivistic metapsychological theory or the dialectical theory of narcissism) cannot be derived from an empirical or clinical experience; on the contrary, an epistemological option of the one or the other of these theoretical models is a priori necessary for defining the method of interpretation of the clinical observations. 
So the problem for a clinical psychoanalyst is to decide whether the metapsychological model of the Ego can be considered fully fit for an exhaustive comprehension of the analytic process, or a theory of the Self as reflective "I" is necessarily required. In particular, it should be understood that such a dilemma implies a methodological choice, because a theory of narcissism is to be founded on a dialectical method that is in no way compatible with a positivistic conceptualization like that one applied by Freud and his metapsychology. 

  
2) The narcissistic  theory  of  the  Self  and  the  problem of  its  dialectical  foundation 
  
It should be stressed that neither the instincts theory, nor the structural theory of the Ego, as elaborated by Freud in different times ("Instincts and their vicissitudes" [1915]; "The Ego and the Id" [1922]) in the framework of his metapsychology, can provide a proper conceptualization of the real Ego, the real Object and the Subject-Object relationship. 

Actually, in his instincts and structural theories, Freud conceived both Ego and Objects as a function of the naturalistic energetic conception of libido and its economic laws. 

So, in such an economic perspective, Object and Ego are the instruments of a natural equilibrium ruled by  the homeostatic principle (W.B.Cannon), the laws of constancy (T.Fechner) etc. 

On the contrary, in a theory of narcissism, a naturalistic concept of the Ego is quite impossible: actually, in narcissism the Ego is above all a self reflective experience where I am subject and object of Myself. 

Consequently, the principle of subjectivity assumes in narcissism a prominent position in respect of which all other terms (as object, instincts, libido, etc.) are to be considered subordinated. 

In narcissism the subject, as absolute Ego, claims himself as the supreme value and the first object on which all his own interests, trends, drives, energies (libido), etc. are polarized. 

Thus, the theory of narcissism requires a personalized conception of the Ego. As we know, in a funtionalistic theory the Ego is to be conceived as an agency of the biological function of adaptation (i.e. a set up biological structure for adapting the organism to the external world). 

In a narcissistic perspective, instead, all other psychological terms (including drives, instincts, libido, and the external world itself) are to be subordinated to the subject principle as absolute intimate experience of the Ego. 

Actually, in this theory of narcissism the libido itself, that is conceived in metapsychology as a natural biological energy, is identified by Freud with the original Ego or considered originally dependent on the Ego, as Ego-libido. 

However, Freud did not realize that Ego-libido is the subject reflective "libido" (Myself-feeling), that cannot be theorized in a naturalistic way even in its relation with the objects. 

This epistemological misunderstanding is responsible for the Freudian naturalistic opposition between Ego-libido and Object-libido: so Freud, against any evidence, assumed that in love a sum of libido would be transferred to the object from the Ego: in this way the Ego would be dangerously weakened and the object would take advantage over it. 

Actually, Freud did not give up, even regarding narcissism, his energetic theory of libido, although it should be observed that interest or love for the object is not comparable to an expense of energy, but is to be considered as a dialectical widening of the feeling of the Ego itself (Myself feeling) 

In a theory of narcissism, it should be assumed that any objectivation is a self-objectivation: the feeling of Myself (Self-libido) is the condition for the building up of any real object and the sense of reality (object-libido) is a function of the sense of Myself (subject-libido). 

If libido is originally to be ascribed to the Ego, it should be identified with the Subject as feeling of Myself; if not, the theory of libido as an objectual natural energy would be incompatible with a real Self. 

  

In a more recent time, it has been stressed that a coherent theory of the Self is not compatible with the original Freudian metapsychology. 

M.N.Eagle (1984) in particular, pointed out that, whereas some authors (like M.S.Mahler and O.Kernberg) attempted a compromise between metapsychological theory of object-libido (instincts) and the theory of the Self (and its objectual relations), other researchers instead (like H.Kohut and W.R.D.Fairbairn) replaced the first theory with the second one. 

Nevertheless, Eagle did not recognize the real epistemological basis of that theoretical opposition. In fact, a coherent metapsychology of instincts and libido is based on a naturalistic method by which even the Ego and the Self are considered as empirical objects and not as a subjective intimate experience. 

On the contrary, a theory of the Self as reflective "I" and interior subjectivity requires a dialectical method that considers even libido, drives, objects, nature, etc., as opposite terms contrasting the feeling of the "I" (Myself) as the primary narcissistic reality of the subject. 

The epistemological meaning of such a contradiction is not generally recognized, except by R.Waelder, in the psychoanalytical literature. 

Consequently, from a theoretical point of view, the exponents of the psychology of the Ego and the Self could not achieve a significant progress in respect to the Freudian original contradiction between the metapsychological theory and the theory of narcissism and Self. 

Therefore, it should be understood that the theoretical Freudian contradiction instincts-narcissism can be resolved only in an epistemological perspective, leading to a dialectical theory of the Self (as Myself). 

Besides, we must realize that even the meaning of concepts as "instincts", "drives", "libido" "objects", "nature", "adaptation", etc., cannot be considered in the same way when passing from the naturalistic method to the dialectical one. 

We can tell the difference regarding that, by using the UET and its fundamental categories. 

In its authentic formulation, a naturalistic conceptualization corresponds to the category of the reductionistic structuralism (see Table I, Section 1A). 

In this category, any reference to the interior subjectivity (Ego, Self, etc.) is a priori excluded. 

In such a naturalistic context, terms like "Ego", "Self", "Subject", "Personality", etc., even when quoted, cannot be considered authentic, because they are used to define automatic programs for organizing natural processes and facts. 

It should be assumed that, according to the naturalistic method, any problematical situation in the physical world is a priori suppressed, because natural facts are unfailingly ruled by universal mathematical laws (natural laws). Therefore, contingency, chanciness and problematicity, when perceived in a natural world, are not to be imputed to nature itself, but to a defectiveness of our mind (contingentia est ignorantia causarum) 

Consequently, problematicity is not to be theorized ontologically, but only gnoseologically (in reference to our intellective limits). 

Thus, as there are no problems in nature, there cannot even be any conflict in a naturalistic perspective, because everything happening in the natural world is always correspondent to universal necessary laws. 

 

 

3) The psychology of "My-Self" as dialectics of sentiments  and object relations versus the naturalistic   metapsychology  of  instincts  and  affects 
  
Even in a functionalistic conceptualization based on natural biological principles, terms as "conflict", "aggressiveness", "adaptation", etc., can be used only as provisional metaphorical formulations, looking forward to investigating about the objective natural laws underlying these phenomena (12). 

Freud insisted on the point that "libido" and "instincts" themselves should be considered as mythical concepts, to be suppressed as soon as natural science will discover their physical-chemical composition (13). 

Therefore, H.Hartmann's functionalistic theory ascribing to the Ego " a conflict-free sphere" is methodologically incoherent from an epistemological point of view. 

Actually, H.Hartmann ascribed to the Ego a sum of performing mental functions (like perception, memory, intellective knowledge, language, etc.) that should be considered as relatively non dependent on the instincts and, consequently, on the conflicts connected to them. 

Here H.Hartmann doesn't seem to realize that, in a naturalistic system, performing functions, as depending on the neurobiological structures and the adaptive function, are to be considered as behavioral automatisms, so that their setting up does not require any real autonomous reflective Ego. 

On the other hand, the real Ego cannot ever be conceived as a "conflict-free sphere": in fact, the Ego as reflective, interior subjectivity, is not only intrinsically conflictual but is even the epistemological condition for conceiving any possible conflictual situation or process. 

As we have just seen, the instincts, as theorized according to a naturalistic method, are not intrinsically conflictual, because they are reducible to quanta of physical-chemical energy depending on constant natural laws. 

On the contrary, the instincts themselves become conflictual, as soon as they are experienced in the interiority of the Ego in their contrast with the Self and its rational, ethical, ideal, aesthetic, social values. 

This contrast, however, is anyway to be dialectically theorized as a struggle among antithetical identifications of the Ego itself (Myself); in this context, also the so-called libido and instincts are the same Ego identifying itself with the sense of pleasure and contrasting with other antithetical identifications (rational, ethical, aesthetical, etc.) of the Ego itself (Myself). 

A dialectical method must consider the fact that a positive identification of the subject with the sense of pleasure or aggression (libido and destrudo instincts) leads to an idealization of these feelings as spontaneity and original power of the Self (Myself), whereas the rational and ethical ideas are perceived as barren precepts, humbling the vital force of Myself. 

On the contrary, a positive identification with rational and ethical values implies a depreciation of the vital feelings, that are perceived as blind, threatening forces overwhelming Myself-control and the light of my mind. 

  

We can see that in a dialectical conception of narcissism and Ego, the Self feelings cannot be really separated from the problem of the subject-object relation and the interior conflicts connected to such a relation. 

We must realize that, whereas in a functionalistic (metapsychological) theory of libido the instincts represent a primary reality conditioning the secondary structure of the Ego, in a dialectical theory of libido as narcissistic Self, instead, the reflecting interior experience of the subject with its constitutive contradictions of sentiments is to be considered the original reality of the Ego, as my reality. 

Thus, in a dialectical conceptualization, the object relation is postulated as a function of a Myself-alienation or a Myself-integration. 

First, the object, as Myself-alienation, is a distressing, splitting experience of the subject that in this way perceives the anxiety of the negation of its original being, i.e. of his narcissistic sentiment of identity, pleasure and omnipotence. 

Secondly, however, the object, if perceived as a possibility of integration and of being accepted, will be loved by the subject as an essential part of itself; otherwise, if perceived as a limit and a menace for the integration of my interior being, the object will be hated by Myself as a possibility of my annihilation, so that my feeling of aggression will turn against it (negation of negation: Aufhebung) 

In a dialectical perspective, anxiety, love and aggression are inherent to the reflective "I" (Myself) as a possibility of alienation from the object or integration with it. 

An authentic theory of feelings is possible only in a dialectical conceptualization, i.e. a conception of the object relation as a condition for the realization or the annihilation of the subject that, therefore, feels the object as both a positive and a negative experience. 

The kind of experience which Freud, following Bleuler, called "ambivalent", is not specifically pertinent to a particular schizophrenic condition, but universally corresponds to the original dialectical subject-object relation. 

Object is a contrasting condition for the subject that feels it as anxiety, limit, distress, displeasure, but is also the presupposition for the Self-conscience and Self-differentiation of the subject. Thus, the Self-conscience is, first, the awareness, on the part of the subject, of its own limit; secondly, the awareness of its possibility of a methodical overcoming of that limit; thirdly, the awareness of its methodical integration with the object, i.e. its overcoming of the object as a limit of the Ego and identification of the Ego (Myself) with it as a love object that corresponds to a reflective pleasure and a security feeling. 

So, anxiety, aggressiveness and love are the feelings corresponding to these three fundamental moments of the Self-conscience and its development. 

Therefore, in a dialectical perspective we must consider that any fundamental sentiment or feeling can be conceived only in the context of the dialectical relation between the interior, reflective subject and the object as a term of a problematical integration of the subject itself. 

As the integration of subject with the object (nature, body, otherness, subjective experience itself) is originally problematical, anxiety is a fundamental sentiment of mine. 

Also aggressiveness is a fundamental sentiment, as the subject unceasingly struggles in order to set up the fitter methods to achieve a sure control on the object and a stable integration with it. 

In the same way, love must be considered as a fundamental sentiment i.e. a constitutive longing for the integration and identification of Myself with the object and the otherness. 

  
4) The psychology of Myself  as a dialectical theory of the personality  and language. 
  
It should be stressed that the fundamental sentiments are Myself attitudes, so that their dialectical articulation corresponds to the dialectics of Myself and my trends toward the object and the otherness. 

In this context, fundamental sentiments are always reflective experiences of my "I" as a function of different attitudes of Myself in my relation with the object and the otherness. 

In the same way, the dialectical method derives all other fundamental sentiments (as joy and sadness, security and insecurity, competition and cooperation, egotism and participation, acceptance and refusal, resentment and gratitude, envy and devotion, possessiveness and solidarity, contempt and respect, self-esteem and self-depreciation, etc) from the reflective "I" (Myself). 

Thus, the sentimental attitudes of Myself correspond to a world of values, i.e. to a system of principles of evaluation on which the meaning of my life, the regulation of my behavior, the structuring of my character, the developing of my personality are dependant. 

As we can see, in a dialectical psychology of Myself, sentiments and feelings are theorized according to a method absolutely contrasting to the naturalistic point of view as pertinent to an instinct psychology, like Freudian metapsychology is. 

In Freudian metapsychology there are no sentiments and feelings depending on Myself and my dialectical development, but only emotions and affects descending from the two fundamental instincts of libido and destrudo by which the Ego is "lived", "possessed", "compelled", "driven" ("we are ‘lived’ by unknown and uncontrollable forces") (14) and on which its destiny depends. 

Therefore, only in a dialectical psychology of Myself as reflective "I" and Myself-sentiment, it is possible to formulate an authentic theory of the personality as an originally unitary and self-differentiated subject. 

On the contrary, in a psychology of affects as instinctual representatives, there is no possibility for an unitary and differentiated development of the personality, because neither any real spontaneity nor any autonomy can be credited to the Ego, the Self, the Personality, that are to be considered like empty containers or disconnected structures where the chaotic split reality of the instincts and their affective representatives take place and operate. 

In the naturalistic perspective of Freudian metapsychology, instincts, libido and even Ego and personality are conceived as alienated forces and agencies in which the reflective "I" cannot identify itself any more. 

In a dialectical psychology of Myself, on the contrary, the real fundamental of the personality is not represented by alienated forces (like instincts or biological drives) or depersonalized structures (like defence mechanisms or adaptive automatisms), but by the reflective interior subject striving for a integrated personalization of its experience. This strive of the real subject can be understood by the researcher not in an empirical naturalistic way, but only through an unceasingly reflection on his own interiority. 

In a dialectical theory of "I", "Self", "Myself", "Subject", "Personality", the researcher must assume the reflective form of his own "I" as a model for his conceptualization and empirical observation. This researching attitude is not a simple introspection, but is the methodical condition of any possible introspection or empathic and intellectual interpersonal relationship. 

The dialectical theory of the personality and interpersonal relationship is based on the principle that the reflective form of My-Self (as a researcher) is also the methodical form of the experience of the Other (as another subject and reflective Self). 

Therefore, we must suppose that the Self sentiment will develop in the otherness (as in all other subjects) according to the same dialectical forms and moments that I can recognize in dialectics of myself intimate experience. 

If we intend to research on the particular feelings of love, joy, pleasure, anxiety, sadness, rage, despair, etc., of a single individual, we as researchers must anyway suppose in that individual a reflective experience, in which love, joy, pleasure, anxiety, sadness, rage, etc. take their origin as fundamental sentiments, inside the original dialectical relation of subject-object. 

In this dialectical context, alienated experiences, emotions and affects, instincts and drives, cannot be considered as a primary reality (as it happens in the empirical, naturalistic theories), but only as a secondary one, i.e. as an involution of the dialectical development of personality. 

This presupposition, in the otherness, of the same reflective form of "My-Self" and its correlated, fundamental sentiments, is the aprioristic condition for the interpersonal comprehension as language, dialogue, dialectical communication. 

We can comprehend another's individual experiences, in their empirical peculiarity, only as a function of the universal category of the Self (Myself) and its fundamental sentiments, as they are expressed in language and dialogic communication. 

In language, the interpersonal communication is possible so far as, first, I assume the external object (as my body) symbolically, as expressive of my interior subjectivity, that is as dialectically correspondent to My-Self and its fundamental feelings; secondary, I consider that same dialectical correspondence as pertinent to the other subjective interiority as well. 

In a dialectical perspective, the body is perceived as an expressive image, i.e. as an external object turning into intimate subjectivity, from which its meaning derives. 

In this sense, the language is a dialectical function, because the meaning of the object is not in its objectivity (or in a visual or acoustic sensation) but in its symbolic value, that is in the subjective feelings and concepts which are represented by it. (15) 

  
5) The dialectical psychology of "Myself" as an overcoming of the epistemological contradiction between theory and praxis in contemporary psychoanalysis . 
  

Thus, a dialectical psychology of Myself consents us to achieve a theory of personality and language on which a systematical comprehension of the psychoanalytic treatment as a dialogical process can be founded. 

As we know, the epistemological crisis of contemporary psychoanalysis is mostly dependent on the fact that the dialectical dialogical typology of the analytic interpersonal relation cannot be interpreted as a function of a metapsychology, i.e. a naturalistic theory of instincts or a structural-functionalistic theory of the Ego. 

So in the contemporary psychoanalysis we can recognize a radical contradiction between the traditional theory of naturalistic metapsychology and a praxis founded on the dialogical comprehension that requires a dialectical theory of the language and personality. 

This inadequacy of traditional psychoanalytic theory and its naturalistic conceptualization for the interpretation of the practical experience of clinics and therapy can be overcome by replacing the traditional metapsychology with the dialectical psychology of Myself. 
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(10) Federn P. (1929). 
(11) Waelder R. (1936). 
(12) Giacomini G.G. (1989). 
(13) Freud S. (1915) 
(14) Freud S. (1922), p. 27. 
(15) Giacomini G.G. (1980), (1987), (1991), (2001). 
  

  

  

SUMMARY  

  

In psychological and psychoanalytic literature, the dialectical point of view is almost totally ignored. This is the main reason of conceptual confusion and terminological ambiguity in defining fundamental issues as "I" "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity" in psychology and psychoanalysis. 

In an epistemological perspective, the Universal Epistemological Table (UET) allows us to set a systematical critical analysis of concepts and terms used in psychological and psychoanalytic literature in relation to issues as "I", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity", etc. 

It should be stressed that using terms and concepts as "I" "Ego", "Self", "Myself", "Subjectivity" in a naturalistic or an empirical perspective is epistemologically incoherent, as these theoretical positions are founded on reductionistic methods that aprioristically exclude any intimate reflective experience (Self). 

In particular, a proper dialectical conception of the reflective "I" (Myself) as intimate subjective experience is required in psychoanalysis, both in theory and in clinical praxis, in relation to issues as narcissism, Self-esteem, guilt feeling, personality, language, objectual and interpersonal relation, etc. 

A systematical theory of the personality and therapeutic analysis is possible only in a dialectical methodological perspective explicitly assuming the principle of the reflective "I" (Myself). 
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       The  contents  of  this  paper  are  proposed  for  an  interdisciplinary  discussion. 
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