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Introduction

Carl Jung and Emmanuel Levinas are two names that have only with the utmost rarity ever been uttered in the same sentence.  I would like to suggest that perhaps such an utterance would do well to be expressed more often, and the following is a small attempt to mine the potential gold that can emerge from a dialogue between these two highly disparate but profoundly relevant thinkers. As a stepping stone, I will examine an article by Lucy Huskinson who is a member of the Center of Psychoanalytic Studies at the University of Essex in the U.K.  In her paper entitled The Self as violent Other: the problem of defining the self, she draws upon Levinas’ philosophy of the Other to provide a philosophical framework for describing Jung’s notion of the Self and its relation to the ego.  The following will argue that though Huskinson offers an insightful analysis for understanding the Self as violent and ineffable Other within the psyche, she fails to take more seriously Levinas’ central concern for exteriority which places priority of the inter-subjective relation over the interior one.  To do this, I will begin by first providing a cursory summary of Jung’s notions of the Self and ego. Next, I will summarize the central claims made in Huskinson’s article.  Then, drawing from Levinas’ philosophical framework I will demonstrate the problems and limitations with Huskinson’s focus on the intra-psychic.  Finally, I will offer some suggestions as to how one can take more seriously Levinas’ concern for the ethical inter-subjective relation while maintaining the notion of an inner-alterity.    
I. Jung and the Self-Ego Relation
The ego, for Jung, is what “constitutes the centre of my field of consciousness and appears to possess a high degree of continuity and identity” (Jung, 1921, para. 706).  Although it generally emerges in the third or fourth year, one often spends the first half of life developing the ego through persistent acts of striving in order to “make it” in the world. “[T]he ego is the subject of all successful attempts at adaptation so far as these are achieved by the will” (Jung, 1951, para. 11). Further, it is typically identified with certain dominant personality traits that emerge out of this relationship with external reality. 
Despite being the center of consciousness, the ego discovers its own limitations when confronted with the unknown. It experiences itself as being “moved” by a potent internal force which Jung called the unconscious. Two levels are involved in this internal subversion of ego control. One is the personal unconscious, which contains those inferior or undeveloped elements of the personality that have failed to be fully integrated into conscious awareness. The second level involves a transpersonal or collective unconscious that houses an inner experience of the transcendent, a call to a more integrated way of being. This confrontation with the transcendent imposes upon the ego a demand to submit to something higher than itself. Healthy psychological development, according to Jung, requires that there be an increased capacity for conscious awareness of those inferior and transcendent powers appearing within the psyche. The reason for mid-life crises, according to Jung, is that people spend so much time in the first half of their life having an external orientation to the world, seeking success, that they fail to acknowledge the call from their non-ego parts to greater wholeness.
 
 J a m e s   H i l l m a n   ( 1 9 7 5 )    c l a i m s   t h a t   t h e   i d e a   o f   t h e   u n i t a r y   e g o   i s   b u t   o n e  
m y t h i c a l   v i s i o n   f o r   t h e   p e r s o n .     H i l l m a n   r e f e r s   t o   a  story about H e r c u l e s ,   w h o   
p l a y i n g   t h e   r o l e   o f   h e r o i c   c o n q e r e r ,   g o e s   i n t o   t h e   u n d e r w o r d   o f   H a d e s   a n d   
o v e r t a k e s   i t   b y   b r u t e   force.     H e r c u l e s   d e t e r m i n e s   h i m s e l f   s o l e   a u t h o r i t y   o f   t h e   
u n d e r w o r l d ,   w h i c h   m u s t   s u b m i t   t o   h i s   r u l e .     H o w e v e r ,   as what can happen with any  s u r p r e s s e d   p e o p l e s ,   t h e   i n h a b i t a n t s   o f   t h i s   u n d e r w o r l d   s e e k   a   v o i c e   t o   b e   e x p r e s s e d   a n d   m a y   r e b e l   a g a i n s t   t h e   r u l i n g   d i c t a t o r   w h o   d o e s   n o t   a l l o w   f o r   t h e i r   f r e e d o m .     

 
 T h i s   allegory   p r o v i d e s   a   v i s i o n   f o r   s e e i n g   t h e   r e l a t i o n s h i p   b e t w e e n   t h e   e g o   a n d   t h e   u n k n o w n   f o r c e s   t h a t   e r u p t   i n   p a t h o l o g y .     T h e s e   f o r c e s   t h r o w   i n t o   q u e s t i o n   
t h e   i d e a   o f   a   h o m o g e n o u s   psyche  i n   w h i c h   t h e   e g o   i s   t h o u g h t   t o   b e   i n   c o n t r o l   o f   t h e   
m e a n i n g   o f   intra-psychic phenomena  .     T h e   t h e r a p i s t ,   a s   w e l l   a s   t h e   c l i e n t ,   a r e   l e f t   w i t h   t h e   p r o b l e m   o f   w h a t   t o   d o   w i t h   t h e s e   i n v o l u n t a r y   e n e r g i e s   e r u p t i n g   f r o m   t h e   w o r l d   o f   t h e   u n c o n s c i o u s . 

This internal plurality leads to another pressing issue Jung raises, the place of otherness within the psyche. Otherness can simply be defined as those elements of experience that escape the grasp of the comprehending ego. It eludes conceptualization yet is fundamental to experience.  The modern psyche, as in the case with Hercules, is often defined as an active agent, seeking to assimilate its world into understandable parts and accommodating where necessary for the sake of pragmatic functioning within society. Experiences of surrendering, submission, or being called into question conflict with the modern individual’s proclivity for autonomy. Yet, it is exactly this experience that Jung took much effort in describing. He felt that this internal experience of otherness, which upsets the rational ego, is the source and summit of psychological wholeness. 
Jung's approach allows back into the discussion of psychology that singular experience of otherness. There is that within the psychic economy, the unconscious, which the rational ego fails to comprehend. Jung refers to the interior, transcendent power of the psyche, this experience of the "Not-I", as the Self. The Self plays a pivotal role in organizing the totality of psychological functioning. In Jung’s words the Self is
…a construct that serves to express an unknowable essence which we cannot grasp as such, since by definition it transcends our powers of comprehension. It might equally well be called the “God within us.” The beginnings of our whole psychic life seem to be inextricably rooted in this point, and all our highest and ultimate purposes seem to be striving toward it. (Jung, 1938, p. 334).
Through the Self emerge god-images that reflect the presence of the divine within the psyche. However, modern individuals easily dismiss such experiences due to a faith in epistemologically reductionistic forms of reason, such as scientific materialism. This has made them tone-deaf to the call of the transcendent. Jung recognized this propensity in the modern person and feared what consequences the suppression of the divine voice might bring to civilization.  

Critical to the emergence of the Self is a de-centering of one’s ego. This occurs when one is forced to confront the unknown parts of one’s psyche through dreams, fantasies, and symptoms. The Self demands conversation between the conscious and unconscious. In the working through of contradictions and personal failures, psychological healing and transformation can occur. This activity of the Self is what Jung called its transcendent function. By acting as a bridge between conscious and unconscious, the Self allows one to move beyond the one-sidedness of the dominant character traits expressed by the ego. In the agony of living, in suffering the contradictions of life, from this de-centering of the ego, a new attitude, a novel way of being emerges that is more psychologically integrated. Jung stated, “I consider it my task and duty to educate my patients and pupils to the point where they can accept the direct demand that is made upon them from within”(Jung, 1945, p. 41).  Linking otherness with Jung's concept of the Self, Ann Ulanov, another current Jungian analysist, states,

The self makes itself known as a presence or entity that is other than the ego but has direct far-reaching personal effects upon the ego. By other here, I mean that which is felt as sufficiently different from the ego to be experienced as an objective “person” that addresses its purposes, demands, or needs to the ego, and yet that is so similar to the ego and connected with it that the ego feels personally affected by its presence. (Ulanov, 1988, p. 46) 
This concept of Self and its activity as a functioning transcendent offered Jung a useful hermeneutic for interpreting the expression of psychological phenomena (i.e. symptoms, dreams, fantasies) in terms of an internal drive toward wholeness and transformation rather than emanating purely from pathology. Hence, anxiety or depression should be understood as the Self seeking liberation from a tyrannical ego whose dominance may actively be promoting disintegration. Symptoms, then, are potentially a gift from the Self in the service of promoting wholeness. 

II. Self as Violent Other: Huskinson’s Use of Levinasian Thought
Of all the various descriptors applied to the Self, Huskinson prefers numinosity over the others.  The term was used by Rudolf Otto (1923) in his classic work The Idea of the Holy, which was an inquiry into the non-rational factor in the idea of the divine and its relation to the rational. Otto used the term numinosity to discuss that feeling of the ‘uncanny,’ the thrill of awe or reverence that often gets associated with religious experience.  This understanding of numinosity bares a remarkable resemblance to Jung’s own use of the term.  For Jung, numinosity is often associated with the emergence of the Self. “[The Self] seizes and controls the human subject, who is always rather its victim than its creator. The numinosum…is an experience of the subject independent of his will” (Jung, 1940, para. 6). The receptivity of the ego to the numinous Self parallels the spiritual journey toward God as discussed by great mystics such as St. John of the Cross, and as a bearer of the God-image, it resembles the Christian theological concept of the imago Dei (Jung 1963, p. 382).  Stated in other terms, an encounter with the numinous is akin to the variety of experiences had by numerous so-called ordinary individuals whereby their sense of identity and the meanings attributed to their lives become unexpectedly shaken at their core.  
Huskinson’s suggestion that numinosity is central to the understanding of the Self allows her to make a case for her over-arching claims, which are 1) that the Self is experienced as a Violent Other and 2) the Self essentially evades comprehension or definition.  Herein lays the parallels between Jung’s concept of the Self-ego relation and the relationship between Sameness and Otherness in Levinas’ philosophy.  To begin, I will take up the issue of Self as a violent Other followed by a discussion of how this then leads to the Self’s ineffability.  
How is the Self a violent Other to the ego?  Huskinson defines the term violence to “describe the experience of the ego in its encounter with the Self” (Huskinson, 2002, p. 438).  This encounter destroys an “inferior ego-orientation” with its misperceived awareness of it being the center of psychic life.   In a sense, the Self tears a hole in the fabric of our supposed self-sufficient ego causing a psychic bleeding in need of repair.  Fortunately, in the case of healthy development, such destruction is what Huskinson calls a “Dionysian violence” because this assault is ultimately for the purpose of the ego being born anew with a refreshed recognition of its role in relation to the Self.  This re-born ego is more capable of containing the excessive reservoir of psychic power. Thus, the violent action ascribed to the Self is consistent with the traditional teleological impetus generally associated with it.  
How, then, does this compare with Levinas’ notion of the Other?  To answer this question, Huskinson draws upon Levinas’ adoption of the Cartesian argument, found in Descartes’ Third Meditation, “to show that the ego is not primary but is dependent on the Other (the Self) for its constitution” (p. 444).  Descartes, having grounded the certainty of the ego upon its thinking activity, questions whether the ego can be sole author of all its ideas.  Drawing from the Aristotelian logic that no effect is greater than its cause, Descartes concludes that the ego cannot be author of any idea greater or more perfect than itself, and then, in Anselmian fashion, claims that the idea of God is such an example of this case, perhaps the example par excellence. Thus, God must exist, and this conclusion is predicated upon the ego’s own existence.  Levinas extends the implications of Descartes argument to show that it is not the ego which is primary but rather is secondary and dependent upon the constitution by a prior transcendent cause.  This reversal undermines the ontological authority of Western thought by subverting the dominant egology and replacing it with Infinity.  
Given the priority of the transcendent Other over the Same, i.e. the ego, what then constitutes the relationship between the two?  First, they are not simply some unrelated positions that dialectically engage each other resulting in a Hegelian synthesis.  The Other never stops remaining absolutely Other.  Yet, there is an encounter between the two and, thus, a relationship is formed.  This suggests, as Levinas puts it, that there is a ‘relation without relation’ (Levinas, 1969, p. 80), or what one could call a relation without possession.  As the ego relates to the Other, the ego is shaped and transformed in the encounter without ever being able to understand, constitute, or limit the Other.  

Huskinson uses Levinas to show that the relationship between the Same and Other or between the ego and Self is a violent one (Huskinson, 2002, p. 445).  Levinas states that “violence consists in welcoming a being to which it is inadequate (Levinas 1969, p. 25). Throughout Western philosophy it has been the ego engaging in the violent murder of the other through totalizing ontological systems.  With the reversal of priority comes a counter-intentional aim of that violence directed at the ego by the Other.  Huskinson goes on to state that 
the encounter with the Other causes the Same to realize its impotence; it creates a surplus value of infinity within the Same which then disrupts the totality and self-containment of the Same.  The Same simply cannot integrate the Other and is thus reconditioned by it. (Huskinson, 2002, p. 445) 
Thus, the Other puts our ego in questioning destroying its hermetically sealed vision of its self and placing a forceful imperative upon it to live a kenotic existence that is more capable of welcoming the stranger in our midst.  

Jung also speaks of the relation between Self and ego in violent terms.  Jung states 

Whoever has suffered once from an intrusion of the unconscious has at least a scar if not an open wound.  His wholeness, as he understood it, the wholeness of the ego personality, has been badly damaged, for it became obvious he was not alone; something which he did not control was in the same house with him, and that is of course wounding to the pride of the ego personality, a fatal blow to his own monarchy. (Jung, 1934-9, p. 1233).  
This violence, however, as already stated, is the means to another end, which is the rebirth of a more integrated psyche. Jung states that  
…the invisible things cannot come into being without torture and destruction for the collective man…you always kill and destroy in order to bring something new into existence.  Whatever you do, if it is of any importance, also means destruction (Jung, 1934-9, p. 614).  
That being the case, a potential malignancy can still be born out of the ego’s encounter with the Self.  Such cases occur when the ego identifies with the Self resulting in a narcissistic aggrandizement. The inflated ego cannot recognize the otherness within the psyche and, thus, subsumes the infinity of the transcendent into the sameness of the ego.  Thus, the inflated ego escapes the violence of the Self and rather displaces this energy by directing it toward another.  The ego both murders the other within and as well as the other without.  
Another potentially harmful consequence of the Self-ego encounter is that the fragile ego gets submerged into infinity resulting in an onslaught of insanity and a psychosis forms.  No one can see the face of God and live.  Thus, a mediating factor is necessary.  Something must act as a prism that can reflect to the ego a manageable spectrum derived from the white light.  According to Jung, the Self produces a symbol that can mediate its transcendence to the fragile ego.  As Jung states,
by means of a symbol, such dangers can be accepted: one can submit to them, digest them.  Otherwise…it is a very dangerous situation: one is exposed without protection to the onslaught of the unconscious. (Jung, 1934-9, p. 1249).  
This symbolic making process of the Self is what we have called the transcendent function. Jung provided ample examples of such symbols, the most prominent being the mandala sacred circles found in Tibetan Buddhism.  A correlate may be found in Levinas’ notion of the face, which acts as an icon reflecting back to the ego an experience of the transcendent. The Self takes on the clothes of a finite image to make itself accessible to the ego without ever reducing the Self to the confines of the ego’s horizon. Phenomenologically speaking, the icon welcomes and honors the distance between ego and Other.  The excessive intuition is maintained and, in fact, reverses the directional aim of intentionality whereby the invisible Other gazes through the icon in the form of a symbol or the face to constitute the ego.  This is because the icon gives thought to the invisible on its own terms.  A pure giving is delivered to the ego and this gift empties it of “its ability to control, to understand, to manipulate, to grasp” (Horner, 2005, p. 63).  The symbol is a finite image that nonetheless communicates something of the infinite and is thus grounded in the space between the ego and Self.

We can now speak of the Self’s ineffability.  To define the Self is to reduce it to the constituting gaze of the ego thus creating an idolatrous concept that acts as a mirror, rather than a prism, reflecting back to the ego its own sameness.  This is an intra-psychic correlate of violating the Levinasian ethic.  The Self is fundamentally an elusive entity defined by infinity and irreducible to idolatrous concepts.  It remains unattainable in its very essence.  Yet, we can still speak of the experience of the encounter between ego and Self, and that meeting is understood in terms of a violence that breaks through the self-sufficiency of the ego, making demands upon it, calling it into question, forcing it to acknowledge a higher authority.  This is the experience of numinosity and can be seen most vividly in writers such as St. Teresa of Avila whose encounter with the Divine has been depicted as an angel’s arrow striking the center of her heart while her face expresses a joyful, even orgiastic, agony.  Yet, this encounter is not necessarily so rarified as to be only experienced by great mystics.  It is foundational to the very composition of our subjectivity. My identity is, in fact, constituted by this relation of non-relation, and the on going conditioning of my ego and its ethical responsiveness requires for the continued hollowing of this identity across a life time.  
III. Exteriority: Going Beyond Intra-Psychic Otherness  
Huskinson has come up with a creative and insightful understanding of the nature of the Self-ego relation in light of Levinas’ thought.  However, given the revolutionary nature of the Levinasian ethical call and the extent to which his thought seeks to break free from Western philosophy’s penchant for ontological systems, it seems imperative to consider whether Huskinson’s use of Levinas for Jungian theory does justice to this radicality.  
Huskinson herself alludes in a footnote to a potentially significant problem that gets raised by Jewish philosopher Martin Buber (Huskinson, 2002, p. 452).  Buber questions the possibility of experiencing an autonomous Self.  Although Jung links up the Self with the experience of the transcendent, he denies the possibility of true exteriority.  In Kantian fashion, Jung maintains the split between the noumena and phenomena and the impossibility for having an experience of the thing-in-itself.  All knowledge is mediated by the a priori categories of the psyche, i.e. the archetypes.  The Self as the most significant and encompassing of the archetypes is fundamentally an intra-psychic phenomenon that informs the meaning of external experience.  Although the ego is no longer central or of utmost importance, Jung’s psychological model never truly evades the modern view of an autarchic subjectivity.  As Buber states, 
The actual other who meets me meets me in such a way that my soul comes in contact with his as with something that it is not and that it cannot become.  My soul does not and cannot include the other, and yet can nonetheless approach the other in this most real contact…This other, what is more, is and remains over against the [S]elf, no matter what completeness the [S]elf may attain, as the other.  So the [S]elf, even if it has integrated all of its unconscious elements, remains this single self, confined within itself. (Buber, 1952, p. 88-89). (add)
One can liken Jung’s divergence from other psychological theories to Heidegger’s relation to what preceded him. Heidegger, by concerning himself with the Being of beings, moves beyond Husserl’s transcendental idealism and the failure of Western philosophy to take into account the historicity of existence.  Yet, he never truly escapes and, in fact, is one of the last great reinforces of ontological thinking.  Jung, too, takes steps to move away from an egoistic version of consciousness.  He does not accept that healthy ego functioning is the ultimate goal of the person nor is the ego reflective of the highest function of the psyche.  The ego becomes de-centered in Jung’s work to make room for the idea of the transcendent, which anarchically precedes my very being.  Yet, Jung’s Self never escapes the confines of our seemingly impermeable psyche.  Like the acorn that becomes the oak tree, our psyches are born with all the necessary equipment for transformation while the external word is merely a catalyst for my own self-actualization.
This is, I feel, unacceptable from a Levinasian framework.  Huskinson states that “the Self is Other to the ego, it is unconscious, it is an experience of the ‘not-me’ in the me, a religious experience, an experience of infinity” (2002, p. 444).  She goes on to say that “Levinas takes up these ideas in Totality and Infinity” (p. 444).  While I grant that there are certain parallels between Jung’s understanding of the Self-ego relation and Levinas’ use of Descartes Meditations, what Huskinson completely leaves out is the central importance of exteriority. By linking the Self as Other and situating that Self within the unconscious, Huskinson has simply repeated, in a more sophisticated fashion, the egology of Western thought.  We never meet the other face that transmits this experience of the Divine to us because for Jung the kingdom of God is already within us.  

I agree with Huskinson that “the Levinasian model of ‘Same’ and ‘Other’ can…provide insight into the Jungian model of ‘ego’ and ‘Self’” (p. 444).  The notion of an inner-alterity holds the potential for fruitful discussions for philosophical anthropology and theories of the mind.  Some work in this area has already been done by Jean-Luc Marion, the contemporary French philosopher.  Doing a phenomenological analysis of self-experience, Marion states that “I clearly discover myself to be someone other than my self, I am not what I am, I become a [question] to myself…I am to myself an other than I” (Marion, 2005, p. 7).  For Marion, however, such inner-alterity is secondary to the primordial relation found in the outer-alterity, between the subject and that which transcends the psyche altogether.  I believe, to remain true to Levinas’ emphasis on exteriority and to not turn his thought into an ontological system, one must begin with the inter-subjective realm. It is to this I now turn.    
IV. Parallel Processing: Ethical Inter-subjectivity and the Self-ego Relation 
Is it possible that the Self-ego relation is preceded and, in fact, conditioned by the more primordial relation between the Same and Other?  I believe that it, in fact, is and that there is a parallel process between these two relations.  In other words, my ethical responsiveness to the exterior Other is determinative for how I relate to my inner-alterity.  If my relation to the Other is a murderous one by which I reduce infinity into sameness, then it seems highly likely that I will have difficulty relating to the mystery found in my own psyche.
  

Relational psychoanalysis has something to offer here by way of comparison.  Responding to the drive theory of psychoanalysis which prioritizes the intra-psychic over the inter-subjective, Stephen Mitchell states that “the representation of self which each of us forms is a secondary construction superimposed upon the more fundamental and fluid interactional reality” (Mitchell, 1988, p. 19).  For the relational psychoanalyst, the relationship constitutes the basic unit of study rather than beginning with some raw intra-psychic material such as the libido.  


The inter-subjective space between subject and Other is not simply a necessary and utilitarian instrument for my own realization.  There is a “curvature of inter-subjective space” that suggests an asymmetrical relationship, a relation in which the Other holds me hostage and has authority over me (Levinas, 1969, p. 291).  The Other comes at me from a height and grips me, halting me from my totalizing gaze and demanding that I give an ethical response.  This transforms the meaning and implications of Mitchell’s relational unit to include the experience of Divinity.  This is where I believe Jungian theory is at an advantage over most other perspectives.  Jung’s psychological model incorporates the intra-psychic experience of Otherness in the form of the numinous Self.  He also provides a well-developed and sophisticated account for the many ways that the Self-ego relation plays itself out and how the demands of the Self act as an ethical call upon the ego.   
Jung invites us to consider the relation between the ego and mysterious elements of unconscious as an ethical undertaking.  Consequently, my symptoms whether they be gnawing concerns of a generalize anxiety, deflating affect in depression, or even the paranoid delusions of one suffering from schizophrenia, are a call.  They are a call from the inner transcendent to a life of greater wholeness.  Jung offers us a hermeneutic for approaching symptoms not as impediments to functionality and thus in need of being excised. Rather, they are the constructive violence inflicted upon the ego by the Self.  Levinas’ prioritizing of exteriority, in turn, shows that one’s acceptance or rejection of this ethical undertaking depends first on the inter-subjective experience as detailed by Mitchell and other relational psychoanalysts.  
Huskinson’s argument would be better served, I believe, to consider the Self-ego relation as an auxiliary to the more fundamental relation that takes a place within the inter-subjective realm.  This alteration in Jungian theory has implications for not only more deeply understanding the reason why some individuals accept the calling of the divine within but also provides a vision for thinking about transformation not as self-actualization but as Other-actualization. In other words, one’s own inner transformation in adhering to the call of the Self becomes a welcomed byproduct of a more fundamental modification in how one relates to the face of the Other, and in this manner a parallel process is established in which two relations, one external and one internal, reflect each other in an on going dynamic interchange.  
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� However, is it not then conversely true that the ego’s relation with the Self is determinative of how I relate to the exterior Other?  Are my outer relations simply reflective of inner ones? This certainly makes good psychological sense and is often a guiding assumption in the analyst’s interpretations.  Philosophically, however, Levinas shows us that the subject’s ethical relation with an exterior Other is anarchic, it precedes my own being and conditions it.  To suggest otherwise is to fall into the solipsistic egoism of the Western philosophical tradition.  








