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Chapter |
Persons and Experience

that great and true Amphibian whose nature is disgdo live,
not only like other creatures in divers elements,ib divided
and distinguished worlds.

SIR THOMAS BROWNE, Religio Medici

|. EXperience as evidence

EVEN facts become fictions without adequate waysesing
"the facts". We do not need theories so much asxtperience
that is the source of the theory. We are not satiskith faith,
in the sense of an implausible hypothesis irratigrireeld: we
demand to experience the "evidence".

We can see other people"s behaviour, but not éxg@erience.
This has led some people to insist that psycholag/nothing
to do with the other person's experience, but anti his
behaviour.

The other person"s behaviour is an experience néniy
behaviour is an experience of the other. The thskaal
phenomenology is to relate my experience of thertsh
behaviour to the other"s experience of my behavildsiistudy is
the relation between experience and experienctuiesfield is
Inter-experience.

| see you, and you see me. | experience you, angyperience
me. | see your behaviour. You see my behaviour. Botnot
and never have and never will see yexperience of me. Just as
you cannot "see" my experience of you. My expemenicyou is
not "inside" me. It is simply you, as | experieryoel. And | do
not experience you as inside me. Similarly, | takkat you do
not experience me as inside you.



"My experience of you" is just another form of weifdr "you-
as-l-experience-you", and "your experience of nipiads "me-
as-you-experience-me". Your experience of me ignmsitle you
and my experience of you is not inside me,Jouir experience
of meisinvisible to me and my experience of you isinvisible to
you.

| cannot experience your experience. You cannogiepce my
experience. We are both invisible men. All meniavesible to
one another. Experience used to be called The &&pkrience
as invisibility of man to man is at the same timerenevident
than anythingOnly experience is evident. Experience is the
only evidence. Psychology is the logos of experience.
Psychology is the structure of tedgdence, and hence
psychology is the science of sciences.

If, however. experience is evidence, how can ome study the
experiencef the other? For the experienad the other is not
evident to me, as it is not and never can be arrexqce of
mine.

| cannot avoid trying to understand your experiehegause
although | do not experience your experience, whadhvisible
to me (and non-tastable, non-touchable, non-snie|laind
inaudible), yet | experience y@s experiencing.

| do not experience your experience. But | expegeyou as
experiencing. | experience myself as experiencegooy And |
experience you as experiencing yourself as expszteby me.
And so on.

The study of the experience of others, is basedferences |
make, from my experience of you experiencing meuahow
you are experiencing me experiencing you expensnmie....

Social phenomenology is the science of my own drutlers'
experience. It is concerned with the relation between my
experience of you and your experience of me. T)avith
inter-experience. It is concerned with your behaviour and my



behaviouras | experienceit, and your and my behaviour as you
experience it.

Since your and their experience is invisible toamemine is to
you and them, | seek to make evident to the othiersugh their
experience of my behaviour, what | infer of youpersence,
through my experience of your behaviour. This esdhux of
social phenomenology.

Natural science is concerned only with the obsésver
experience of things. Never with the way thimggerience us.
That is not to say that things do not react tcansg, to each
other.

Natural science knows nothing of the relation betwe
behaviour and experience. The nature of this pelas
mysterious - in Marcel"s sense. That is to sa, fitot an
objective problem. There is no traditional logicetpress it.
There is no developed method of understandingaitigra. But
this relation is the copula of our science if scemeans form
of knowledge adequate to its subject. The relation between
experience and behaviour is the stone that theldmsilwill
reject at their peril. Without it the whole strucwof our theory
and practice must collapse.

Experience is invisible to the other. But exper&ignot
"subjective" rather than "objective", not "innedther than
"outer", not process rather than praxis, not inpther than
output, not psychic rather than somatic, not sométful data
dredged up from introspection rather than extrospeclLeast
of all is experience "intrapsychic process". Suansactions,
object-relations, interpersonal relations, traresfiee, counter-
transference, as we suppose to go on between pa@piet the
interplay merely of two objects in space, each goed with
ongoing intra-psychic processes.

This distinction between outer and inner usualfgneto the
distinction between behaviour and experience; botetimes it
refers to some experiences that are supposed"toriss" in



contrast to others that are "outer". More accuydtak is a
distinction between different modalities of expade, namely,
perception (as outer) in contrast to imaginatian @s inner).
But perception, imagination, phantasy, reverieadrs,
memory, are simply differembodalities of experience, none
more "inner" or "outer" than any others.

Yet this way of talking does reflect a split in axperience. We
seem to live in two worlds, and many people arerawaly of
the "outer" rump. As long as we remember that theer"

world is not some space "inside" the body or thednthis way
of talking can serve our purpose. (It was good ghdor
William Blake.) The "inner", then, is our persoidibm of
experiencing our bodies, other people, the animate
inanimate world: imagination, dreams, phantasy, @bnd
that to ever further reaches of experience.

Bertrand Russell once remarked that the starsayae"s brain.

The stars as | perceive them are no more or lesg ibrain than
the stars as | imagine them. | do not imagine thebe in my
head, any more than | see them in my head.

The relation of experience to behaviour is not tfahner to
outer. My experience is not inside my head. My egnee of
this room is out there in the room.

To say that my experience is intra-psychic is &spppose that
there is a psyche that my experience is in My psysimy
experience, my experience is my psyche.

Many people used to believe that angels movedt#rs.dt now
appears that they do not. As a result of this &mdrevelations,
many people do not now believe in angels.

Many people used to believe that the "seat" okthd was

somewhere in the brain. Since brains began to baeawpup
frequently, no one has seen "the soul". As a reduhis and
like revelations, many people do not now believéhasoul.



Who could suppose that angels move the stars, 80 be
superstitious as to suppose that because one csamone's
soul at the end of a microscope it does not exist?

|1. Interpersonal experience and behaviour

Our task is both to experience and to conceivetimerete, that
Is to say, reality in its fullness and wholeness.

But this is quite impossible, immediately. Expetialty and
conceptually, we have fragments.

[Under person, th®xford English Dictionary gives eight
variants: a part played in a drama, or in lifejradividual
human being; the living body of a human being;abeial self
of a human being; a human being or body corponate o
corporation with rights or duties recognised in;l#weologically
applied, the three modes of the Divine Being in@woelhead,;
grammatically, each of the three classes of pros@unal
corresponding distinctions in verbs denoting thesqe
speaking, i.e. in the first, second, third persespectively, and
so on; zoologically, each individual of a compowumndolonial
organism - a zooid.

As we are concerned here with human beings, ournost
relevant variants are person as persona, masky@ag played,;
and person as actual self.]

We can begin from concepts of the single persam fthe
relations between two or more persons, from graugsom
society at large; or from the material world, antceive of
individuals as secondary. We can derive the matierdenants
of our individual and social behaviour from extdredgencies.
All these views are partial vistas and partial apis.
Theoretically one needs a spiral of expanding amdracting
schemata that enable us to move freely and without
discontinuity from varying degrees of abstractiomgyteater or
lesser degrees of concreteness. Theory is thelated vision
of experience. This book begins and ends with dreqm.



Can human beings be persons today? Can a man et
self with another man or woman ? Before we cansask an
optimistic question as "What is a personal relatiop ?", we
have to ask if a personal relationship is possinlggre persons
possible in our present situation? We are concerned wih th
possibility of man. This question can be asked ¢dmigugh its
facets. Is love possible ? Is freedom possible?

Whether or not all, or some, or no human beinggarsons, |
wish to define a person in a twofold way: in terofis
experience, as a centre of orientation of the dbgcniverse;
and in terms of behaviour, as the origin of actidtersonal
experience transforms a given field into a fieldn@é&ntion and
action: only through action can our experienceraesformed.
It is tempting and facile to regard "persons" aly geparate
objects in space, who can be studied as any o#terai objects
can be studied. But just as Kierkegaard remarkatdahe will
never find consciousness by looking down a micrpecat brain
cells or anything else, so one will never find passby studying
persons as though they were only objects. A passtre me or
you, he or she, whereby an object is experiencegltiese
centres of experience, and origins of actionsngjvn entirely
unrelated worlds of their own composition? Everyomest refer
here to their own experience. My own experienca esntre of
experience and origin of action tells me that thisot so. My
experience and my action occur in a social fieldeafprocal
influence and interaction. | experience myselfnitfeable as
Ronald Laing by myself and others, as experiengeahid acted
upon by others, who refer to that person | call™'a®"you" or
"him", or grouped together as "one of us" or "ohéhem" or
"one of you".

This feature of personal relations does not angbe
correlation of the behaviour of non-personal olgebtany
social scientists deal with their embarrassmerddawying its
occasion. Nevertheless, the natural scientific eviw|
complicated by the presence of certain identifiavigties, re-
identifiable reliably over periods of years, whasdaviour is



either the manifestation or a concealment of a \0éthe world
equivalent in ontological status to that of theeatist.

People may be observed to sleep, eat, walk, tadkire
relatively predictable ways. We must not be contettt
observation of this kind alone. Observation of lwéar must
be extended by inference to attributions about egpee. Only
when we can begin to do this can we really consthee
experiential-behavioural system that is the hunpeaties.

It is quite possible to study the visible, audildmellable
effulgences of human bodies, and much study of muma
behaviour has been in those terms. One can lungthtegvery
large numbers of units of behaviour and regard thea
statistical population, in no way different fronetmultiplicity
constituting a system of non-human objects. Butwitienot be
studying persons. In a science of persons, | skatlk as
axiomatic that: behaviour is a function of expecienand both
experience and behaviour are always in relaticsotoeone or
something other than self.

When two (or more) persons are in relation, thealbetur of
each towards the other is mediated by the expexibpeach of
the other, and the experience of each is mediatdlddo
behaviour of each. There is no contiguity betwéenltehaviour
of one person and that of the other. Much humamaehr can
be seen as unilateral or bilateagtempts to eliminate
experience. A person may treat anotsthough he was not a
person, and he may act himsatfthough he was not a person.
There is no contiguity between one person's expesi@nd
another. My experience of you is always mediateduth your
behaviour. Behaviour that is the direct consequence of impac
as of one billiard-ball hitting another, or expege directly
transmitted to experience, as in the possible aafsestra-
sensory perception, is not personal.

[11. Normal alienation from experience



The relevance of Freud to our time is largely hsght and, to a
very considerable extent, hdesmonstration that theordinary
person is a shrivelled, desiccated fragment of \@hagrson can
be.

As adults, we have forgotten most of our childhauat, only its
contents but its flavour; as men of the world, vaedy know of
the existence of the inner world: we barely rememnale
dreams, and make little sense of them when weglfmraour
bodies, we retain-just sufficient proprioceptivasations to
coordinate our movements and to ensure the minimal
requirements for biosocial survival to registergag, signals
for food, sex, defecation, sleep; beyond thatelit nothing.
Our capacity to think, except in the service of twa are
dangerously deluded in supposing is our self-istesnd in
conformity with common sense, is pitifully limitedur capacity
even to see, hear, touch, taste and smell is soidéd in veils
of mystification that an intensive discipline of-learning is
necessary foanyone before one can begin to experience the
world afresh, with innocence, truth and love.

And immediate experience of, in contrast to bediefaith in, a
spiritual realm of demons, spirits, Powers, Dommsio
Principalities, Seraphim and Cherubim, the Lightven more
remote. As domains of experience become more tlies, we
need greater and greater openmindedness evendeizemf
their existence.

Many of us do not know, or even believe, that eveght we
enter zones of reality in which we forget our wakilifie as
regularly as we forget our dreams when we awakéaNo
psychologists know of phantasy as a modality oleeemce,
and the, as it were, contrapuntal interweavindhefdifferent
experiential modes. Many who are aware of pharttafigve
that phantasy is the farthest that experience goéder "normal”
circumstances. Beyond that are simply "patholofjizahes of
hallucinations, phantasmagoric mirages, delusions.



This state of affairs represents an almost unbaitikey
devastation of our experience. Then there is emipdyter about
maturity, love, joy, peace.

This is itself a consequence of and further occafothe
divorce of our experience, such as is left ofrtnd our
behaviour. What we call "normal" is a product ginession,
denial, splitting, projection, introjection and etlforms of
destructive action on experience (see below).rdscally
estranged from the structure of being.

The more one sees this, the more senseless icatoue with
generalised descriptions of supposedly specificaithyizoid,
schizophrenic, hysterical "mechanisms".

There are forms of alienation that are relativéigrsge to
statistically "normal"” forms of alienation. The 'maally"
alienated person, by reason of the fact that heeraote or less
like everyone else, is taken to be sane. Otherdaialienation
that are out of step with the prevailing statelmreation are
those that are labelled by the "normal" majoritypad or mad.

The condition of alienations of being asleep, ahge
unconscious, of being out of one"s mind, is theditoon of the
normal man.

Society highly values its normal man. It educataklceen to
lose themselves and to become absurd, and thesriormal.

Normal men have killed perhaps 100,000,000 of ttediow
normal men in the last fifty years.

Our behaviour is a function of our experience. Weaacording
to the way we see things.

If our experience is destroyed, our behaviour will be destructive.

If our experience is destroyed, we have lost oun salves.
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How much humairbehaviour, whether the interactions between
persons themselves or between groups and groupgeligible
in terms of humamexperience? Either our inter-human
behaviour is unintelligible, in that we are simfe passive
vehicles of inhuman processes, whose ends aresasreas
they are at present outside our control, or our belmaviour
towards each other is a function of our own expeeeand our
own intentions, however alienated we are from thienthe

latter case, we must take final responsibility\idrat we make

of what we are made of.

We will find no intelligibility in behaviour if wesee it as an
Inessential phase in an essentially inhuman prov¥ésdave
had accounts of men as animals, men as machinesasne
biochemical complexes with certain ways of theimpwut there
remains the greatest difficulty in achieving a hama
understanding of man in human terms.

Men at all times have been subject, as they balieve
experienced, to forces from the stars, from thesgodfrom
forces that now blow through society itself, appegaas the
stars once did to determine human fate.

Men have, however, always been weighed down ngtlonl
their sense of subordination to fate and chancerdained
external necessities or contingencies, but by aestrat their
very own thoughts and feelings, in their most iratien
interstices, are the outcome, the resultant, afgsses which
they undergo.

A man can estrange himself from himself by mystifyhimself
and others. He can also have what he does staenHim by
the agency of others.

If we are stripped of experience, we are strippfealio deeds;
and if our deeds are, so to say, taken out of ands like toys
from the hands of children, we are bereft of oumhnity. We
cannot be deceived. Men can and do destroy the ity
other men, and the condition of this possibilityhat we are
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interdependent. We are not self-contained monaat$ucing no
effects on each other except our reflections. Véebath acted
upon, changed for good or ill, by other men; andaneeagents
who act upon others to affect them in different svdyach of us
Is the other to the others. Man is a patient-ageggnt-patient,
interexperiencing and interacting with his fellows.

It is quite certain that unless we can regulateb&imaviour
much more satisfactorily than at present, then ngegaing to
exterminate ourselves. But as we experience th&lyso we
act, and this principle holds even when action eafecrather
than discloses our experience.

We are not able even think adequately about the behaviour
that is at the annihilating edge. But what we thsless than
what we know: what we know is less than what welavhat
we love is so much less than what there is. Antidb precise
extent we are so much less than what we are.

Yet if nothing else, each time a new baby is boeré is a
possibility of reprieve. Each child is a new beiagyotential
prophet, a new spiritual prince, a new spark dftligrecipitated
into the outer darkness. Who are we to decideltimhopeless?

V. Phantasy as a mode of experience

The "surface" experience of self and other emelges a less
differentiated experiential matrix. Ontogeneticdhyg very early
experiential schemata are unstable, and are suteubiurut
never entirely. To a greater or lesser extentfiteeways in
which the world has made sense to us continuesderpin our
whole subsequent experience and actions. Oumfagtof
experiencing the world is largely what psychoartslysve
called phantasy. This modality has its own validity own
rationality. Infantile phantasy may become a closedave, a
dissociated undeveloped "unconscious", but thisl met be so.
This eventuality is another form of alienation. Riasy as
encountered in many people today is split off fiwhat the
person regards as his mature, sane, rational, exipdrience.
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We do not then see phantasy in its true functidrelkperienced
merely as an inclusive, sabotaging infantile nuzgan

For most of our social life, we largely gloss otles underlying
phantasy level of our relationship.

Phantasy is a particular way of relating to theld:dt is part of,
sometimes the essential part of, the meaning @esisens:
Merleau-Ponty) implicit in action. As relationshigg may be
dissociated from it: as meaning we may not grasgsit
experience it may escape our notice in differentsvdhat is, it
Is possible to speak of phantasy being "unconstidu$is
general statement is always given specific coniuotat

However, although phantasy can be unconscioussthat
although we may be unaware of experience in thidanor
refuse to admit that our behaviour implies an eigoeial
relationship or a relational experience that giv@smeaning,
often apparent to others if not to ourselves prsanteed not be
thus split from us, whether in terms of its contenimodality.

Phantasy, in short, as | am using the term, isydvexperiential,
and meaningful: and, if the person is not disseddtom it,
relational in a valid way.

Two people sit talking. The one (Peter) is makinmpant to the
other (Paul). He puts his point of view in diffetevays to Paul
for some time, but Paul does not understand.

Let usimagine what may be going on, in the sense that | mean
by phantasy. Peter is trying to get through to Pidalfeels that
Paul is being needlessly closed up against hibedomes
increasingly important to him to soften, or gebifaul. But

Paul seems hard, impervious and cold. Peter feeils Iheating
his head against a brick wall. He feels tired, hegse
progressively more empty as he sees he is falimglly he

gives up.
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Paul feels, on the other hand, that Peter is prgdep hard. He
feels he has to fight him off. He doesn"t underdtahat Peter
Is saying, but feels that he has to defend hinisath an assault.

The dissociation of each from his phantasy, angtistasy of
the other, betokens the lack of relationship oheachimself
and each to the other. They are both more anddésed to
each other "in phantasy" than each pretends to hartself and
the other.

Here, two roughly complementary phantasy experiemgklly
belie the calm manner in which two men talk to eeitter,
comfortably ensconced in their armchairs.

It is mistaken to regard the above description assiyj
metaphorical.

V. The negation of experience

There seems to be no agent more effective thamanperson
in bringing a world for oneself alive, or, by agte, a gesture,
or a remark, shrivelling up the reality in whicheois lodged.
The physical environment unremittingly offers usgibilities
of experience, or curtails them. The fundamentahé
significance of architecture stems from this. Tlaygof
Athens, as Pericles so lucidly stated, and theonadfrso many
features of the modern megalopolis is that the &sremhanced
and the latter constricts man"s consciousness.

Here however | am concentrating upon what we duwutselves
and to each other.

Let us take the simplest possible interpersonameh Consider
Jack and Jill in relation. Then Jack"s behaviowraals Jill is
experienced by Jill in particular ways. How sheexignces him
affects considerably how she behaves towards how she
behaves towards him influences (without by any reaatally
determining) how he experiences her. And his eepeg of her
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contributes to his way of behaving towards her Whicturn . . .
etc.

Each person may take two fundamentally distinguoEhtorms
of action in this interpersonal system. Each mayadis own
experience or upon the other person"s experieamckthereis
no other form of personal action possible within this system.
That is to say, as long as we are considering parsaxtion of
self to self or self to other, the only way one eaer act is on
one"s own experience or on the other"s experience.

Personal action can either open out possibilittesnoched
experience or it can shut off possibilities. Peed@ttion is
either predominantly validating, confirming, encaging,
supportive, enhancing, or it is invalidating, distaning,
discouraging, undermining and constricting. It bancreative or
destructive.

In a world where the normal condition is one oéaétion, most
personal action must be destructive both of one/ls o
experience and of that of the other. | shall oetlwere some of
the ways this can be done. | leave the readerrsider from his
own experience how pervasive these kinds of a@ien

Under the heading of "defence mechanisms", psydigsis
describes a number of ways in which a person besome
alienated from himself. For example, repressionjale
splitting, projection, introjection. These "meclams" are often
described in psychoanalytic terms as themselvesohstious”,
that is, the person himself appears to be unavmatehe is doing
this to himself. Even when a person develops seffiansight
to see that "splitting", for example, is going be,usually
experiences this splitting as indeed a mechanisig say, an
impersonal process which has taken over, whichaheobserve
but cannot control or stop.

There is thus some phenomenological validity ieméfhg to
such "defences" by the term "mechanism". But wetmasstop
there. They have this mechanical quality, becauseeérson as
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he experiences himself is dissociated from themapfeears to
himself and to others to suffer from them. Theynsée be
processes he undergoes, and as such he expetemsetf as a
patient, with a particular psychopathology.

But this is so only from the perspective of his calienated
experience. As he becomes de alienated he isiadtleffall to
become aware of them, if he has not already donargbthen
to take the second, even more crucial, step ofrpesgyely
realising that these are things he does or has omenself.
Process becomes converted back to praxis, thenpageomes
an agent.

Ultimately it is possible to regain the ground thas been lost.
These defence mechanisms are actions taken byetherpon
his own experience. On top of this he has dissediatmself
from his own action. The end-product of this twadfglolence is
a person who no longer experiences himself fullg psrson,
but as a part of a person, invaded by destructive
psychopathological "mechanisms" in the face of Wiie is a
relatively helpless victim.

These "defences" are action on oneself. But "defg&hare not
only intrapersonal, they ateanspersonal. | act not only on
myself, | can act upon you. And you act not onlyonrself,
you act upon me. In each case ezperience.

If Jack succeeds in forgetting something, thisf isttbe use if
Jill continues to remind him of it. He must indugsr not to do
so. The safest way would be not just to make hep kriiet
about it, but to induce her to forget it also.

Jack may act upon Jill in many ways. He may makdded
guilty for keeping on "bringing it up". He magvalidate her
experience. This can be done-more or less radiddéycan
indicate merely that it is unimportant or trivialhereas it is
Important and significant to her. Going further,da® shift the
modality of her experience from memory to imagination:s'lt"
all in your imagination." Further still, he can adidate the
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content. "It never happened that way." Finally, he carailidate
not only the significance, modality and content, lver very
capacity to remember at all, and make her feetygfor doing
So into the bargain.

This is not unusual. People are doing such thiagsath other
all the time. In order for such transpersonal idation to work,
however, it is advisable to overlay it with a thjgitina of
mystification. For instance, by denying that tlsisvhat one is
doing, and further invalidating any perception tih# being
done, by ascriptions such as "How can you thinkisuthing 1"
"You must be paranoid.” And so on.

VI. The experience of negation

There are many varieties of experience of laclabsence, and
many subtle distinctions between the experiengeeghtion and
the negation of experience.

All experience is both active and passive, theyuniitthe given
and the construed; and the construction one platcegat is
given can be positive or negative: it is what oasigs or fears
or is prepared to accept, or it is not. The elenoémiegation is
in every relationship and every experience of retathip. The
distinction between the absence of relationshipd,the
experience of every relationship as an absentieeidivision
between loneliness and a perpetual solitude, betwearvisional
hope or hopelessness and a permanent despairafthideel |
play in generating this state of affairs determwwbst | feel |
can or should do about it.

The first intimations of non-being may have beanlireast or
mother as absent. This seems to have been Fraugijesion.
Winnicott writes of "the hole", the creation of hotg by
devouring the breast. Bion relates the origin outht to the
experience of no-breast. The human being, in Sargem,
does not create being, but rather injects non-bitogthe
world, into an original plenitude of being.
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Nothing, as experience, arises as absence of s@eneeon
something. No friends, no relationships, no pleasao
meaning in life, no ideas, no mirth, no money. Apleed to
parts of the body - no breast, no penis, no godzhdrcontents -
emptiness. The listis, in principle, endless. Takgthing, and
Imagine its absence.

Being and non-being is the central theme of allgsoiphy, East
and West. These words are not harmless and innoedul
arabesques, except in the professional philosopbism
decadence.

We are afraid to approach the fathomless and bégtsm
groundlessness of everything.

"There"s nothing to be afraid of." The ultimatesgarance, and
the ultimate terror.

We experience the objects of our experience as thehe
outside world. The source of our experience seerbg butside
ourselves. In the creative experience, we expegiéme source
of the created images, patterns, sounds, to béwathrselves
but still beyond ourselves. Colours emanate frasowace of
pre-light itself unlit, sounds from silence, pati®from
formlessness. This pre-formed pre-light, this prersl, this pre-
form is nothing, and yet it is the source of a#tated things.

We are separated from and related to one anotlysiqgally.
Persons as embodied beings relate to each otloeigihithe
medium of space. And we are separated and joinediby
different perspectives, educations, backgroundgrosations,
group-loyalties, affiliations, ideologies, socioe@omic class
interests, temperaments. These social "things"uhié us are
by the same token so mathyngs, so many social figments that
come between us. But if we could strip away allgkigencies
and contingencies, and reveal to each other owgchpkesence ?
If you take away everything, all the clothes, tisgdises, the
crutches, the grease paint, also the common pspjet games
that provide the pretexts for the occasions thaguerade as
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meetings - if we could meet, if there were suclappening, a
happy coincidence of human beings, what would nepasate
us?

Two people with first and finally nothing betwees Between
us nothing. No thing. That which is really "betw&eannot be
named by any things that come between. The betigatself
no-thing.

If | draw a pattern on a piece of paper, here ia@ion | am
taking on the ground of my experience of my simat\What do
| experience myself as doing and what intentionren@Am |
trying to convey something to someone (communicdfdm |
rearranging the elements of some internal kalewmjasgigsaw
(invention) ? Am I trying to discover the propestief the new
Gestalten that emerge (discovery) ? Am | amazed that
something is appearing that did not exist befof&at these
lines did not exist on this paper until | put thédrare? Here we
are approaching thexperience of creation and of nothing.

What is called a poem is compounded perhaps of
communication, invention, fecundation, discovempduction,
creation. Through all the contention of intentiamsl motives a
miracle has occurred. There is something new utidesun;
being has emerged from non-being; a spring hasledlaut of
a rock.

Without the miracle nothing has happened. Machanes
already becoming better at communicating with ezbler than
human beings are with human beings. The situasiamnical.
More and more concern about communication, lesdemsdto
communicate.

We are not so much concerned with experienceslmhdfa
gap" in theory or knowledge, of filling up a hotd,occupying
an empty space. It is not a question of puttingesbmginto
nothing, but of the creation of somethiog of nothing.Ex
nihilo. The no thing out of which the creation emergégsa
purest, is not an empty space, or an empty stdttme.
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At the point of non-being we are at the outer reaabf what
language can state, but we can indicate by langwage
language cannot say what it cannot say. | canryoivbat
cannot be said, but sounds can make us listeretsilénce.
Within the confines of language it is possiblertdicate when
the dots must begin.... But in using a word, afett sound,
OM, one cannot put a sound to soundlessness, c& tiaam
unnameable.

The silence of the preformation expressed in armltih
language, cannot be expressed by language. Buidgegcan be
used to convey what it cannot say - by its inteestj by its
emptiness and lapses, by the latticework of wawstax, sound
and meanings. The modulations of pitch and volueimeéate
the form precisely by not filling in the spacesvietn the lines.
But it is a grave mistake to mistake the linesthar pattern, or
the pattern for that which it is patterning.

"The sky is blue" suggests that there is a substaldky" that

Is "blue”. This sequence of subject verb objectylmch "is"

acts as the copula uniting sky and blue, is a nekgsunds, and
syntax, signs and symbols, in which we are faidgnpletely
entangled and which separates us from at the Sareeas it
refers us to that ineffable sky-blue-sky. The skplue and blue
Is not sky, sky is not blue. But in saying "the sky iaddl we say
"the sky" "is". The sky exists and it is blue. "E&rves to unite
everything and at the same time "is" is not anthefthings that
it unites.

None of the things that are united by "is" can thelves qualify
"Is". "Is" is not this, that, or the next, or anyth. Yet "is" is the
condition of the possibility of all things. "Is" teat no-thing
whereby all things are. "Is" as no-thing, is thaieneby all
things are. And the condition of the possibilityasfything being
at all, is that it is in relation to that whichstnot.

That is to say, the ground of the being of all gsirs the
relation between them. This relationship is thg, tise being of
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all things, and the being of all things is itsaditimng. Man
creates in transcending himself in revealing hifngalt what
creates, wherefrom and whereto, the clay, the padtlae potter,
are all not-me. | am the witness, the medium, teasion of a
happening that the created thing makes evident.

Man, most fundamentally, is not engaged in thealiscy of
what is there, nor in production, nor even in comioation, nor
in invention. He is enabling being to emerge fromneing.

The experience of being the actual medium for dicoal
process of creation takes one past all depressipareecution
or vain glory, past, even, chaos or emptiness,thrtovery
mystery of that continual flip of non-being intoibg, and can
be the occasion of that great liberation when oake® the
transition from being afraid of nothing, to theligation that
there is nothing to fear. Nevertheless, it is veagy to lose
one"s way at any stage, and especially when oneasest.

Here can be great joy, but it is as easy to be tedrgy the
process as to swing with it. It will require an atimagination
from those who do not know from their own experemtat
hell this borderland between being and non-beimgbscome.
But that is what imagination is for.

One"s posture or stance in relation to the acrocgss can
become decisive from the point of view of madneassamity.

There are men who feel called upon to generate #nanselves
out of nothing, since their underlying feeling st they have
not been adequately created or have been crealgtbon
destruction.

If there are no meanings, no values, no sourcesiésance or
help, then man, as creator, must invent, conjuree@nings
and values, sustenance and succour out of notHmes a
magician.
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A man may indeed produce something new- a poerattarp, a
sculpture, a system of ideas - think thoughts nbeéore
thought, produce sights never before seen. Litleekit is he
likely to derive from his own creativity. The phasy is not
modified by such "acting out", even the sublimé@sie fate that
awaits the creator, after being ignored, negleatedpised, is,
luckily or unluckily according to point of view, oe discovered
by the non-creative.

There are sudden, apparently inexplicable suidig@smust be
understood as the dawn of a hope so horrible arrdwimg that
it is unendurable.

In our "normal” alienation from being, the personoshas a
perilous awareness of the non-being of what we take being
(the pseudo-wants, pseudo-values, pseudo-realitide
endemic delusions of what are taken to be lifedeath and so
on) gives us in our present epoch the acts ofiore#tat we
despise and crave.

Words in a poem, sounds in movement, rhythm inepac
attempt to recapture personal meaning in persanaland
space from out of the sights and sounds of a depalised,
dehumanised world. They are bridgeheads into &tieitory.
They are acts of insurrection. Their source is ftbeSilence at
the centre of each of us. Wherever and whenevér gsudorl

of patterned sound or space is established inxtesreal world,
the power that it contains generates new linegiakels whose
effects are felt for centuries.

The creative breath "comes from a zone of man winene
cannot descend, even if Virgil were to lead hinn \Magil
would not go down there".

This zone, the zone of no-thing, of the silencsilgnces, is the
source. We forget that we are all there all theetim

An activity has to be understood in terms of thpegience from
which it emerges. These arabesques that mysteyieagbody
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mathematical truths only glimpsed by a very fevowh
beautiful, how exquisite - no matter that they wiieethreshing
and thrashing of a drowning man.

We are here beyond all questions except thoseiof l@ad non-
being, incarnation, birth, life and death.

Creationex nihilo has been pronounced impossible even for
God. But we are concerned with miracles. We muat tres
music of those Braque guitars (Lorca).

From the point of view of a man alienated fromduosirce
creation arises from despair and ends in failutg.dBich a man
has not trodden the path to the end of time, tloeodispace, the
end of darkness, and the end of light. He doesmaiv that
where it all ends, there it all begins.
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