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CHAPTER I 

 

THE EMERGENCE OF THE PERSON 

 

 We have already stated that humans are beings that create themselves. Today we want 

to look at the most recent phase of this process of humans that create themselves. In this 

most recent phase, we say that humans have become capable of being Persons; what we must 

do then is specify what we mean by the concept of Person. 

 It is important that we establish that humanity evolves by steps. The evolution of this 

most recent accomplishment, of the ability for humans to become Persons, has been 

happening for at least the last three thousand years. 

 Before we define the concept of the Person, let us try to understand yet another 

concept. If we look closely at both human evolution and the evolution of nature, it seems we 

can deduce that a law exists that acts in a very peculiar way when compared to other 

evolutionary laws. I would like to call this “the law of the impossible”; as we can see that 

what seemed impossible in a previous evolutionary stage becomes possible in a later one. 

 Let’s look at some examples: in the context of the plant world movement is 

impossible, but when we look at the animal world we can see that animals can move; thus 

movement has become possible. 

 Let’s stay within the animal world. We can see that from forms of live that could 

survive only by staying in water forms of life developed that were capable of living on land. 

Further yet: these forms of animal life on land were not capable of flying, and at some point 

this, too, became possible for some of these animal forms. 

 I have brought your attention to these examples because it seems possible to see that 

within the human world what we have just named “the law of the impossible” is the most 

important of all the laws that govern evolution. What was not possible for human beings 

who could not yet speak became possible when humanity acquired language; similarly, what 

was impossible for humans who had acquired language but could not yet write became 

possible when they began to transmit messages using this tool. 
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 Is the drive to create something that was formerly considered impossible within 

modern man as well? I believe that it is. 

 The human being itself is the result of the passage from an animal life form to a life 

form that is no longer animal. What this means is that humanity is no longer completely 

governed by its instincts, it also uses its own will power. To be able to detach from one’s 

instincts and grow, after having made a conscious decision to do so, a decision that is the 

result of using intelligence and rationality, is something that humanity has not always been 

able to do. It is the result of humanity’s making a step towards something considered 

impossible before. This step has required an effort on the part of millions of human beings 

over the course of millions of years. 

 Another example of an evolutionary step: a psyche in the animal world exists, just as it 

does within humanity, but the human psyche is by now very different from the animal one. 

Is there a spiritual dimension within the animal world? No, there isn’t; this is something 

humanity has created and it was impossible when humanity was still completely immersed in 

its animal dimension. 

 We could go on and make thousands of other examples of things that were once 

impossible and that have become possible later on. Why do children and adults go to the 

circus or to the stadium, to a concert or to the theater? Because they can see things there that 

are not within the normal experience of common people. What was impossible for humanity 

as it slowly stepped away from its animal dimension? At one point, it was impossible to 

affirm that a personal I, an I who is a subject, existed. Human beings developed gradually, 

and created their I. In the beginning, of course, this I is not endowed with freedom. The first 

type of freedom humans claimed was in affirming, I am not like a bee, which must always 

make its hive in the same way, I can build myself a nest within a cave or on stilts. The first 

type of freedom consists in not being determined to necessarily always do things in the exact 

same way. We develop freedom by continually reducing the amount of deterministic 

instincts that pertain to our animal nature. 

 We thus have a series of creations, of things humanity has gradually perfected over 

time. First of all, we have, let’s say, a corporeal creation, where humanity conceived of its 

own body was in such a way that it was capable of developing its limbs. As a result, they 

became different from how they were originally. Then, there is a type of creation that 

happened within human beings, which had to do with the growth of its I as a Subject. Then 

came the affirmation of its freedom to be able to overcome various types of determinism, 

and there is the creation of human beings into Societies, or rather an affirmation of their 

being in relation to others and to the environment around them. 
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 What is it that I am affirming when I say that the result of all this growth, of this 

gradual passage from the impossible to what is possible, is the emergence of the I Person? 

What I am intimating at is an affirmation of an I  that is an end unto itself and unto no one 

else. 

 Think of something like this, an absurd possible example from Roman times. For a 

Roman, who knows that his life belongs to the Emperor, such an affirmation would be 

heresy. However, that is exactly when the concept of a Person begins to emerge, in the 

differentiation between the free man, who has certain rights, and a slave who has none at all. 

 In that time period we still had the affirmation of the right of the State, of the 

Emperor, over every human life, and a new concept began to emerge that would keep on 

pushing forward. This concept is of the individual finalized only to himself, and today even 

the common man or woman can say that he or she is a person and not a thing. Based on this 

concept we have also seen the emergence of the feminist movement. We can see how this 

evolution has gradually taken place. The concept of the person as an end unto itself is a full 

affirmation of freedom and personal identity. But the concept of the Person also contains two 

abilities: the ability to love oneself and the ability to love others. 

 “Love thy neighbor as thyself” comes from the Hebrew civilization; in this type of 

culture, love of oneself was affirmed, and it offered a guide for how to love others. 

 Christian civilization then emphasized the ability to love others even more strongly, 

while the ability to love oneself was eliminated because it was defined as egotistical. There 

was a gradual loss of the positive conception of love for oneself. 

  

COMMENT: Then we also have the possibility to go backwards, to go back from what is 

possible today to what was impossible yesterday. 

 

ANTONIO: Exactly, there are also times of regression. We could say that humanity 

progresses also according to the law of the pendulum: sometimes it swings to the right, 

sometimes it swings to the left. 

 

COMMENT: So not only is it difficult to go forward, but we also have to contend with 

regressions. Why is that? 
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ANTONIO: This happens because when humanity is completely immersed in developing a 

certain quality, it forgets about all the previous things it has acquired. During the next step, 

though, it recovers everything that had been hitherto acquired and then lost. This is the 

mystery of the return to our origins that comes back up again, in alternating centuries. 

 

COMMENT: Thus, we first have a regression, and then we have a new phase of progress 

that brings us further ahead than before. 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, we go through a regression because in every new phase we turn all our 

attention toward reaching a certain dimension previously considered impossible. Due to this 

effort, it becomes temporarily impossible for humanity to maintain everything it had 

acquired previously. 

 

COMMENT: Nevertheless, there are some limits as to how far we can go forward. 

 

ANTONIO: Of course there are limits. I also think that when we are going through a 

regression, the push that is necessary to reach the next step depends on the circumstances. 

 

COMMENT: But isn’t there the danger that at some point this process becomes a vicious 

circle? 

 

ANTONIO: No, at least not in my way of looking at it. I think that humanity grows in a 

spiral motion. This spiral movement is a new image that I am proposing; sometimes 

language is limited and I am unable to express everything I want to with only one concept, 

so I must use more than one image to illustrate different aspects of the same problem. 

 I think you are all aware of the various “impossibles” that we all experience. 

 How difficult it is to be an end unto ourselves! Every type of psychotherapy aims at 

solving the problem of parents’ continual exploitation of their children. 

 Here, then, is another conception of what is impossible. Through analysis, we have 

learned how to render possible the accomplishment of this impossible dimension, that is, 

how we can detach ourselves from the need to be an end unto the needs of our father, our 

mother or of someone else, and to finally dedicate ourselves to “our own” needs and ideals. 
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 We can say the same thing when we look at the experience of freedom. Freedom is a 

concept that gains depth while I make the effort to become an end unto myself. I could say 

the same thing about the concept of identity. Who suffocates my identity? Other people’s 

needs do, my parents’ needs and society’s needs. Why do I allow this to happen? Because I 

need my parents’ love and I need society’s approval. I am willing to give up my identity to 

satisfy these needs, until I am strong enough to be able to give them up and decide to 

develop my own identity, and no longer the one that my father, or mother, or Society or 

Church has established for me. 

 

 All of the elements that I have mentioned up until now are all included in the ability 

to love oneself. Today it takes courage to love oneself. Saint Augustine taught us the exact 

opposite: “Amor Dei usque ad contemptum sui” – the love of God to the point of self-

disdain. 

 To love oneself today requires continual and courageous effort: those who do not 

respect themselves as Persons, those who are not free, who don’t have their own identity, 

cannot love themselves. And those who do not love themselves cannot experience Joy. 

 The courage that it takes to affirm these dimensions of human beings as Persons is 

modern man’s most fundamental virtue; it represents the impossible that must become 

possible. My intention has been to delineate the evolution of human beings as Persons in fieri 

{in the course of being created, a potential that is being developed} , as we slowly emerge as 

personal Subjects that are an end unto ourselves in terms of our freedom, our identity and 

our ability to love ourselves and others. Are there any questions? 

 

COMMENT: It seems to me that humanity right now is heading towards hatred and the 

destruction of the world. What about that? 

 

ANTONIO: It’s true. We were looking at the fact that in this historical moment the ability 

to love oneself does not exist; it has been destroyed. We have acknowledged the Catholic 

mentality as the cause of this destruction, which has imposed that love of others come way 

before love of oneself. Clearly, this is not the only cause. I believe that for our purposes the 

most important cause behind the destruction of the ability to love oneself lies in the type of 

destruction that society has inflicted on women’s bodies.  
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The consequence has been that intrauterine life, for both women and men, is no 

longer as it should be; the mother’s body no longer gives the fetus what it needs. How does 

humanity face the frustrations that it experiences while in the maternal womb? It becomes 

ambivalent, between love, because that’s what it needs, and hatred, because of the frustration 

it has experienced. In the worst-case scenarios, hatred prevails over love; rather, desperation 

prevails over the possibility to find a solution, a way out. Therefore, this desperation brings 

us to “destroy the womb that is the Earth”, to the destructiveness we mentioned earlier. 

 

COMMENT: So it could be that evolution could bring with it also destruction? 

 

ANTONIO: It could, it most certainly could. In fact, we are currently witnessing a massive 

explosion of hatred towards the maternal womb. Where love is able to find a solution to 

ambivalence, desperation can be overcome, and therefore it won’t be necessary to keep 

marching towards total destructiveness; it will be possible to build a better womb for our 

future children. 

 

COMMENT: What do you think about the mass suicide that happened in Guyana {the Jim 

Jones cult suicide in 1978}? 

 

ANTONIO: I think it was the collective expression of the desperation felt in a social group 

that was completely incapable of finding a means of expressing its ambivalence between love 

and hatred. What do these … I was about to say fanatics, but instead, what did these poor 

souls do? First they left California, which they say is a beautiful place, and they moved to 

Guyana. Why? Because California was no longer a welcoming womb for them and they went 

looking for another one in Guyana. 

 But because their hatred was so great, they were incapable of affirming their love for 

life even there. They couldn’t get out of the love-hate deadlock, and they were overcome by 

desperation, with its most direct consequence: suicide. In this situation, we see this problem 

acted out in a macroscopic way, but we can see how it happens all the time, either on the 

streets, with people who kill themselves driving, or with people who kill themselves through 

psychosomatic illnesses. 

 

COMMENT: I don’t see the connection there! 
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ANTONIO: Instead, there is one! The point of departure is the same, only the way one gets 

to the destination changes. In all these cases the point of departure is found in the 

impossibility of getting out of the ambivalence between love and hatred and thus of finding 

a way to solve one’s desperation – which would allow one to develop a positive relationship 

with the womb, with the mother, with the world, with life. 

 In Guyana, a group of people got together and they all started believing in a crazy 

message, that they would be able to reach a new resurrection if, by destroying themselves, 

they would have been able to destroy this horrible world, that by now is impossible to 

change. There they expressed their desperation through mass suicide; here, we do it in other 

ways. Do you have any other doubts about this? 

 

COMMENT: Yes, I do, but it is on a different level, it instead has to do with society and 

politics. 

 

ANTONIO: Would you like to look at that too? Can we still find the common cause that we 

are looking at here? In politics, the same laws apply. There, too, what people are fighting for 

is a way to overcome ambivalence. Where desperation prevails, terrorism is the result, which 

is an extreme expression of powerlessness and desperation. I am referring to the type of 

terrorism that we are experiencing today, I don’t know if all types of terrorism are the same. 

 

COMMENT: It seems to me that you have made a leap here. Before you spoke of absolute 

self-creation, which is something I can’t quite grasp. Humanity hasn’t ever been able to 

accomplish its goals, to the point where it had to project its creation outside of itself, since it 

could not do so by itself! Now you’re talking about humanity’s desire to improve its ability to 

live with others, etc... But does this have to do with validating the law of self-creation in an 

absolute way, even in biological terms? 

 

ANTONIO: I am not quite sure what your question is. Can you reformulate it? 

COMMENT: It seems to me that you are talking about the evolution of our society to 

justify … 
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ANTONIO: Oh no, maybe this is where the problem lies. It’s one thing if we observe 

evolution through the millennia that human beings have existed, and it’s another if we look 

at a period of one hundred years. In the first case, we can see a path, an evolution. In the 

second case, we can see a few things, but we cannot have an exact idea of what is happening. 

 

COMMENT: This seems to me to be a fantasy. 

 

ANTONIO: But why? Let’s look at the facts. Forty million years ago, humanity as we know 

it today did not exist, and today it does. What happened during this stretch of time? There 

was an evolution. And from now to another forty million years in the future? I certainly can’t 

predict what will happen, but I do know there will be other transformations, that yet other 

things that today we think are impossible will become possible.  

So my question is; what are the things that I consider impossible today that I want to 

transform into things that are possible? What I want to do is offer you a dynamic image of 

humanity that creates itself, not a static one. Of course, it could also destroy itself. To stop 

this self-destruction what I can do is to find a way out of my own personal love-hate 

ambivalence. And if I find it, I can offer my solution to others as well. 

 

COMMENT: I would like to know what this law of the impossible really means, since it’s 

clear that this is a reality that is evolving and that today what is not possible, tomorrow will 

be. 

 

ANTONIO: This is my conclusion: according to the various theologies and metaphysical 

theories, in the beginning there was Nothingness on one side and God on the other, and 

God supposedly created this universe, humanity and everything else from this Nothingness. 

And why would God have done this? So that he could lead humanity through earthly life to 

the hereafter, where it will enjoy bliss, or the vision of God himself. Therefore, for the 

traditional theologies the goal of this whole reality is supposedly human bliss, in some 

unknown hereafter.  

What instead is my conclusion? My anthropology? That Nothingness does not exist, 

but Being exists, Being in all different forms. This Being gradually transforms itself, it 

transcends itself following the law of the impossible. And what is impossible for this Being? 
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To transform itself into LOVE. And for what purpose? To obtain Joy. To obtain Joy in the 

hereafter? No, to obtain it in this life, on this earth. 

The important thing is that joy is a direct consequence of love and love implies a 

transformation. Isn’t it true that a qualitative transformation came about in our bodies the 

first time we made love? Isn’t it true that one can tell at a distance a person who has made 

love, from one who has never done so? Just like with this experience, there are many others 

that transform one’s being and make it go from one stage to another. 

When one learns to love, the very quality of one’s being is transformed, and 

something that didn’t exist before begins to exist. Here we can speak of a true change in a 

person who learns how to love. On a purely physical level, the orgasm that one experiences 

is the proof that there has been sexual enjoyment, that there was a transformation in a being 

that beforehand was a virgin and that now has learned to make love. In the same way, even 

though we are now talking about a different level of experience, Joy is proof of another 

transformation, of a being that has finally learned to love itself and others. 

 Therefore, this is the purpose that I believe humanity has, which is at the cutting edge 

of the universe: to accomplish the impossible by transforming being into love, and to verify 

that this transformation has come about, through the experience of Joy. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER I 

 

Humanity creates itself and evolves one step after another. 

 

The goal which humanity is now working towards is the creation of the PERSON. 

 

The most important law that guides humanity’s evolution is the “law of the impossible”; 

what seemed impossible and was impossible in an earlier phase becomes possible in a later 

one. 

 

Slowly but surely, human beings reduce the weight of the instinctual determinism that is left 

over from their animal origins, and they create an I that has the ability to make free choices. 

 

The concept of human beings as PERSONS implicates a full affirmation of freedom and 

identity, and of the ability to love oneself and others; it implicates that one is an end unto 

oneself and unto no other. 

 

During our current historical phase, the ability to love oneself does not exist, due to the type 

of violence that society does to women’s bodies. Consequently, the maternal womb can no 

longer supply everything the fetus needs. Human beings, therefore, are placed in an 

ambivalent position towards their mothers, from birth onward. The possible consequences 

are either desperation, caused by a lack of faith that this ambivalence can ever be overcome 

(result: destructiveness), or the ability to find within oneself the ability to love oneself. Thus, 

the impossible thing that must become possible is the transformation of Being into Love, so 

we can experience Joy. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

THE PROBLEM OF GOOD AND EVIL AND THE DEFINITION OF HUMAN BEINGS AS 

PERSONS 

 

ANTONIO: last time we focused our attention on the fact that humans are beings that 

create themselves and, in more specifically, they create themselves as Persons. If these two 

points are clear, we can come to a first conclusion. 

 Tracing the path of history, we can see how nature has evolved, and we can especially 

see how human beings have. What does evolution mean? It means transformation. If we 

should try to define humanity, we would have to find a different definition for every human 

epoch. What I mean here is that humanity is always changing, even though there are certain 

fixed characteristics that stay more or less the same over time. This concept should help you 

understand the first conclusion I was alluding to earlier. 

 One of the biggest problems that has always tormented humanity is the one of Good 

and Evil. In my view, this problem cannot be resolved unless we connect it to a definition of 

humanity that in part remains the same and in part changes through time. There is no 

absolute notion of what Good and Evil are. It changes just as the definition of humanity 

changes from one epoch to the next. On the other hand, the definition of humanity is in 

itself dynamic and not static, since it is humanity itself that is continuously changing. 

 I think we can find an answer to the question of Good and Evil only if we refer to a 

definition of humanity that we find accurate. Otherwise, we will always be subject to others 

imposing on us what is good and what is bad, so they can exercise their power over us. 

 Now let’s try to reach a definition of humanity that is suitable for our current 

historical moment, so we can establish what is Good and what is Evil for us today. 

 I’ll give you an example of my own way of reasoning, so you can then do the same 

thing for yourselves. You already know what my definition of humanity is: humans are 

beings whose purpose is to become Persons. That is, they are endowed with their own identity 

and their own freedom; they are spiritual principles that organize all of their structures, parts 

and components; they are an end unto themselves and to no one else; and their essential 

constituent elements lie in their ability to love themselves and the ability to love others. 
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Thus, when I want to understand what Good is, that is something I want to do, and what 

Evil is, which is something I want to avoid, I relate this definition of humanity, that I am 

fully convinced of, with everything that has to with my own existential space, which is where 

I have to make choices and decisions. I can simplify by reasoning like this: if an eventual 

action of mine contributes to actualizing my own Person and the Person of others, I am doing 

Good; if I block my own or another’s process of becoming of a Person or, worse, if I destroy 

the Person in myself or in another, I am doing Evil.  

 Is my reasoning clear? If I take the vision of mankind that I believe in as a reference 

point, I can decide what Good is and what Evil is in every moment of my life, simply by 

observing whether or not my decisions are in harmony with my vision of humanity. In this 

manner, I will always know whether my actions are good or evil, independently of what 

others might think. At this point, I clearly know what I am responsible for; I am responsible 

for actualizing myself as a Person, and I am responsible for not blocking others in their 

process of becoming a Person. Here I can even add that if I block even only myself in 

becoming a Person, I would be doing evil not only towards myself, but also towards others, 

with whom I relate. There will, of course, be cases in which I am in doubt as to whether a 

certain action is right or wrong, that is, if whether a certain action helps me or hinders me in 

becoming a Person. How can I tell then? 

 

I think the answer to this question can come from two sources. The first source can be 

found in others: when I am in doubt, others can help me reach clarity; the second source, 

which for me is the most important, is the fact that if I become a Person I become capable of 

experiencing Joy. 

 

At this point, however, a problem arises: Joy is not something that comes immediately after I 

have made a decision. For example, when I start going through a regression I most certainly 

don’t feel Joy; I feel instead all the trauma of the problem I am facing, all the suffering, the 

anguish and the depression. In this case, how can I solve the problem?  

 

COMMENT: What I have learned is that I must accept moments like these. 

 

ANTONIO: Ok, but why is it that you accept suffering? 
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COMMENT: I think that it will pass, and that in any case, suffering is a necessary stage so I 

can reach a higher level of Joy. 

 

COMMENT: But does that mean you have a criterion that tells you that by facing this stage 

you will reach a higher level? 

 

COMMENT: As of today I think that if I don’t integrate all my various parts, even the ones 

that are ugly or painful, I won’t be able to experience Joy. 

 

ANTONIO: Good. However, where did the criterion that says it’s necessary to integrate all 

of your parts so you can feel good come from? 

 

COMMENT: From my love of myself! 

 

ANTONIO: Let’s look at this concept a bit more closely. How is it that your love for 

yourself helped you come up with this criterion? 

 

COMMENT: By accepting even my negative parts so I can enhance my positive parts! 

 

ANTONIO: And where does this understanding that this is something positive come from, 

if not from your SELF? It is the SELF that guides us during our times of suffering and 

uncertainty. Our SELF helps us feel that by acting in a certain way we are truly actualizing 

ourselves as Persons. Now let’s clarify what it is, instead, that blocks us during this process of 

clarification. Before we had God on one side and the Devil on the other: and now?  

 

COMMENT: There is pain and fear. 

 

ANTONIO: No! 

 

COMMENT: The psyche! 



 17 

 

ANTONIO: Right! Alongside the SELF’s positive voice that speaks to us from the depths 

of our being and suggests what we must do to become Persons, there is another voice that is 

not always positive. It is the voice of the Psychological I, the voice of our needs and demands. 

Generally speaking, when we find an obstacle within us regarding a positive step forward, 

there is always an inclination to follow the wrong path (even though, as we have already 

seen, there really is no right or wrong path as defined by others) and that inclination comes 

from the Psychological I. Why?  

 

COMMENT: To survive. Even a symptom can be something created for survival, even 

though it can turn against us if it lasts too long. 

 

ANTONIO: That’s right, very good. And can you tell us what the need is that is contained 

in the expression “to survive”, when we’re talking about the Psychological I?  

 

COMMENT: The Pleasure Principle! 

 

ANTONIO: Perfect. The Pleasure Principle is the iron law of the Psychological I and it will 

absolutely not accept to be deferred for any reason. If at a certain point this need for the 

psyche’s pleasure is threatened or interrupted, a conflict explodes between the Psychological I 

that does not want to forego this pleasure, and the I Person that wants instead to actualize 

itself and become a Person. And why is it that these periods of conflict happen so often? 

Because of the very fact that human beings create themselves, they must continuously 

transform the historical conditions they have inherited so they can make themselves into 

something that does not yet exist. Now, how can they possibly make themselves into 

something that does not yet exist, unless their current existential reality goes through a crisis?  

 

Is it clear how at that point the Psychological I tries to block this transformation in every way 

possible, even though this could mean that it would eventually be damaging to the whole 

human being? If we look at it this way, what else are neurosis, psychosis, psychosomatic 

illness etc. except for the consequences we pay for having had to submit to the demands of 

the Psychological I? 
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COMMENT: But isn’t the Psychological I also guided by the Reality Principle?  

 

ANTONIO: No, it isn’t guided, it is subjected to the Reality Principle, therefore the 

Psychological I can decide whether to open itself up to reality or to completely lose contact 

with it, to oppose it and to stay closed within its own needs. Again, what are neurosis and 

psychosis, if not this refusal to open up to reality? 

 

COMMENT: But why do we have to make a distinction? I can go into a state of neurosis or 

psychosis as a defense mechanism, a perfectly justifiable defense mechanism. I do it to 

preserve myself, because the reality that I am faced with at that moment is too traumatic, too 

full of pain for a child’s Psychological I to handle. That’s why not everything that comes from 

the Psychological I is bad; in this case the Psychological I is only defending itself from reality, 

because it doesn’t yet have the strength it needs to be able to face it. Thus separating from 

reality is a good thing, because it allows me to maintain my physical existence intact. Later 

on, once I am strong enough, I’ll come back and face the trauma, the problem, without 

being overwhelmed at either the level of the Psychological I or the level of the I Person. 

Therefore, not all the decisions made by the Psychological I are wrong. For example, the 

narcissistic need of the Psychological I during childhood is a positive one; only when this 

narcissism becomes a permanent, untouchable structure does it become negative. 

 

 Therefore, the I Person can receive requests from the Psychological I that are both 

positive and negative; I do believe that we can affirm, however, that all the negative requests 

that the I Person receives come from the Psychological I. If you prefer, we could say that my 

devil is the psyche, in as much as the Pleasure Principle regulates it, and it is completely 

incapable of doing anything independently of this principle.  

In this case, the psyche, which cannot tolerate any type of frustration to its reaching 

pleasure, becomes a negative voice. It becomes aggressive towards anything that stands in its 

way, even when it is the I Person and thus the same subject.  

Do you want an example? The most important pleasure for the psyche at this time, which 

we have all grown accustomed to, thanks to society and to how we are educated, is the 

pleasure of gaining power over ourselves and over others. Let’s take as an example a mother 

who absolutely refuses to renounce the pleasure of determining her children’s lives. Can this 

mother have an affectionate exchange with her children? No, she can’t. Because her children 

will rebel against her and they will make her pay for it in every moment. Will this mother be 
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a happy woman? Absolutely not. But try to tell her to give up her power over the life of her 

children, and see what she will answer. 

 

COMMENT: Antonio, where does sublimation fit into this context? 

 

ANTONIO: Sublimation absolutely does fit into this context. This does not mean that I 

have to always renounce the pleasure of the Psychological I. However, where it conflicts with 

the principle of Joy, this second principle asks that we renounce the pleasure of the psyche 

so we can experience Joy. That’s why I have to sublimate the desires of my psyche to 

transform myself so my true self can emerge and I can experience Joy; but it would be more 

correct to call it a process of distillation. 

 

COMMENT: Couldn’t this actually be a mechanism that is masking powerlessness? 

 

ANTONIO: Absolutely not. Powerlessness can never produce Joy. Do you really think that 

people can deceive themselves in this sense, as to whether or not they are experiencing Joy? 

 

COMMENT: I don’t know; maybe it could have to do with someone feeling satisfied about 

certain things, while at the same time they are renouncing other things that are more real. 

 

ANTONIO: Here we must agree on what we mean when we are talking about Joy. For 

example, I could say that I am satisfied because I own a Rolls Royce, but that isn’t Joy. 

 

COMMENT: What I mean is that someone could believe that they are experiencing Joy, 

whereas they are actually completely out of touch with reality. 

 

ANTONIO: I don’t believe that’s possible. In any case, I believe that we must first clear up 

what we are referring to when we use the word Joy. I believe, first of all, that Joy cannot be 

experienced without becoming a Person. Once we have established this, we could ask: is it 

possible that someone could deceive themselves that they are experiencing Joy, when in fact 

they are not?  

COMMENT: What I was referring to was to feeling good! 
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ANTONIO: That’s a completely different story! 

 

COMMENT: Couldn’t Joy also be a moment of exaltation? 

 

ANTONIO: But would that be true Joy? 

 

COMMENT: Couldn’t Joy also be what those who reach their ideals experience, like 

martyrs? 

 

ANTONIO: Sadomasochistic pleasure exists, but sadomasochistic joy does not. 

 

COMMENT: I think that through Joy we try to keep away pain and suffering … 

 

THE WHOLE GROUP: no, no, no! 

 

ANTONIO: To solve this problem let’s look again at the definition of a human being as a 

Person. I know through my own personal experience, and this is the only way we can know 

this, through our personal experience of it, that when I actualize myself as an end unto 

myself, when I free myself of being subjected to someone else’s will, I experience Joy.  

I have experienced this many times, every time I undertook a path of liberation from 

conditioning imposed on me by my mother, or my father, or by the Jesuits whom I used to 

be a part of, or by anyone else. Isn’t this love of oneself?  

If I want to become a Person, and becoming a Person means being an end unto myself, I 

need a lot of cold-blooded courage, as well as love for myself. If I don’t love myself, I will 

allow myself to become a slave, so I can receive the secondary advantages I can obtain this 

way, and I therefore become an accomplice of those who want to have power over me. If I 

become a Person, though, since I then become capable of expressing my own special identity, 

the personal purpose that I carry within that is different from anyone else’s, I can then 

experience Joy. 
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COMMENT: I would think we should add on to this concept of identity the identity that we 

have according to our specific social role within the community we belong to. 

ANTONIO: We have seen that our identity is twofold and is capable of being “esse in” 

{existing for itself} and “esse ad” {existing for others}, which means we are capable of 

loving ourselves and we are also capable of loving others and of entering into relation with 

them; in this sense I agree with what you’re saying. These two abilities, which I just 

mentioned, are the two most important sources of Joy. By exercising these two abilities, I 

can contact my SELF, the deepest part of my being, and I thus increase my possibilities of 

experiencing Joy. This can happen because as I get to the very roots of my being, I no longer 

see myself as an isolated being, but I see my relationship to the entire universe. At this point, 

I can talk about feeling Joy, about a concept of Joy that is no longer only personal, but is 

experienced at a cosmic level. 

 Here I want to remind you of another brief definition of humanity: what does it mean 

that a man or woman is a person? It means that a man or woman is a being from the 

beginning of his or her life, and as they gradually grow, they are transformed into love. By 

transforming themselves into love, they can acquire Joy. 

 

COMMENT: But how can I understand whether I am experiencing Joy, whether or not I 

have reached the very depths of my being and have managed to make my SELF emerge? 

Some examples come to mind that I find myself wondering about. Let’s look at Baudelaire: I 

would think that he became a Person because he managed to write the Fleurs du Mal about 

his society. And what about Moses, who stopped to meditate at the edge of the Promised 

Land without being able to enter into it, fully aware of the bitterness of this punishment. 

And Michelangelo, who subjugated himself so he could translate the drama of his time into 

art. And, last but not least, let’s look at the Lucid Madman in psychiatric literature, and in 

Oriental literature as well, who interprets the negative moment of humanity’s inability to 

achieve its purpose. All these characters, which seem to me to have acquired their own 

identity, who expressed their own SELF, but nonetheless they don’t seem to have 

experienced any Joy! At most they will have experienced a moment of liberation and thus of 

Joy. Therefore, my question is whether Joy is a fleeting episode or if it is instead something 

permanent. 

 

ANTONIO: Let me answer by starting from the end. I make a distinction between Joy and 

happiness. I call happiness something that is fleeting. Happiness is a very intense moment of 
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Joy that we experience during special situations when we are in deep contact with ourselves, 

or when we are capable of loving ourselves or others. When we experience happiness, we 

can perceive it, because it corresponds to a new way of being. However, we very quickly get 

used to this novelty, and so we no longer perceive it. In this sense, happiness can not be a 

state of being.  

 

We feel Joy, instead, when our I Person perceives that it is no longer centered on our 

Psychological I and the deep SELF is allowed to emerge. In my opinion, what occurs is a 

moment of great pain; the I Person dies in its position of being centered on the Psychological I, 

and is reborn as the I Person who, from that point onward, wants to unite with its true 

identity, its SELF. At this point Joy explodes as a moment of intense happiness. It is, 

therefore, an episode that is then transformed into a permanent state of Joy. However, we 

cannot always perceive it in the same intense manner as we did when we had the sudden 

perception of the change coming about, which was so important to our identity. 

 As far as the people you mentioned go, I will answer in the same way. If the I Person 

accepts to undergo the terrible step that is the death of the narcissistic Psychological I, that it 

was previously completely centered on, and it experiences this death all the way, the I is 

transformed, the SELF can emerge and Joy appears as a new stage of existence. For the time 

being, this is my answer to that question. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER II 

 

The problem of Good and Evil has always tormented humanity. There is no absolute notion 

of Good and Evil; it changes, just like humanity changes from one epoch to the next. 

 

We can find an answer to the problem of Good and Evil only if we refer to a definition of 

humanity that we believe is correct.  

 

Our definition of humanity, which is appropriate for our own epoch, is: “Humans are beings 

whose purpose is to become Persons: they are endowed with their own identity and their own 

freedom; they are spiritual principles that organize all of their structures, parts and 

components; they are an end unto themselves and unto no one else; and their essential 

constituent elements lie in their ability to love themselves and the ability to love others”. 

 

Therefore, using an example: if through my actions I promote my own actualization as a 

Person or that of others, I am doing Good; if I block myself or someone else in the process 

of becoming a Person, I am doing Evil. 

 

In this manner, I can know whether my actions are good or evil, beyond whatever anyone 

else might say; and I can also clearly see what my own responsibilities are. 

 

One way I can know if I am on the right track is if I become a Person, I experience Joy. 

 

During this process of becoming a Person, I am helped along by my SELF, and I am 

hindered by my Psychological I (which only obeys the Pleasure Principle). 
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CHAPTER III 

 

VIOLENCE AS THE CAUSE OF PATHOLOGY 

 

 In the last lesson we asked how we can recognize what is Good and what is Evil. The 

answer we found was that we recognize the difference between Good and Evil if we base 

our evaluation on our definition of human beings as Persons. A Person is a being that is an end 

unto itself, it is endowed with a spiritual principle and can organize all its various dimensions 

- the corporeal dimension, the psychological dimension and the spiritual dimension; it is a 

being with its own identity and is able to love itself and to be loved. I also want to remind 

you that this concept is a dynamic one and not a static one; it is relative to humanity’s 

current historical reality. We therefore stated that if we base our observations on this view of 

humanity, we can understand what good and evil are. 

 In this lesson, we will again base our reflections on this definition of humanity so we 

can understand what pathology is. The question we tried to answer in the previous lesson 

essentially had to do with a general state of human well being; in this lesson we will instead 

look specifically at psychological well being. I want to point out that I can answer the 

question: “what is pathological and what isn’t?” by again referring to the definition of human 

beings as Persons. 

 We have spoken of three human dimensions: a corporeal dimension, a psychological 

dimension and a spiritual one. Therefore, we can also speak of pathology in the body, in the 

psyche and in the spirit. What do these pathologies consist of, and when can I recognize that 

they are present? If I do something or others do something that keeps me from actualizing 

myself on a global level, or at any one of these three levels, this is pathological. Everything 

that violates the being of a man or woman, everything that destroys their being or their 

future, in their whole being or in any one of their three dimensions, is pathological. To the 

contrary, everything that promotes the actualization of a man or woman as a Person is 

therapeutic.  

 

“What is therapeutic?”. This is the question that we want to try to answer in this lesson. I 

believe that the goal of any therapy is to try to understand what type of violence is being 

done to the individual, and to eliminate it. 
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 There are three original sources of violence: Society, the Family and the individual. 

The worst of these three types of violence are the ones that an individual is passively 

subjected to within the family and society. What distinguishes us as Existential Personalistic 

Anthropologists is that we make an effort to not only discover what type of violence the 

individual has been subjected to by society or the family, but what type of violence the 

individual does to him or herself, after having been violated. 

 You have already heard many times that what we practice is a type of analysis that is 

existential, as well as being psychoanalytical. What does that mean? Existential analysis has to 

do with the actions an individual undertakes as a spiritual being, spiritual meaning here that a 

human being is endowed with intelligence and will power, and is thus capable of freely 

deciding how he or she will react to a certain type of stimulus. Existential analysis means 

studying the individual’s attitudes; existential attitudes represent the way the individual faces 

the violence they have received, or have been subjected to by others. 

 Can you give me an example of how one can react to violence? 

 

COMMENT: Possessiveness, the violence perpetrated against us by parents who want to 

possess us …. 

 

ANTONIO: Good. Let’s look at the violence of possessiveness. A child is born, and 

consciously or unconsciously this child is considered by its parents not as a subject that is an 

end unto itself (remember that this is an essential part of our definition of the Person), but 

as a subject that must embody the end that the parents impose on him or her, as if the child 

were their private property.  

What are these possessive ends of the parents? We know that the mother or the father 

almost always have a problem with loneliness, or with specific psychological needs that they 

cannot process unless they use their child as a screen, to project their problems on.  

For example, there can be a woman who lost her mother when she was little and then she 

herself has a daughter. It can then happen that unconsciously this woman possesses her 

daughter; the baby girl is then no longer a daughter who needs her as her mother, she 

becomes a daughter who must satisfy all the mother’s needs, which had been left unsatisfied 

due to the loss she experienced as a child. You might have seen the film by Bergman 

“Autumn Symphony”; this theme is eloquently elaborated in this film, where a daughter 

suffers because of her mother, who in turn says that the daughter had never been born 

because she herself had never had a mother! 
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COMMENT: I think that for this woman a daughter can represent both her own mother 

and her own inner child that was deprived of love. 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, this is true, but even when the daughter represents this inner child part of 

the mother, it happens so that the mother can receive in some way the maternal love she had 

not received as a child. 

 

COMMENT: Thus the daughter is never recognized as a person that is separate from her! 

 

ANTONIO: She is always an end to the needs of the mother. Possessiveness as a way to use 

children as a means to satisfy the needs of the parents is clearly violence. Why is it violence? 

Because this type of possessiveness will hinder the children’s development into autonomous 

individuals, as well as their ability to become responsible for their own lives. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER III 

 

The theme of this lesson is attempting to understand what is pathological, again using our 

definition of humanity as our point of reference. 

 

Everything that causes violence to a human being, that keeps him from actualizing himself in 

his entirety or in one of his dimensions (corporeal, psychological, spiritual), is pathological. 

Everything that promotes the actualization of a human being as a Person creates well-being. 

Our goal is to discover what kind of violence has been perpetrated on the individual, so it 

can be processed and eliminated. 

There are three sources of violence: Society, the Family and the Individual. 

The worst violence comes from the Individual, even though its cause lies in violence that the 

individual passively experienced earlier in life. 

Existential analysis studies the existential attitudes that individuals develop as a response to 

the violence they have experienced at the hand of others, and how to transform it. 

We are all subject to determinism, because we cannot avoid introjecting the behavioral 

models our parents transmit to us. But we are also capable of freedom, in the sense that we 

are not determined to have a violent reaction to a violence others have perpetrated on us. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

JOY 

 

 A few lessons back we talked about joy as being the result of our ability to act on our 

potential to transform ourselves, to transcend ourselves, so we can reach the goals we carry 

within ourselves.  

 This evening I would like to reflect on the difference between the joy of living and the 

joy of loving. The joy of loving as I have described it is the result of a process, it is 

something we must conquer for ourselves. The joy of living, instead, should be something 

that is given to us, not something we should have to conquer ourselves. If, though, we look 

at humanity’s current situation, we see that very little joy is given spontaneously. 

 

COMMENT: What do you mean by joy of living? 

 

ANTONIO: The joy of living in a healthy family, the joy of waking up and watching the sun 

rise, the joy of making love. 

 

COMMENT: But it depends on us whether or not we can enjoy these things! 

 

ANTONIO: No. It seems to me that up until about two hundred, one hundred or maybe 

even only fifty years ago, life, society, the historical-geographical environment, the family, all 

naturally supplied the joy of living. If I ask how much of it is given to me today, I can only 

respond that I am given very little of it. 

 

COMMENT: But I can still achieve a joy of living, even if I am given very little. 

 

ANTONIO: Of course, but at this point I must say that you can achieve it only through the 

joy of loving! This is what I wanted to point out. 
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While in the past we experienced the joy of living just because we were alive, today it is no 

longer like this. The situation we begin our lives with today is basically neurotic and 

depressive, and only if we make an effort can we pull ourselves out of it and re-discover a 

joy for living. Similarly to the joy of loving, which we must conquer through a series of steps, 

first by loving ourselves and then by loving others, we must conquer this type of joy in the 

same way, one step at a time and through continual effort. 

 

COMMENT: Therefore the first step is: I will be able to feel joy in living life when I learn to 

love myself? 

 

ANTONIO: Exactly. 

 

COMMENT: But it is one thing that before more things were given spontaneously to us, 

and it is another that we are actually capable of experiencing joy! 

 

ANOTHER COMMENT: And another thing: It looks to me like humanity is declining and 

what you’re saying tonight seems to contradict what you’ve said other times, that humanity 

creates itself. We are doing a very bad job at creating ourselves! 

 

ANTONIO: First of all, I want to say that I have come to these conclusions by reflecting on 

what I have read of history, literature, etc. In addition, we must remember to look at 

everything in a dialectical way. If I observe a phenomenon from beginning to end, I can have 

an idea of what is happening. If, instead, I only look at one specific moment in the process, I 

can’t. 

 If I look at an individual during the time they are transforming themselves from a 

child to an adolescent, all I will hear from them is continual complaints. If I make that one 

phase an absolute, I will have to conclude that this adolescent is ill. If instead I look at this 

through the experience of other people I know that what we are dealing with is only a 

momentary crisis, a moment in their personal evolution, a phase. It is the same thing for 

humanity. If I stop and think about how neurotic modern man is, I could immediately jump 

to the conclusion that we are all getting worse and that’s all there is to it. Instead, if we make 

an analogy between this moment in human history and what happens to an adolescent, we 

can instead hope that something positive will come from this illness that humanity is going 
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through right now. We could think that this dramatic situation we are living in, so full of 

self-destructiveness and sadomasochism, is not necessarily an illness that will bring us to 

death, but is, instead, a growing pain that will lead humanity from one stage to the next. 

 

COMMENT: I am not sure if I have understood exactly what you’re saying. You say that 

fifty or one hundred years ago there was a joy for living that today doesn’t exist anymore; 

then you go on to say that today, if we want to experience joy of living we must first develop 

our ability to love. I can’t help but wonder, though, if the ability to love hasn’t always been a 

necessary stage in being able to experience a joy of living. What I instead think is that what is 

most necessary for humanity today is its ability to find a new motivation for “being”. 

Otherwise, it very well could be that humanity simply won’t exist anymore, even if it has 

become capable of experiencing the joy of loving. 

 

ANTONIO: The way I see it is that in the past the joy of living was a lot stronger than it is 

today, and it was not necessary to go through a process of learning the joy of loving. What is 

our situation today? We no longer have even one drop of joy for living, so we are faced with 

the serious dilemma as to whether it is better to continue living, or if it is better to destroy 

ourselves. Today, then, if we don’t have the possibility to discover that we can feel joy 

through loving, or, better yet, through accomplishing an ability to love, we would have 

nothing to help us solve this dilemma. It is important to note, also, that the joy of loving and 

the joy that comes from the ability to love are two very different things. 

 To become capable of activating our potential to love ourselves and others can be an 

adequate response to humanity’s needs during this phase of our evolution. The meaning of 

human life in this epoch lies in our ability to transform ourselves into love, and as a result of 

this transformation, we obtain joy. 

 

COMMENT: Do children have a joy for living? 

 

ANTONIO: We must look at the answer to this question, as well, in relation to our 

historical situation. Children, too, are part of a family and a society, and thus they live in an 

environment that is either healthy or ill, psychologically speaking. 
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COMMENT: Before I had heard all of what you’re saying I would have thought that we all 

have a joy for living, but then it is taken away from us. 

 

ANTONIO: But the problem today has to do with the fact that our joy of living is taken 

away from us as early as during intrauterine life. The fact that today the masses no longer 

believe in Paradise can be explained not so much because there has been progress in science, 

but because in the past intrauterine life was like a golden age for human beings, it was 

Paradise, Eden, and it was only after we left this phase did our troubles and worries begin. 

Now that the social, family and personal lives of women have deteriorated so much, they are 

no longer capable of making sure that their children experience this happy time within their 

womb. As a result, since we no longer have this happy experience in our past, we are no 

longer capable of projecting it into the future as a possibility to live a good life. 

 

COMMENT: So according to you, mothers in the past were capable of making sure their 

children had a happy intrauterine experience? 

 

ANTONIO: Most certainly. Try to follow my reasoning. There was a time when nature was 

one hundred percent and culture was zero percent. Culture is a human product; as humanity 

advances, the balance is reversed, up until the time we live in now, where the culture 

produced by human beings has more importance than nature. Think of the pollution 

problem, or the destructive power we have acquired by developing the atomic bomb. 

Whereas in the past nature influenced our lives in every way, now we are in a completely 

opposite situation.  

I think that we can look at this process of nature and culture in relation to women as well; in 

the past when a woman got pregnant, even if she didn’t want the child it grew up and 

developed anyway. Today, the nature of women’s intrauterine environment is such that if a 

woman doesn’t want a child, she rejects it and kills it while it is still in the phase of 

conception or pregnancy, and if it manages to survive, it carries with it a sense of death, not 

a joy of living, not life. 

 

COMMENT: This doesn’t seem true to me. If we look at myths, we can see that there have 

always been mythical battles. What I mean is that this trauma, this difficulty at birth, has 

always been a part of human experience. 
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ANTONIO: Yes, this is true, but not at the levels it is happening today. This is what we 

must look at. I brought up the example of pollution, because that is a problem you certainly 

cannot deny. 

 

COMMENT: No, I certainly can’t. 

 

ANTONIO: And is that a result of human culture? 

 

COMMENT: Most definitely. 

 

ANTONIO: Good. Therefore, what I am saying is that there is no doubt regarding the 

problem of pollution; as far as the nature-culture relationship goes with respect to women 

we don’t have the same kind of proof, but I believe that it is a similar problem. 

 

COMMENT: When I was little and I would go into the countryside, it always shocked me to 

see the amount of deformed children there. I would often think, “The city is a lot healthier”. 

 

ANTONIO: There you would see them and here you wouldn’t; you didn’t have a right 

frame of reference because in the city they are hidden away. 

 

COMMENT: I think that today humanity, through these problems regarding pollution etc., 

has understood that the joy of living cannot be separated from the ability to love. Today’s 

society faces the problem of how to recover the ability to love, which it doesn’t have, and it 

attempts to do so through social measures, collectivism etc.. 

 

ANTONIO: There was a time when we could more freely decide whether to develop our 

ability to love, or not. Today we no longer have this type of freedom because our decision 

has planetary implications. If humanity does not recover its ability to love, it runs the risk of 

destroying itself! 
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 I see that there is a famous dancer among us who is also an expert in body therapy. 

What can you tell us about how people experienced their bodies one hundred years ago, and 

how we experience them today? 

 

COMMENT: I think that today we don’t experience our bodies at all. 

 

ANTONIO: Here we have another comment that reinforces what we were saying earlier; 

today it’s a problem to get our bodies back at every level, not just for women. Today we are 

all alienated from our bodies. Today the mind, the psyche, has completely taken over our 

bodies and our spirits, to the point where I would define our epoch as the epoch of 

psychological imperialism. 

 

COMMENT: This all makes me feel a bit anguished, because I am having a hard time 

finding any hope in what you’re saying. 

 

ANTONIO: We have to base our hope on something that is realistic, not on fantasies. We 

must first explore what our historical situation is on a social and individual level, and then 

ask ourselves what resources we have available. It’s true that we are slaves of psychological 

imperialism, but we also have many resources within us: we have will power and we have the 

power to love. At this point, we must ask ourselves: can these resources help us overcome 

this difficult situation? My answer is that we can, and I believe that through the experience 

you already have you can find that the answer is yes as well. Don’t you think so?  

  

COMMENT: On one hand, you say that the ability to love is something that we must 

achieve, it’s no longer something given spontaneously; on the other, my own reality shows 

me that it seems that people have to lean more on their neurotic mechanisms to live, on 

their character armor, than on their will to overcome them. In addition, I am always amazed 

when I see a small child who is powerless, harassed, etc., and is more determined to exist 

than I am. Should I have to undergo the kinds of anguish a child today has to go through, I 

don’t think I could handle it. All of this seems very contradictory to me! 

 

ANTONIO: It’s not contradictory, it’s dialectical. In any case, I would like to try to use your 

comment in a positive sense. We could also think that children born today are at the 
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culmination of this dramatic situation, they have already been vaccinated, they’re immune, 

and so they again have the possibility to express a joy for living their parents could not 

express. We can’t exclude this possibility. But to see whether or not it is true, we should look 

at what happens with these children when they grow up, because at this time neither of us 

have any frame of reference. We most certainly cannot deny that the desire for self-

destruction is everywhere in our civilization, look at the example of the mass suicide in 

Guyana. 

 

 

 

 

 

SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER IV 

 

The difference between the joy of living and the joy of loving: the joy of loving is the result 

of something we must attain; the joy of living is something that in the past we had naturally, 

only because we were alive. 

 

Today, we have very little of this joy of living from the beginning of our lives, and we can 

attain it only through the joy of loving. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

TOMORROW, CADAVERS, YOU WILL REJOICE 

 

 I wrote in one of my books: “In our world today the psyche has destroyed the 

pleasure of the senses, it has dominated the intellect for destructive purposes and it keeps 

the heart imprisoned. It prefers only the pleasure of power over any other type of enjoyment 

or pleasure”. 

 During our last lesson, we said that the joy of living no longer exists and that the only 

joy that we can still hope to attain is the one that comes from learning how to become 

capable of loving. 

 At this point, we can ask what is left, or, what was chosen over the joy of living? My 

answer is the enjoyment of the psyche, and in particular, the pleasure the psyche feels when 

it has power over itself or over others. Now, as usual, I am going to make a statement and I 

want you to think about it; in any case, I also want to suggest some books on the subject.  

The first book is “The Mass Psychology of Fascism”, by W. Reich, that can give you an idea 

of how over the last six thousand years the joy of living has gradually been substituted by the 

joy of power.  

Two more books that also deal with the pleasure of the power of the psyche are “Godere del 

potere” {Enjoying power}  by Legendre and “L’amore del Tiranno” {The Tyrant’s Love} by 

Giancarlo Ricci. I suggest that you be aware of these last two books, but not to read them. 

Why is that? Because it would seem that both authors have decided that the more 

incomprehensible their books are, the more intelligent they are, and the more they can reach 

their goal of forcing people to become cultured.  

In any case, Mario, can you share with us what you got from reading these books, as I had 

asked you to do? 

 

COMMENT: I think that these authors, with their type of language, assume a type of power 

that excludes everyone who doesn’t use the same language they do. 
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ANTONIO: Yes, this is true. However, we must also look at the fact that they have done 

something useful, since they have drawn our attention to a topic never explored before. 

 

COMMENT: In the book by Legendre, there is a terrible phrase: “tomorrow, cadavers, we 

will rejoice”. This phrase refers to those who entrust themselves to those who have political 

power, placing all their aspirations and dreams in them. What does that mean? It means that 

everything that a person must always ask an external power for something it wants, the 

person has nothing and that power has everything. It also means that power is fundamentally 

an illusion, because it promises enjoyment that will always come tomorrow. There will never 

be true pleasure, and the authentic need will never be satisfied. We create an illusion that the 

need will be satisfied, since we all think we are leaning on a father figure when we lean on 

this power, but that power is not the real father. 

 

ANTONIO: Very good. Now let’s take a look at this. Who started this whole thing in the 

Mediterranean area? Moses and the Hebrew population on one hand, and the Roman 

Empire on the other. Moses promised the enjoyment of the Promised Land; the Romans 

promised the Roman Empire: submit to the Roman peace and we will give you the pleasure 

of belonging to this world, this culture.  

Later on, the Catholics completely deformed Christ’s message and they amplified this 

promise, this illusion, by taking from the Egyptians the idea of the kingdom of the afterlife, 

the kingdom of immortality. It is the same promise that, taken literally, becomes: 

“Tomorrow, cadavers, you will rejoice”. Tomorrow the body will be dead but the spirit, the 

soul, will still be alive. Plato had said the same thing. Where for Moses pleasure meant seeing 

the Promised Land, for Plato it meant: you will encounter Beauty. For the Jews in the 

centuries before Christ it was the hope of a kingdom that would one day come, up until the 

Catholic religion, with its promise that believers would one day have the pleasure of seeing 

God face to face, but only after they were dead. 

 For me, this is the ultimate mystification of power, which promises something it 

cannot deliver, because it is something no one can prove. It was already like this for the 

Egyptians. I’m sure you know that they buried the Pharaohs in a secret place the common 

people could not know about. Only the high priests knew where they were buried; if the 

tomb had been discovered, the Egyptians would have been able to see whether or not the 

Pharaoh was living his immortal life or not. 
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 The second thing we must reflect on is this: the psyche of every individual reproduces 

the same kind of relationship we have with external power. What I mean is that there is a 

tyrant within us, there is a tyrannical power that says to the other elements found within a 

human being (the body, the spirit, the I Person): if you submit to my power, to the power of 

the Psychological I, I promise you pleasure.  

 

COMMENT: This is like a type of identification with the aggressor! 

 

ANTONIO: Exactly. But this is not the only thing. By now, this promise made by the 

psyche has become a message that has polluted every aspect of human life. It affects not 

only the individual in its relationship to society, but also the individual in its relationship 

towards itself and in its relationship with others. In the couple relationship, with children, 

friends, at an intra-psychological and interpersonal level, the Psychological I opposes the other 

components found within the human being and it says: if you submit to my power, I will 

give you pleasure. It is certain that the psyche has been functioning like this for millennia: by 

doing so, it has systematically destroyed the pleasure of the senses and the joy of the spirit. 

Wherever possible, the pleasure of power has taken over. 

 

Let’s take an example: what kind of pleasure does art give our eyes today? What kind of 

pleasure does music give to our ears? Here we might think there is a contradiction in what 

I’m saying, because young people certainly seem to go crazy for music. But just think for a 

moment about whether young people truly enjoy their music, like people used to one 

hundred or two hundred years ago, or if instead they don’t use it to isolate themselves in a 

type of limbo, closing the doors to the rest of the world. 

 Let’s look at taste and how cooking has been transformed; we no longer eat natural 

foods, produced in a natural way; eating is no longer a moment of restoration and pleasure. 

 And what can we say about sexual pleasure? Reich says that we have completely 

destroyed our ability to have orgasms. According to Reich, this has happened because we 

have shifted our pleasure from sexual pleasure to the pleasure of submitting to the power of 

a dictator, to create a power that gets ever bigger and dominates an ever-growing number of 

people, thus our pleasure comes from having power over others. In my opinion, there is also 

another cause: the ability to have an orgasm requires the body’s ability to suffer; an orgasm 

involves the whole body, it requires an ability to tolerate this contraction and complete 

excitement that overwhelms the body.  
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What is our reality like? We have created a type of life that takes us ever farther away from 

physical pain in the relationship between man and the natural world, in our ability to face 

adversity and fatigue. Physical pain doesn’t hardly exist anymore even in the relationship 

between man and our means of production. Not to mention how parents try to keep their 

children from experiencing every type of effort, or physical pain. The result is that the 

organism has lost a part of itself, the ability to experience true pleasure. 

 

On an intellectual level, we can see that we have replaced the pleasure we can have in 

speaking with others, or in reading a book, or in participating in working towards an ideal 

with things that can give us psychological security. For example: we become part of a group 

because it offers us security, even though once we have become a part of it our intellectual 

ability to enjoy other aspects of life is compromised. 

 This whole problem becomes even more serious when we look at the ability to love 

or at the joy of the spirit. Because if the joy that is part of the spirit – and that the ability to 

love activates – requires that we necessarily go through suffering, it requires that parts of 

ourselves die, it requires that we go through physical, or psychological or moral pain, who 

will want to attain this type of joy, since the psyche rebels against it? The psyche says, yes, I 

would like to attain this type of joy, but it means too much suffering! The psyche thus blocks 

the whole process, and if its power over us prevails, it paralyzes us, we stop growing, and we 

cannot experience joy. 

 Now let’s think of something else: how many people refuse to undertake the 

experience of analysis as you have done! They refuse to do so because they know on some 

level the enormous amount of pain they would have to go through, this time through their 

own choice. They prefer to get cancer, or maybe even die. Therefore, we can once again see 

how the psyche keeps people from reaching the joy of liberation, the joy of discovering their 

ability to love themselves and others, and of becoming autonomous, because one must go 

through pain to reach each one of these stages. 

 In our next lesson, we will begin to trace the outline of our metapsychology and we 

will then be able to better identify the various components of the person. I have already 

mentioned the SELF . In my view, the ability to re-establish a relationship with our SELF 

allows us to know when the pain we must go through is fertile, and when instead we should 

avoid it because it is sterile. Suffering is fertile when it brings us to a higher level of self-

actualization, and thus to joy. 
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COMMENT: But life is not made up of crucial moments, when you can easily find the 

impetus to understand whether you must face pain so you can attain something greater. 

There is usually a whole series of moments where you can’t understand if you’re moving 

ahead or if instead you are just standing still. 

 

ANTONIO: Ok, let me give you a more inclusive answer. What are we doing here in our 

analytical experience? 

Paradoxically, we are submitting ourselves to the demands of the imperialism of the psyche, 

we are accepting this submission so we can demolish it one piece at a time. As we demolish 

it, the SELF emerges. At that point, I can assure you that the ability to contact our SELF 

and understand on our own which type of suffering we must go through, and which type of 

suffering is sterile, becomes ever stronger.  

 

COMMENT: At some point during our suffering, doesn’t something happen that is similar 

to what M. Klein describes as the depressive phase, reconstruction and reparation? 

 

ANTONIO: Yes and no. What M. Klein brought to light is one of the most important 

aspects of human life during childhood. If a child were helped by its environment, and 

especially by its parents, to face the suffering that is an integral part of the depressive phase, 

the child and the future adult would be able to solve the problem once and for all. It would 

find a solution for the problem that would be valid for similar experiences that it will face in 

the future. If, instead, the child is not helped through this process, it regresses. I am certain 

that most of us, when we got to the depressive phase, were blocked, and we went 

backwards. Perhaps it was exactly in that moment that a child should have been helped to 

face its pain and overcome it in a creative, constructive manner. The fact that we didn’t learn 

to do so then conditions us in our current lives on every level.  

We can see proof of this when going through analysis we regress and we come to the 

depressive phase: we really feel horrible. I think that in the course of an analysis, this 

experience happens around the sixth or seventh year. 

 

COMMENT: Are you referring to the last depressive phase? 
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ANTONIO: Yes, to the most difficult phase of the passage from death to rebirth, thus of 

the passage from destructiveness to constructiveness. 

 

COMMENT: I wanted to ask you if you think this intuition of mine is right: is the 

imperialism of the psyche directly related to education? 

 

ANTONIO: No, in this sense I don’t agree. Of course our schools can accelerate this 

process, but even those who don’t have a high level of education… 

 

COMMENT: I meant to speak not of education in the schools, what I meant was education 

through our means of information and disinformation, television, radio, newspapers. I think 

that what is negative is not so much the imperialism of the psyche, but rather how these 

destructive means deform things. 

 

ANTONIO: I think that you’re right only in part. In fact, according to W. Reich, this 

process began with the Romans and then it was not a question of means of information. 

 

COMMENT: If we imagine this imperialism of the psyche, even taking W. Reich’s ideas as 

our reference point as a sort of mathematics of the spirit, what you propose as a therapeutic 

process becomes like a regression, it breaks with every logical process. While you were 

talking, I was thinking about R. Laing’s book “The Politics of Experience”, which presents 

the same type of itinerary that you set out in different words. R. Laing affirms that from a 

psychiatric point of view, what that would mean would be that ex-patients would help future 

patients go crazy, and that would require: 1) a journey from the outer world to the inner one; 

2) going from life to a type of death; 3) instead of moving forward, moving backward; 4) 

going from a time of movement to one of staticism; 5) going from a present time to a time 

of eons; 6) moving from the Ego to the Self; 7) going from being outside (after birth) to 

going back into the whole of the womb (before birth) and afterwards, a return voyage. 

 

ANTONIO: Good. One last consideration. Let’s compare the psyche with the invention of 

the atomic bomb: the mind once again was exploited to create a destructive weapon. By 

whom? By the need for power. We preferred to try to make others submit to our power, 

risking self-destruction, rather than looking for ways to increase enjoyment or joy. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER V 

 

Today the joy of living no longer exists, and we can attain it only if we learn how to love. 

 

What has replaced today the joy of living? Psychological power, the enjoyment we derive 

from using power over ourselves or over others. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE I PERSON AND THE SELF 

 

There are an infinite number of different types of psychological pleasure. One can 

experience pleasure in writing poetry, or developing a philosophical theory, or remembering 

a pleasurable experience in the past. But, as we said in the previous lesson, the pleasure of 

having power over others is the one the Psychological I prefers above all other types of power, 

even at the cost of destroying or renouncing all the other types, both those that engage the 

body and those that involve the spirit. 

 

COMMENT: Couldn’t the psychological power of pleasure be seen as an oedipal type of 

pleasure? A pleasure derived from being able to take over the father’s role? 

 

ANTONIO: No, Oedipal pleasure in and of itself is not a type of pleasure related to power. 

I believe that taking the father’s place is not half as important as the desire to fully possess 

the mother. Of course, since the mother belongs to the father, there will be conflict with the 

father, but only in our current type of society, where love is possessive rather than being a 

gift. During the seminar on the Oedipal phase, I believe you learned about how Existential 

Anthropology looks at this subject. Let’s look for example at a family unit, a parental couple 

and a son: if the couple is able to experience love as a gift, no conflict will explode between 

the father and son. 

 

COMMENT: Is the pleasure of power over another the result of a desire to get revenge, as a 

response to the fact that someone else used power over me? 

 

ANTONIO: No, it’s not just that. I think that the pleasure of power is based on the fact that 

the more someone is in charge, the more others become slaves of that person’s power, and 

the more that person feels strong and important. This type of pleasure has a specific 

characteristic: there is never enough of it, the more you have the more you want it. You are 
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continually dissatisfied, until you come to your own ruin through this type of continual 

escalation. Why is this? Because the pleasure of being in charge belongs to the Psychological I 

and even to the I Person, which identifies with the Psychological I. But however much this 

human component tries to enslave the I Person to its own needs, it can never completely 

destroy the need for freedom, autonomy and joy. For this reason, a person who is 

dominated by the Psychological I is continually dissatisfied, which they try to placate by 

searching for an ever greater type of power, until they destroy themselves. But how can 

anyone who tries to place the control of the whole person under the partial reality of the 

Psychological I ever find any joy in life?  

I think that at this point you can better understand what I am saying if I outline my 

metapsychological topical model. 

 

Metapsychological Model 

 

The I Person is made up of the SELF and the Phenomenological I. The SELF contains the 

Personal SELF and of the Cosmic SELF. The Phenomenological I, instead, contains the 

Psychological I, the Corporeal I, the Relational I, the Environmental or Psychosocial I and of all the 

other possible types of specifications that are already a part of humanity or that at this time 

only potentially exist. 

 

SELF                Personal SELF and Cosmic SELF 

 

 

I PERSON 

        Corporeal I 

   Phenomenological I  Psychological I 

        Relational I etc.  
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To summarize, we have the SELF, on one hand, and the Phenomenological I on the other. I 

consider the SELF as something that we cannot immediately get in touch with, and it has to 

do with the transcendental part of the I Person. We also must define what we mean when we 

talk about transcendence. In this particular metapsychology, there is the possibility for 

human beings to transcend themselves without necessarily having a transcendental being 

outside of themselves. Everything that can be included in the word humanity, either as being 

already in existence or as something that is a potential, comes from the human being itself 

and belongs completely to it. I repeat: it does not come from any type of being from outside 

itself. Nevertheless, human beings do have the ability to transcend their Psychological I, and 

something within them makes this possible. 

I realize that this is probably a bit difficult to comprehend, so I will try to be even clearer. 

We are used to thinking of human beings as being finite, and we are used to thinking that 

there is another being, outside ourselves, that transcend us with all the weight of its infinite 

being. This is the way we are accustomed to thinking. What I would like to invite you to do, 

instead, is to think in a different way. I want to invite you to consider that the being that 

transcends humanity – as proposed by humans throughout the millennia from all the various 

cultures, the Egyptians, Jews, the Christians, the Catholics – is really none other than, as 

Feuerbach says, a projection outside ourselves of all the potential within us. When I speak of 

the SELF, I am referring to the “transcendental” part of humanity that is contained within 

the I Person, concerning both those aspects that humans have already developed, and 

concerning those still only at a level of potentiality. Humans have a vague perception of 

these aspects, and to be able to get a better glimpse at them, we must project them outside 

ourselves. 

 

COMMENT: When you speak of a transcendent being that we project outside of ourselves, 

is that what we refer to in our culture as the soul? 

 

ANTONIO: In the way our culture has transmitted to us thus far, this transcendent being 

gave us our souls! In my way of seeing things, it isn’t like this at all. For me, the soul is the 

result of the human ability to transcend oneself, to the extent that we then become capable 

of creating our souls. 
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COMMENT: So the soul is something we must work to create for ourselves? 

 

ANTONIO: Absolutely. 

 

COMMENT: I, instead, believe that no proof exists that can demonstrate that an infinite 

being outside myself conditions me. 

 

ANTONIO: Really?! If I am finite, it is only because I am just a part of an infinite being. 

 

COMMENT: Yes, but this is the problem regarding our origins. 

 

ANTONIO: No, no. You made a very serious statement that we must clear up immediately. 

You affirmed that an infinite transcendent being conditions us from head to toe. 

 

COMMENT: No, I don’t think so. 

 

ANTONIO: But the history of human civilization shows us this has been the common 

belief. 

 

COMMENT: I think that we can only speak of conditioning in relation to that part of our 

culture that follows the idea of an infinite transcendent being that expresses itself as a 

restriction, even to the point of being pathological. But we can’t forget that this kind of idea 

can bring also a type of liberation along with it. 
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ANTONIO: Stop one minute. Remember that we are talking about whether or not this 

being that illuminates is actually myself, and in this case I don’t see any problem, or if instead 

this being is something outside myself, above me, and does with me whatever it wants. This 

is an idea that I cannot accept, because I refuse to be subject to anyone else’s will but that of 

my own SELF. 

 

COMMENT: But you’re just reversing the terms here! 

 

ANTONIO: I most certainly am not! What I am affirming is this: everything that within the 

concept of God that comes from the Hebrew or Christian mentality, or, as you expressed, 

opens me to life, illuminates me and helps me develop myself, I can fully accept. However, 

we must attribute these qualities to the Personal and Cosmic SELF and not to God, to that 

God that has been created by philosophy and theology, in other words by other men like 

you and me. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER VI 

 

The pleasure of power is the type of pleasure that the Psychological I prefers over all other 

types of pleasures, even at the cost of renouncing the pleasures of the body and of the spirit. 

 

The pleasure of power always leaves one dissatisfied, and it brings one to ruin through a 

continual escalation of a search for it. 

 

The dissatisfaction that one feels comes from the perception that one is denying oneself the 

I Person’s need for freedom, autonomy and joy.  

 

Metapsychological Model: 

 

 

 

SELF                Personal SELF and Cosmic SELF 

 

 

I PERSON 

        Corporeal I 

   Phenomenological I  Psychological I 

        Relational I etc.  
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A human being has the ability, over time, to transcend its Psychological I. 

 

The possibility to transcend oneself does not depend on a Being outside oneself (God), but 

on the potential found within a human being. 
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CHAPTER VII 

 

THE SELF 

 

In this lesson I don’t want to introduce anything new; I believe it would be better to discuss 

the various questions that came up during the previous lessons. 

 

COMMENT: You spoke of a God that is not outside of us. How did you become 

convinced of this? This is an affirmation that I have some problems with, because I am 

currently trying to recover the genuine aspects of the Catholic religion. 

 

ANTONIO: You all have most certainly heard the phrase “God is dead”. The first to say 

this was Nietzsche and now this thought has pervaded Western thought. I would like to 

share my own thoughts on this with you. The expression “God is dead”, according to the 

deep meaning that Nietzsche gives to it, actually came into our Western consciousness with 

a delay of one thousand eight hundred years, because the way I see it, Christ was already 

saying the same thing during his time. What is the god that Christ was saying was dead? The 

god of the Jews, which is the god transmitted to us up until now. This is why the Jews killed 

Christ. Christ never used the word God, he used the word “Abba”, which means “daddy”. 

It’s an affectionate abbreviation of the Hebrew word for “father”. 

 

What happened, though? Humanity was not yet ready for this message, so it distorted it, to 

accommodate Hebrew theology and Plato’s and Aristotle’s metaphysics. These are the 

cultural reference points that we must keep in mind. The concept of the existence of a 

transcendental god began with the Greeks on a philosophical level, and then the Jewish 

people developed it on a religious level. Christianity then fused these two ways of thinking 

and put them on Christ’s shoulders, thus distorting his message and suffocating his 

announcement that this type of god was dead. Until Nietzsche came along. The death of this 

metaphysical god is more than welcome. Only if humanity recovers its positive side, that 
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until now it has projected outside itself onto a metaphysical god, will it be able to overcome 

its current destructiveness. 

 

If I do not find my positive part within myself, I cannot resolve my fundamental life 

problems, especially those that have to do with hatred and destructiveness. It is only up to 

me to decide to make contact with this part of myself, to believe that it exists. What is the 

dramatic shock that happens when I present to you my theory of the SELF? You may 

answer: what is this SELF? Who has ever actually encountered it? There is no doubt, 

however, that I speak to you of it based on my own experience. I can feel this is something 

that exists; it is what transformed my entire life, and transformed the lives of others I have 

worked with. Today’s society, unfortunately, educates children so they end up destroying 

their ability to communicate with their SELF, i.e. with their positive side. 

 

COMMENT: Is the SELF the same as freedom? 

 

ANTONIO: No, the SELF is not freedom. It is our positive side, it is the father within me, 

and it generates my true identity if I listen to it. Who among us goes spontaneously towards 

suffering? None of us. But, paradoxically, only if I accept to die to transform myself can I 

bring my true being to light; if I don’t accept to die, to give of myself, to love, I cannot 

actualize my true being. 

COMMENT: Do you think Christ felt hatred? 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, I do; what he expresses against the Pharisees or against the merchants in 

the Temple are expressions of hatred. However, Christ did not hate the people themselves; 

he hated the evil that was within them. 

In my theory, I affirm that it is also necessary to learn how to hate. I also affirm that the 

highest expression of this hatred can only be experienced within an intimate partnership. 

Why is this? Because the hardest thing in the world is to bring out one’s destructiveness and 

I can only ask a partner who loves me to be able to project my hatred on him or her. It’s 

clear that my partner will suffer; but I can only ask someone who loves me to allow me to 
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hate them, because there is an underlying agreement that can allow us to understand whether 

I want to hate the other as a person, or only as the one who is allowing me to project my 

hatred onto them. This is not an easy concept to understand, I know. When I strike at the 

other with my hatred, I strike at the evil that I see in him. In reality, I am not dealing with his 

hatred, but with my own. My partner can give me something to hang my projection on, if I 

clearly have a wrong attitude, but I could also not really be able to find anything to strike out 

at. In any case, I will ask my partner to represent my persecutory object that I must destroy. 

I know, however, that my request that the other allow himself to be hated is made within the 

context of a love relationship, and that it will not be destroyed by it. 

 

COMMENT: What is the difference between this type of relationship and a sadomasochistic 

one? 

 

ANTONIO: There is a huge difference, because in sadomasochism the right way to obtain 

pleasure has been completely lost, and so one has to obtain it only in a distorted way. 

 

COMMENT: Is it a decision made when someone is stuck in sadomasochism, or is it instead 

the result of an unmet need? 

 

ANTONIO: Both of these things. In any case, I believe that there is always within us at least 

a slight bit of awareness that what we are doing is either good or bad for me. Perhaps in 

some cases this level of awareness is very low, but in others, there is no doubt not only an 

inability but also an unwillingness to get out of a bad situation. 

 

COMMENT: The possibility to regress and contact one’s own internal negative object 

seems to be an indirect confirmation of the fact that the SELF exists. How could I ever 

abandon myself to such a regression, if I didn’t have some faith in my positive side? 
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ANTONIO: Now can you see the meaning of the whole topic of a god outside of 

ourselves? If my SELF, my ability to love, is completely outside myself, how can I possibly 

regress? 

 

COMMENT: But why do I have to say that God doesn’t exist, once I have found my 

identity? 

 

ANTONIO: Because how can you find your identity if you depend, either on a conceptual 

level or in reality, on something that exists outside of yourself? The only thing I want to 

depend on is my own SELF. 

 

COMMENT: Excuse my question, but do you feel you are good, or bad? 

 

ANTONIO: Both good and bad. 

 

COMMENT: If you felt you were only bad, what would that mean? Would you be 

overwhelmed by feelings of guilt, would you lose your contact with your SELF? 

 

ANTONIO: It would mean that either I would lose contact with my SELF, or I would lose 

all hope that my positive side could ever overcome my destructive side. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER VII 

 

Nietzsche said, “God is dead”. 

 

This affirmation that God is dead was already something that Christ was saying, when he 

introduced a new concept of God that was completely different from the God that the Jews 

of his time were worshipping. 

 

He speaks of a God that is a Father and is merciful. He never speaks of a vengeful God, or 

of one that leads battles. 

 

Unfortunately, humanity preferred to continue believing in the God described in the Old 

Testament, and not in the God described in the Gospels. 

 

Because of this, humanity has lost faith in the existence of the Father (the SELF) within 

itself, and it no longer knows where to place its hope for a life and a world based on love, 

instead of on hatred and self-destruction. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

 

HUMAN BEINGS ARE FREE TO LOVE AND FREE TO HATE 

 

Cosmic energy exists. This energy, through a succession of transformations, gave rise to the 

galactic universe, to our solar system, to planet earth. And what happened on earth, also 

through a series of transformations? Something happened that was different from anything 

else that had happened before. In fact, while atomic energy, or any other type of energy, is 

“forced” to follow its own laws, at one point this energy created a form of life that can 

follow the laws that govern it, or else it can break them. This is the point. The form of life 

that can either follow the laws that govern its being or not follow them is humanity. What 

happened within humanity throughout its series of transformations? First, cosmic energy 

created the body, then it created the psyche, then, after that, the spirit, and, finally the SELF. 

Let’s stop and look at the time when the body with its psyche existed, but the spirit did not 

yet exist, to say nothing of the SELF. This is my hypothesis: that the spirit and the SELF are 

the result of later transformations of this being that at first is only body and psyche, and then 

can bring about within itself the spirit and the SELF. 

 

Let’s take an example. In the organic world, minerals like gold exist; but have jewelers always 

existed? Of course not. At some point, those that discovered this mineral and began to work 

it began to exist, and by combining their energy with the metal, they created jewelry. As an 

analogy, just as first gold existed and then came jewels and jewelers, in the same way, in the 

reality that we call body and psyche, something exists that is similar to gold. It is a special 

energy, which is different from every other type of energy and I call it the ability to love. 

When, for the first time, the Psychological I contacts this energy, the ability to love, this 

possibility inherent within humanity, and it acts with love, it creates the spirit and the I Person 

for the first time in the history of the universe. Before then, neither one of them existed. 

Consequently, the more one develops the I Person by utilizing the ability to love, the more 

one creates the Cosmic and Personal SELF. With the word “cosmic”, I mean to say that 

everything that the I Person has created does not end with the physical life of those who 

created it, just as jewels don’t cease to exist after the death of the jeweler who made them. 

Once created, the cosmic SELF becomes a root from which the Personal SELF of every 
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human being that comes into life springs. Just as on a physiological level our genes come 

from those before us, in the same manner our Personal SELF comes from the encounter 

between the Cosmic SELF and the SELF of our parents. Thus, our Personal SELF is then in 

direct contact with the Cosmic SELF, or rather with the entirety of the ability to love already 

generated. 

 

This reasoning can become clearer if we think of how languages or cultures are created, and 

of the relationship that is then established between a culture and an individual. First, the 

individual is a child of the culture, and then it becomes a representative of that culture and 

contributes to it. 

 

In conclusion, I said that starting with cosmic energy, with an energy that must necessarily 

follow its own laws, we have reached the level of a being that can use the intrinsic laws for 

its development, or it can choose not to. What do I mean by this? Am I saying that every 

human being has to actualize as an I Person? Absolutely not, even though if an individual 

renounces this possibility he will be damaged for life. Is it clear to you then that we have 

gotten to a form of energy that, when used by an I Person, can go in one direction, following 

the ability to love, or else it can annul this ability and even follow a choice to hate. This is 

where we all stand today. 

 

COMMENT: You say that energy is equal to the ability to love. How, then, can energy 

become non-energy, which would be the ability to hate? 

 

ANTONIO: Even when it is an ability to hate it is still energy. It just becomes destructive 

energy. 

 

COMMENT: Yes, but where is there a leap forward in the quality of life? 
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ANTONIO: The leap forward in the quality of life at this time can only be explained as 

follows. The Psychological I that receives violence from society, from the family or from the 

environment, fills up with a reaction to the violence it is a victim of; this reaction is partially 

right, and in part, it is wrong and excessive. Now, when the I Person takes on the aggressive 

reaction that comes from the Psychological I, it becomes an ability to hate, it becomes hatred. 

To hate means there is an act of free will on the part of a personal subject that decides to do 

evil to the person who hurt them, in a disproportionate manner. 

 

COMMENT: Is this reaction, whether it is wrong or right, in reference to an adaptive 

mechanism? 

 

ANTONIO: No, it is in reference to the quantity of violence done to me; if I have received 

a violence that is worth ten, my reaction can be one hundred, and in this sense, it is 

excessive. 

 

COMMENT: Yes, but it is hypothesized that the Ego is capable of adapting, in other words 

that there is an object relationship.  

 

ANTONIO: The object relations begin during the first moments of intrauterine life. During 

intrauterine life, the baby has an object relationship with the mother. If the mother nourishes 

the baby well, there is a love relationship; if instead she does not, the baby reacts with hatred. 

 

COMMENT: The way you put it, it would seem that hatred is the result of the 

transformation of the ability to love into something negative. 

 

ANTONIO: This is true with regards to a baby. In an adult, instead, there is no need to have 

received violence to express hatred. 
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COMMENT: But we know that the adult keeps on repeating; if it does not realize that it is 

repeating, it keeps on repeating. 

 

ANTONIO: This is what happens in our current historical epoch. We can’t say that it has 

always been like this. 

 

COMMENT:  So you believe that in the past hatred was an element that was detached from 

love? 

 

ANTONIO: It is certain that human beings have this ability. It is one thing to hate as a 

reaction to frustration and it’s another to be able to hate and to act on it simply because one 

decides to do so for one’s own pleasure. 

 

COMMENT: I would like to gain some more clarity on one thing; you spoke of body and 

psyche and then about the fact that at a certain point the spirit and the SELF are created. 

But was there the Person even before the spirit existed? 

 

ANTONIO: We cannot say that the Person exists before the spirit has emerged. 

 

COMMENT: Well, so if we can’t say there is an I Person before there is the spirit, we can’t 

speak of freedom either. It seems that you add the element of hatred at the same time as you 

introduce the spiritual dimension. Is hatred within the spirit, then? 

 

ANTONIO: Of course, because hatred is an act of free will. 

 

COMMENT: Thus, freedom emerges at the same time as love and hate? 



 59 

 

ANTONIO: Exactly. Psychological activity is only partially free; it can only act and react, 

with the possibility to choose what kind of reaction it will have. With the birth of the spirit 

and the I Person full freedom begins to exist, which is the possibility to decide between love 

and hatred. On an organic level, how were the body and the psyche of human beings 

created? Already at that level, there was an ability to choose actions different from the ones 

already established within the bodies of animals. 

 

COMMENT: But only when something more than the psyche emerges can that first phrase 

– humanity is free to go against its own laws - be true. When there was only psyche that was 

not possible. 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, this is true, but there was already a type of freedom when the energy we 

talked about in the beginning made the human body. For example, a monkey is conditioned 

to eat only plants. At some point in evolution, something new must have happened; the 

monkey understood, or reacted, or thought, or glimpsed another possibility: it could also eat 

an animal. And that’s what it did. For the first time, it actualized a potential still governed by 

the laws of its potential, but that gave rise to a different result from an animal body that only 

eats plants. 

 

COMMENT: But as a body, it is still subject to certain laws! 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, but there is a progressive detachment from a certain type of laws, so new 

ones can be created. 

 

COMMENT: Is this part of the evolutionary process?  

 

ANTONIO: Exactly. 
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COMMENT: But humanity can actually go against those laws only at the level of the spirit! 

 

ANTONIO: At the level of the spirit I believe that the creation of the SELF responds to a 

deep law within human energy; it was not invented out of nothing. It is similar to the 

example of heat, which is a potential contained within a certain type of energy, and can 

develop out of that energy through a transformational process. 

 

COMMENT: In that sense, it’s evolutionary. 

 

ANTONIO: In that sense, it’s evolutionary according to the laws. However, at this point I 

know that I can develop myself or not according to those laws. This is the example of how 

complete one’s freedom is regarding the choice to develop as a spirit, as a Person, or not. 

 

COMMENT: I would like to ask you to explain the problem of hatred better; I always 

thought of hatred as an interruption of love. 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, hatred is often a reaction to one’s need for love that has been frustrated; 

but not all hatred is a reaction to a frustrated need for love. 

 

COMMENT: So what is it then? 

 

ANTONIO: I’ll give you an example. Some people live off the work of others, they exploit 

them. Why does this happen? Because those exploiting others today were exploited 

themselves in the past? Absolutely not. Intelligence suggests to some people that they can 

live by having others work. I call this the will to determine oneself through hatred instead of 

through love. The invitation to act like this comes from the Psychological I, but the I Person 
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actually makes the choice. If the frustrations received during childhood determined behavior, 

no one would be responsible any more for their actions! Furthermore, responsibility exists 

when there is freedom to choose, and freedom means that, despite my conditioning, I can 

determine to act in one way rather than in another. 

 

COMMENT: But if today a person comes into therapy whose hatred is such that they tear 

everyone up, wouldn’t you try to get to the root cause of their hatred? 

 

ANTONIO: A person that comes to me most certainly has some form of psychological 

pathology; but in my experience, I have never met anyone who hadn’t made some basic love 

or hate decision, besides having a psychological pathology. From the first moment of 

intrauterine life a human being can choose between hatred and love; of course it can choose 

hatred due to a defense mechanism as well. A child whose mother tries to destroy his I Person 

in every way has only one possibility to affirm his personal identity, and that is to 

continuously hate and rebel against the mother. In any case, his choice to determine himself 

in hatred comes from his own needs or his own demands. 

 

COMMENT: How does the SELF evolve? Does it evolve following the ability to love, or is 

there something else? 

 

ANTONIO: The growth of the SELF consists essentially in the accomplishment of the 

ability to love. In an ideal family, there should be a mother and a father who are already 

capable of realizing love, and, since they love each other, they give birth to children. In turn, 

their children, stimulated by the ability to love that their parents have, act on their own 

ability to love, in a response that evolves. If this is missing in the parents, this does not 

necessarily mean that the child will not be able to love. 

 

COMMENT: You started talking about energy and ended up talking about humanity; what 

need does this romantic monism respond to? 
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ANTONIO: It answers to my own need to give meaning to my life. 

 

COMMENT: But why do you need such an absolutely complete picture? 

 

ANTONIO: Because in a time like the one we are living in, we are overwhelmed with 

problems regarding hatred like no other time in the history of humanity. If I were unable to 

use all my ability to love, coming from the Cosmic SELF and from my Personal SELF, I 

would end up allowing my own hatred and the hatred of others to destroy me. 

 

COMMENT: Before you proposed a deterministic explanation of hatred, when you said we 

must look for the causes of our hateful reactions in our childhoods. Then it seems to me 

that you contradict yourself, when you say that hatred comes from an act of free will. 

 

ANTONIO: There is no contradiction. The pathological part of hatred is reactive, and 

another part is the result of free choice. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER VIII 

 

Any type of energy must follow the laws that pertain to it. 

 

Human beings, instead, are not obliged to follow the laws of their being. 

 

This means that human beings can choose to go towards their actualization of themselves as 

Persons, or they can decide not to, even though by renouncing this path they will be 

damaged their whole lives. Human beings can go ahead following their ability to love, or 

they can go ahead destroying this ability. 

 

The activity of the psyche is partially free. When the spirit and the I Person emerge, a full 

freedom begins to be possible, such as the possibility to decide between love and hate. 

Hatred, therefore, is an act of will; it is the result of a specific choice. 

 

In the beginning, hatred can be a reaction to a need for love that has been frustrated; later 

on, though, permanent hatred is the result of a specific existential choice. 
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CHAPTER IX 

 

THE PLEASURE PRINCIPLE AND THE JOY PRINCIPLE 

 

In this lesson, I want to explore the attributes of the SELF.  

I attribute to the Personal SELF the following: the power to love; the source of personal and 

cosmic truth; the drive for unification of the person and of the cosmos; the identity of the 

person as a goal to be achieved and as a purpose for life; the principle of joy or of death and 

rebirth; the bliss which pertains to the sources of being; the connection with the Cosmic 

SELF; the transpersonal communication that occurs between all other Personal SELVES 

and with the Cosmic SELF. 

 

The first attribute is the power to love. If as a human being I want to love myself and others, 

I must have not only the ability to love but also the power to love. The power to love is 

prime matter; it is the gold that makes jewels, going back to our earlier example. The ability 

to love consists of the art of making jewels, or rather of being able to put into action the 

power to love that one possesses. The power to love, the strength and the energy to love, lie 

within the SELF. The ability is the result of the work the I Person does with the potential 

within the transcendental structure that I call the Personal SELF. 

 

COMMENT: How does one connect with the ability to love? 

 

ANTONIO: Let’s look at this problem first in relationship to ourselves. I am an object of 

my power and ability to love; I, as a personal subject, can decide to either love or hate 

myself. How does the decision to love myself manifest itself? Not only for the fact that, 

looking at things from an analytical point of view, I concentrate my libido on my own I. I 

manifest the decision to love myself especially when, speaking in existential terms, I make an 

effort to become autonomous within the context of a relationship where there is excessive 

dependence on my parents. It is an act of love towards myself to put all of my will power to 
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work, to do everything necessary to free myself of my state of dependency. It has to do with 

an act of love that, in concrete terms, includes a whole series of specific actions, like 

committing, for example, to a therapeutic process.  

 

The same reasoning applies when we are dealing with our ability to love others. Here, too, in 

an analytical sense, there must be an investment of the libido that comes from outside 

ourselves, from others. In existential terms, there must be a decision that arises from an act 

of free will, to either exploit others, or to give and receive love. If we decide we want to give 

and receive love, we have to be willing to give up remaining centered on our own narcissism, 

and begin cultivating our own good and the good of those we have decided to love, by 

helping each other. 

 

COMMENT: So what you mean is that at some point we have to be able to break away 

from the love our father and mother give us, so we can affirm ourselves? 

 

ANTONIO: In the love relationship between myself and my parents, in the beginning I 

exist as a love object for them. This first love is fundamental in the building of the I Person. 

The next step for a child is to become autonomous from the parents and from any other 

You. 

 

COMMENT: Does loving others take work? 

 

ANTONIO: There can be times when to help someone else realize their greatest good we 

must renounce some good of our own; this, naturally, means I have to make an effort. 

 

COMMENT: And does it require an effort to love oneself? 
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ANTONIO: Most certainly. Let’s look at an example. If, as an adult, there is a part of me 

that is a child, and I actualize the needs of that childish me that wants to remain a child, I 

destroy my potential as an adult. The day that I instead decide to love myself as an adult, I 

must renounce many of my childish needs, and it’s clear that this costs me an enormous 

effort. At this point, a conflict arises within me, which I must resolve by integrating these 

differing needs. 

 

COMMENT: I would like to ask a question about schizophrenics; do you agree that they 

have a problem based on a severe lack of love? Wouldn’t a schizophrenic have to recuperate 

its inner child through a process of regression? 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, and for the schizophrenic, this type of regression means doing an act of 

love for himself. 

 

COMMENT: You said that to love others we must first learn to love ourselves. Do you 

believe it is possible to make a truly free choice to love oneself and others, I mean, a choice 

made on a completely conscious level? 

 

ANTONIO: Certainly many different factors interact in this choice. In any case, we are 

always basically free to choose between good or bad for ourselves. We cannot speak of 

absolute freedom, in the sense that if we decide to do good for ourselves, we can only do so 

by realizing the goals we carry within ourselves. 

 

COMMENT: I do not agree with your affirmation that even a child is free; I think this is 

only possible for an adult who can regress in a therapeutic setting and learn to free him or 

herself from certain types of conditioning. 
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ANTONIO: I can show you some clinical evidence; I have at least two people I work with 

in therapy who have the distinct sensation that they are alive because they decided to live 

themselves, in complete opposition to the semi-abortive attempts of their mothers. 

 

COMMENT: I was talking about absolute freedom. 

 

ANTONIO: Absolute freedom does not exist. To obtain joy, I necessarily have to love. We 

are talking about freedom in a dialectical sense, in that I am free to choose to either do good 

for myself, or to hurt myself. Even a child that is conditioned by the mother and the 

environment is at least partially free; we must overcome our conviction that we are one 

hundred per cent conditioned. Why does a child who chooses anorexia, who chooses to let 

herself die of hunger, do that? Because she is forced to? But by whom? Only her own hatred 

can force her to let herself die of hunger, so she can strike out at her parents by dying. 

 

COMMENT: But absolute freedom does not exist; that’s why one would have to be fully 

conscious of the conflict to be able to make a choice! 

 

ANTONIO: Not necessarily; most of our conflicts are both unconscious and conscious; we 

are erroneously used to thinking that only if we explicitly reflect on our conflicts we are 

conscious of them, but this is not true. Without wanting to sound provocative, I would like 

to suggest reading Sartre’s “Being and Nothingness”, where he says that the unconscious 

does not exist, there is always full awareness. 

 

COMMENT: Is there any difference between your position on how sometimes, to love 

another, we must renounce our own specific good, and the position of the Catholic Church, 

which says that love always requires a renunciation etc.? 

 

ANTONIO: In my way of looking at it, I see the renunciation as something limited to a 

specific moment in time. Christ’s phrase is; those who accept to lose their life for love find it 
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again, those who want to keep it, lose it. The essence of Christ’s message, as far as it being a 

message of love, is that when I strip myself to give to someone else, I am already preparing 

myself to receive what I have given a hundred times over. For me, someone who is 

egotistical can love himself or herself only very partially, whereas someone who is capable of 

loving others is also capable of loving him or herself at the highest level. 

 

COMMENT: Does the momentary renunciation of one’s own good for love of another 

have anything to do with the reality principle? 

 

ANTONIO: I would say that it has more to do with the Joy principle. The Joy principle 

means that in a certain moment I must renounce pleasure, I must momentarily die to myself, 

but in a dialectic way, so I can be reborn transformed shortly afterwards. My old identity dies 

so I can take on a new one. The pleasure principle, which pertains to the psyche, cannot 

accept that it must die. The Joy principle, which pertains to the spiritual sphere, wants to 

give of itself, and it accepts to death so there can be rebirth. 

 

COMMENT: I want to take one step backwards and look again at the kind of freedom a 

child has. What about the children in developing countries that are dying of hunger? What 

kind of freedom do they have? 

 

ANTONIO: Their freedom lies in being able to accept their bitter fate; no other space for 

their freedom is reserved for them, by life or by other human beings. Life is powerful, but it 

is not omnipotent. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER IX 

 

The following are attributes of the Personal SELF: the power to love; the source of personal 

and cosmic truth; the drive for unification of the person and of the cosmos; the identity of 

the person as a goal and as a purpose for life; the joy principle and death and rebirth; the 

bliss that comes from the sources of being; the connection with the Cosmic SELF; the 

transpersonal communication that occurs between all other Personal SELVES and with the 

Cosmic SELF. 

 

The first attribute is the power to love. This is the prime matter; the ability to love, instead, is 

learning to act on the power to love that one possesses. 

 

The energy necessary for love is contained within the SELF. The ability to love is a result of 

the work the I Person does to actualize the potential contained within the transcendental 

structure we have denominated as the SELF. 
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CHAPTER X 

 

THE GOAL OF THE PERSONAL SELF 

 

 Tonight I’d like to discuss the concept of how the purpose of the Person is within the 

Personal SELF in the form of a goal to be reached. What I mean by this is essentially two 

things. The first has to do with the fact that our identity in terms of any type of potential 

creativity lies within the SELF. 

 The second has to do with the fact that our identity is not only something that has to 

do with reaching our potential, but it has to do with actualizing our I Person. In my view, 

humanity has been mostly concentrated in recent times on this task. 

 I affirm that one’s identity as a Person, which is a goal we tend towards achieving, is 

within each individual’s particular Personal SELF . This includes: a) one’s realization as a 

Person in their path towards autonomy and freedom from their family’s and society’s 

conditioning b) one’s realization of their identity as a Person, which has to do with the ability 

to communicate with others, to love others and to receive love. 

 However, the possibilities for the spiritual development of human beings don’t end 

here. My hypothesis is that once one has become a Person, the SELF expresses an even 

greater goal. To understand what this is, we must look once again at the concept of the 

evolution of the species in general and particularly of the human species. During every 

historical epoch the Personal SELF changes according to what the Cosmic SELF suggests. 

Once one has reached the goal of attaining their identity as a Person, a new goal will emerge 

within the SELF that will inspire humans to transcend themselves even more; after that 

there will be another one, etc., onward without end. 

 

COMMENT: Does this happen to just the individual human being or does it happen to 

humans as group? 
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ANTONIO: It happens on an individual level, but the individual is part of the human 

species or of a specific community. Someone must always take the lead, and then the rest 

will follow. 

 

COMMENT: Why do you speak in terms of the future? It seems as though you don’t think 

that we can accomplish this goal of becoming a Person. 

 

ANTONIO: You’re asking whether it’s possible in our current epoch for many individuals 

to become Persons, to become capable of undertaking a path that leads them to personal 

autonomy and to the ability to develop profound love relationships with others. I do think 

this is possible, but if I look at my own personal reality I see that even with all the 

enthusiasm I can muster towards this goal, I don’t think my whole life will be enough to 

actually reach it.  

 

COMMENT: Why do you speak of the future, then? 

 

ANTONIO: Because when the day comes that this goal of becoming a Person has been 

reached, a new stimulus to reach new goals will come forth. Where will this stimulus come 

from? From the Personal SELF, but the Personal SELF is not a monad; it is connected to the 

Cosmic SELF, which is a product of the whole history of human evolution. 

 

COMMENT: Why do you have to try to reach this goal? 

 

ANTONIO: Because I don’t want anyone else to create my goals for me; and also to give 

each individual the awareness that if they contact their deep SELF, they will know for 

themselves what their own goals are and they won’t have to ask other people, who are 

always ready to impose their own goals on us. Also, they won’t have to feel guilty if they 

don’t reach the goals that others had set for them. 

 

COMMENT: But doesn’t everyone else crush those who want to live as Persons to bits?  
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ANTONIO: No, from your own analysis you should know that the very first obstacle we 

must fight against is the persecutory mother, that we carry within ourselves. This does not 

crush us. This inner persecution can win only if it finds a correspondence within our 

unconscious, only if it coincides with our own inner persecutor. Didn’t the partisans have to 

fight against a real external persecution when they were fighting against the Fascists? They 

managed to win because they were able to face their inner persecutory mother and fight 

against it. 

 

COMMENT: But there were many victims! 

 

ANTONIO: Do you call the partisans who died victims? I don’t consider men and women 

who fight for an ideal and pay with their lives victims. It does not mean they were destroyed. 

When you try to become a Person, it’s clear that you will bump up against all kinds of other 

interests, and these will try to destroy you. However, your own inner persecutory mother is 

your worst enemy, because it will make you feel like you have already lost the battle before 

you’ve even started, if you’re not careful. When we start following our SELF, we feel that 

even though we may suffer, with every step we take, we reach a part of the joy we aspire to. 

To the contrary, when someone goes against himself or herself they feel only dissatisfaction, 

to the point where they reach desperation and suicide. 

 

COMMENT: What is it that keeps the Personal SELF from perceiving, in this moment in 

history, the totality of the Cosmic SELF? And what difference is there between the Cosmic 

SELF and a healthy idea of God?  

 

ANTONIO: The answer to the first question is that the Personal SELF is always in contact 

with the Cosmic SELF, so there are certain types of human potential that are still in a state of 

pure potential; the social, historical and personal situations are such that this potential cannot 

yet be actualized. As far as the second question goes, we must first agree on what a healthy 

idea of God is. 

 

COMMENT: For me, this SELF is, on one hand, determined by what it produces, and on 

the other hand, it cannot be reduced to what it produces; thus, the only way I can imagine it, 

is as a pure possibility. 
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ANTONIO: This is not exact. Let me give you an example: two thousand years ago, the 

concept of Person meant mask. Today you can walk out the door and anyone will tell you 

that they are a person, not a thing, and as a person, they want to be treated with respect. This 

type of consciousness did not exist two thousand years ago; then, it was taken for granted 

that certain people could be free subjects and others were only slaves. 

 

COMMENT: Has a substantial ability to reach the goal of existence of one’s individual 

Personal SELF been achieved? 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, of course, but the level reached is just a platform from which we must 

continually launch ourselves. Dissatisfaction is the very least of the negative sensations that a 

human being feels when they don’t reach their existential goal: the worst we can feel is 

desperation. Dissatisfaction and desperation both belong to the existential sphere of human 

beings, to their goal and purpose. 

 

 

 

SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER X 

 

The purpose of the Person is within the Personal SELF in the form of a goal to be reached. 

 

This goal includes: 

- the actualization of oneself as a Person by undertaking a path of growth that allows one 

to become autonomous and free from their families and from society; 

- realizing one’s identity as a Person in the sense of their ability to communicate with 

others, to love others and to receive love. 

 

Once we reach the goal of acquiring an identity as a Person, another goal regarding our 

identity will formulate within the SELF, which will stimulate us to transcend ourselves even 

further. 
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CHAPTER XI 

 

THE I PERSON IS A SPIRITUAL STRUCTURE 

 

 Up until now, we have spoken of the Personal and Cosmic SELF as being a 

transcendental structure, and we have spoken of the psychological, somatic, and 

environmental or relationship structures within the individual. All these structures belong to 

a central Subject, which I have called the I Person. The whole of all the structures mentioned 

earlier, together with the I Person, constitute the individual as a Person. 

 I also see the I Person as being a spiritual structure, which is the central subject of the 

whole human being. The I Person, in our current phase of human development as seen by 

myself and by Graber – who has done more in-depth study of intrauterine life than anyone 

else – exists from the first moment of conception. Through my clinical practice, I have 

become convinced of this. 

 The I Person of every individual that is born is a cross between the SELF and the I 

Person of the father and the mother, and it incarnates in a transcendental structure, a 

psychological structure, a somatic structure and a relational structure that is completely 

different for each human being.  

 You will remember from past lessons my affirmation that the I Person is the result of 

the human species’ historical evolution; in this sense, I initially said that a spiritual structure 

did not exist. What am I talking about when I say spiritual structure? In my definition of this 

term, there are no religious or supernatural connotations; rather it includes this series of 

meanings: a capacity for freedom; a capacity to make decisions; a capacity for subsistence 

(esse in). With ‘esse in’ what I mean is a subject that bases its ability to subsist within itself 

and within no one outside itself. As a last addition to the list, there is the capacity to relate to 

others, to the outside world (‘esse ad’). The foundation of this ability to be and to act, that is, 

to relate to others, is love: I exist as an I Person when I am capable of loving myself and am 

capable of creating love relationships with others. 

 It is true that the love of the mother and father are important for creating the 

foundations of the I Person, but if this love is completely lacking, I believe that the I Person of 

an individual can find the possibility to reach a subsistence level of love for themselves, 

coming from their Personal and Cosmic SELF.  
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 I realize that this is a very abstract and difficult topic; let’s stop for a moment and 

clear up certain points.  

 

 

COMMENT: I don’t really understand the last part of what you said, when you mention the 

absence of love from the father and the mother. 

 

ANTONIO: The point I was trying to make is that I can exist as a personal subject in as 

much as I am an object of love. I can be my father’s or my mother’s love object, but I can 

also be the love object of my Personal and Cosmic SELF; in the unfortunate event that I 

should not receive love from my parents at the beginning, I could always center myself on 

the love that my SELF has for me. If even this love were lacking, I could not exist, not even 

at a purely physiological level. 

 

COMMENT: Is being the love object of one’s SELF something we must learn? 

 

ANTONIO: No, here we would have to say that it is a gift of nature. 

 

COMMENT: So there’s no hope? 

 

ANTONIO: For those who exist there’s hope, because it means that there has been love, 

otherwise they wouldn’t exist at all. I repeat: all that we need to exist is the love of our 

SELF; if instead, for reasons I am not yet able to explain, the Personal and Cosmic SELF of a 

fecundated egg cannot communicate love to the I Person, this egg simply dies. 

 

COMMENT: Even when there is love from father and the mother? 

 

ANTONIO: If there is love from the parents there is also love from the SELF; if love from 

the parents is missing, the only hope is the love coming from the SELF. 
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COMMENT: You said that before the SELF did not exist; why is it, then, that the parents’ 

love didn’t create the I Person? 

 

ANTONIO: Because the father and the mother hadn’t acquired it themselves, so how could 

they have transmitted it to their children?! Why is it that I insist so much on the concept that 

it is love at the basis of the I Person? Because if this is true, then we can base the conditions 

for a better life, a fuller existence, on this concept. What I want to do is turn Des Cartes’ 

affirmation “cogito, ergo sum” upside down. I want it to become "I love, therefore I exist". 

Thought makes me exist in my mind, but can human beings exist only as mind? I don’t think 

so: only love makes me exist as a Person. 

 

COMMENT: For me, when love is lacking the psychological part is killed, not the I Person. 

 

ANTONIO: No, I disagree. What is the Psychological I, what is the body? Contraction and 

distension, so for a being that is contraction and distension the lack of love doesn’t affect it 

at all; an unloved frog can contract and distend itself as much as it wants, but a human being, 

an I Person, cannot. The I Person is much more complex than just contraction and distension.  

 

COMMENT: What I meant to say was that an unloved human being could be born 

psychotic, it could be born anyway. 

 

ANTONIO: And how do you know that within that person, there is not the ability to love 

themselves? They are psychotic, but they exist because they have this capacity within 

themselves. 

 

COMMENT: I seem to see incongruence when you say that human beings are free to do 

evil and you present this as an expression of their dignity. I see this ability to do evil as only 

an expression of human limitation. 

 

ANTONIO: I don’t see any incongruence in affirming that human beings are capable of 

deciding whether to love or to hate themselves. 
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COMMENT: But you said before that if someone hates themselves it’s because they are 

conditioned by their past! 

 

ANTONIO: But this is only a first part of it. Of course, hatred is a conditioned response, 

but afterwards the possibility of a free choice between loving and hating oneself arises. 

 

COMMENT: You said that if we exist, it’s because we were a love object. Can we make the 

assumption here that if we were love objects we can thus love ourselves? 

 

ANTONIO: Of course! 

 

COMMENT: And when we are able to love ourselves, do we necessarily love others? 

 

ANTONIO: Not necessarily. This, too, has to do with a free choice. In any case, I could 

give you the example of people I have as patients who were not loved by either their 

mothers or their fathers, and yet they are alive. My discourse refers to the current historical 

moment we are living in, where culture is predominant over nature. In a time like this, I 

repeat, the love of either the parents or the Personal and Cosmic SELF is a determining factor 

when a child is conceived. The same thing is not true for the past; when culture did not 

prevail over nature, a human biological being could exist even if no one loved it. 

 

COMMENT: In cases of psychosis, the libido retreats into narcissism: in a case like this, 

what is the relationship between the SELF and the narcissistic libido? 

 

ANTONIO: It could be that in a case like this the SELF suggests to the I Person to put aside 

its need to develop relationships, as an ‘esse ad’, and to concentrate its entire libido on its 

‘esse in’; otherwise, it could not survive, neither physiologically, not existentially. Later on, 

once it has recovered, the I Person can eventually pick up its path of development of going 

towards others.  

 

COMMENT: Does this mean it’s taken for granted that the birth of the psyche comes about 

at the same time as biological birth? 
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ANTONIO: In this moment in human history, yes: the I Person, the Psychological I, the 

Corporeal I and the Relational I are all present at the time of conception.  
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XI 

 

The Personal and Cosmic SELF as a transcendental structure, the psychological structure, the 

corporeal structure and the relational structure all belong to a central Subject, which we have 

called the I Person.  

 

The whole of all these structures plus the I Person constitutes the individual as a Person. 

 

The I Person is a spiritual structure; it exists from conception onward; clinical experience has 

verified this. 

 

The I Person of every being that is born is the result of a cross between the SELF and the I 

Person of the father and the mother, which incarnates in a transcendental structure, a 

psychological structure, a physiological structure and a relational structure that is completely 

different for each human being. 

 

What do we mean by spiritual structure? 

In A. Mercurio’s definition, there are no religious connotations. Instead, it includes the 

following: the capacity for freedom, the capacity to make decisions, the capacity to subsist 

(‘esse in’), the capacity to relate to others (‘esse ad’). 

 

‘Esse in’: this term means that it is a subject whose capacity for subsistence lies within itself, 

not within anyone else. 

 

The foundation for the capacity to be and to act is love. 

 

The I Person is initially based on the love of one’s parents. When this love is lacking, the I 

Person could find the possibility for subsistence in the love it has for itself and that comes 

from its Personal and Cosmic SELF. 
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CHAPTER XII 

 

LOVE IS THE ACTION AT THE BASIS OF THE BEING AS A PERSON 

 

I want to give you a brief synthesis of the previous lesson. The principle constitutional 

elements of the I Person are the “esse in” and the “esse ad”, subsistence and relationships. I would 

also like to remind you of a very important thing: love is the action that creates being and 

that makes it grow. Therefore, very simply, if we want to develop the I Person in its two 

components, we can say this: in as far as we are capable of loving ourselves, we develop the 

“esse in”; in as far as we are capable of loving others we are always developing a part of 

ourselves (the part that is in relation to others). 

 

COMMENT: Does love for oneself have to come before love for others? 

 

ANTONIO: Absolutely. This is because the “esse ad”, the part of my being that is relational, 

is a development of the “esse in”. If I want to learn to love myself one hundred per cent, I 

must necessarily learn to love others; if I am not capable of loving others, it means that my 

ability to love has been almost completely destroyed. 

 

I have the feeling that you are all a bit perplexed, and I can understand why. Loving others is 

something that is seen as a duty in our culture, and what I am instead trying to transmit to 

you is that not only is loving others not a duty, but it is actually the fullest expression of our 

ability to love ourselves. 

 

Why is it that if I am capable of loving myself I become capable of loving others? Because 

every time I am authentically capable of loving others it means that I, too, become an object 

of love. This type of action, love for myself that brings me to love others – who in turn will 

love me – increases my “esse in”, my own being. 
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The essential motivation behind loving is to be loved in return. Here a problem arises, in our 

culture; if I love others so I am loved back, then my love is considered egotistical. This, in 

my opinion, is an incorrect conclusion that comes from an error in reasoning. Relationships 

that are completely free of personal interest do not exist; this idea comes from a need for 

perfection. We could perhaps say more correctly that love is both something in my own 

interest and not in my own interest. It is interested in the sense that, as we have seen, I love 

others so I am loved back; it is disinterested in the sense that love for another means 

supporting their own good, and, to do so, I might sometimes have to renounce certain needs 

of my own Psychological I. But of my Psychological I, not, most certainly, of my SELF! 

 

Let me explain further. I can consider myself egotistical if I act only according to the needs 

of my Psychological I, because the Psychological I wants nothing to do with accepting suffering 

for another, because it always acts according to the pleasure principle. Love for another 

means that I must suffer and the Psychological I refuses to suffer; in this sense, I can be 

egotistical. If my SELF and my I Person, however, act in accordance to the Joy principle,  Joy 

means accepting suffering, it means accepting death and rebirth. Everything else is 

masochism, and masochism is an illness. 

 

COMMENT: Do you think that one could just stop at love of oneself?  

 

ANTONIO: Certainly. The Renaissance man is a typical example. 

 

COMMENT: These lessons cause some problems for me, because they have more to do 

with a religious theory of humanity, rather than on the study of psychological mechanisms. 

Essentially, you are saying; “Love thy neighbor as thyself”; but all the religions in the world 

have already said this! The goal of these lessons, according to me, should not be to elaborate 

a vision of the world – which seems to me to be a megalomanic expectation – but rather to 

study therapies that would be appropriate for psychological problems. 
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ANTONIO: These are not lessons on psychoanalysis, devoted to the Psychological I. My 

lessons have to do with Existential Anthropology, and they deal with the I Person. The I 

Person also has its problems and its illnesses. I think you are mistaken if you want to explore 

only the problems regarding the Psychological I, because you would limit yourself to an 

incomplete vision of humanity. If you think that it’s difficult to have a complete vision of the 

world, I can agree with you there; but a vision of humanity must include one, otherwise how 

can we possibly distinguish good from evil! I don’t see anything having to do with religion 

here, what we are talking about is humanity. A religious stance would be someone who 

would say; love others as you love yourself, otherwise you are going to go to hell. 

 

COMMENT: But what is love in your way of looking at things? Is it a feeling? 

 

ANTONIO: No, there is a feeling in the first phase of falling in love, where the type of love 

one is experiencing is – let’s call it like this – similar to the phase of symbiosis or the Oedipal 

phase. After this first phase, love is present when the two partners want to create a 

relationship where they both give and take, based on the estimation they have of each other, 

on their qualities. Love is a decision to act for the good of the other. This decision arises from 

the feeling that the other is important to me and to my life. 

 

COMMENT: For me it is important to verify that this theory of the Person works for me, 

for me as a specific individual. 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, of course. I am not asking you to follow me in faith; I have the gall to 

affirm that you can actually test your research regarding the I Person in a scientific manner. 

What is the I Person looking for? Well-being, joy, happiness. These things are concrete and 

measurable; you know very well whether you have joy in your life. I am proposing a model 

of actions you can take to reach joy, and you can immediately see if it is valid, to the contrary 

of what religions promise, which put everything off to an unverifiable future. 
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COMMENT: But why do we necessarily have to worry about being able to demonstrate 

this? What is important is that we feel an existential resonance with what you are saying. 

 

ANTONIO: No, I don’t agree for the reasons I just mentioned. An inability to demonstrate 

these ideas is exactly what makes us run the risk of falling into the religious trap. I, instead, 

invite you to take on an experience and to verify what we are saying: if you learn to love 

yourself, you concretely experience joy. This is what happened to me. 

 

 

 

 

 

SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XII 

 

The principal constitutional elements of the I Person are the “esse in” and the “esse ad”, 

subsistence and relationships. 

As far as we are capable of loving ourselves, we develop “esse in”; as far as we are capable of 

loving others, we develop “esse ad”. 

 

Love of oneself must come before we can love others; “esse ad” is a development of “esse 

in”; when we learn to love others, we also learn to love ourselves more completely. This has 

nothing to do with a moral duty, but rather with an adherence to the laws of life. 
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CHAPTER XIII 

 

THE COMPONENTS OF THE I PERSON 

 

In this lesson, I want to look again at the basic components of the I Person, which are: 

 

1. “esse in” = the ability to love oneself; the ability to be and to exist; 

2. “esse ad” = the ability to love others; the ability to completely be and exist; 

3. the ability to hate oneself; 

4. the ability to hate others; 

5. the possibility to choose between love and hate; 

6. the ability to decide whether to love or hate. 

 

During the previous lessons, I highlighted the first two elements; I haven’t yet explained the 

ability to hate oneself or others as components of the I Person. However, this concept is very 

important, because if we do not understand that in the structure of the I Person the ability to 

love or hate are present in the same amount, we cannot truly understand what the I Person’s 

purpose is. 

 

To understand clearly what I just stated, you must understand what the difference between 

the possibility to love and the ability to love is. The potential, the energy necessary to love is 

contained in the SELF; but the ability to love, actually putting this potential into action is 

something the I Person does. It is a decision it makes. 
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At the same time, in my theory aggressive energy is contained within the Psychological I; the 

ability to hate, however, pertains to the I Person. Aggressive energy in of itself is nothing 

other than a defensive reaction, even though a reaction, as we saw previously, is often 

disproportionate with respect to the violence one has received. Aggressive destructiveness 

can be a useful, constructive reaction, such as when we eat food: when we eat we destroy 

something, but we are also doing something that is good for our organism. Destructive 

aggressiveness is, thus, something different from hatred, which is a decision that the I Person 

freely makes. Hatred aims at the destruction of oneself or of another, not for constructive or 

defensive purposes, but simply for the pleasure of destroying. 

 

COMMENT: Does the potential for love or hatred always come from the Transcendental I? 

 

ANTONIO: No, only the potential to love is contained within the SELF. Two things, 

instead, pertain to the Psychological I: on one hand destructive, passionate impulses; on the 

other, constructive impulses to explore one’s feelings and build one’s psychological health. 

 

It’s as though the I Person were a chariot pulled by two horses: one is the Transcendental I, the 

SELF, and the other is the Passionate I, the Psychological I. These two horses in many instances 

go in the same direction, because the Psychological I – as we have seen – is not just destructive, 

it can also be constructive. However, the Psychological I also has a component I call the 

Passionate I, which is destructive, and can suddenly get off track. At that point, the I Person 

receives two impulses that pull it in two opposite directions; it’s up to the I Person to 

harmonize the path of the SELF with that of the Psychological I, so that they both go in the 

same direction, which is towards the growth of the Person. If the I Person is incapable of 

keeping all the forces it has to deal with unified – since one of these forces tends towards a 

destructive path – then the entire I Person gets dragged towards destruction. The 

responsibility for this lies within the I Person, since it allows itself to be dragged in that 

direction and destroys its other possibilities. 

 

COMMENT: So do the passions belong to the Passionate I? 
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ANTONIO: Let’s start by saying that the passions are not always the same. In this particular 

moment in history, the passions that have to do with life are disappearing, and the passions 

regarding death are getting stronger. 

 

Let’s look at an example of a passion: greed. What is a passion? A passion is something that 

hijacks all of our energies towards repetitive actions, whose purpose are to offer relief and to 

satisfy a need that has been satisfied. A passion typically means that we can see only one way 

of acting and only one need that we must satisfy; everything else is left aside or put into 

second place. Who can bring order to this situation? Only the I Person, in my opinion, since 

listening to one’s passion of greed would mean hate and self-destruction, not love for one’s 

being. The I Person is the one that must decide to either accept to hate itself, or eliminate the 

hatred. To do so one’s will power is not enough; one must use a series of methods to control 

or process this passion. One must go to its very source, understand how it originated, and 

overcome one’s conditioned response to keep it in tact. To eliminate a passion we must 

change our underlying decision to hate ourselves, once we have discovered how it came to 

be and why we wanted to maintain it. 

 

Let’s look at another example. I affirm that the I Person exists from the very first moment 

that the ovum is fecundated, and that the I Person continuously makes decisions based on the 

earliest trials and tribulations that the ovum has to face. Let’s take the example of a 

fecundated ovum threatened by attempts at abortion. I think that when the ovum is 

subjected to the mother’s aggressiveness, it has to elaborate a response, a reaction that can 

be either defensive, to develop the instinct of conservation and of life, or offensive. This is 

the point. It can be offensive towards the mother (towards the uterus, obviously). We in fact 

know that when the fetus is in an advanced stage of development, if it wants to it can 

produce toxins that poison the mother and can even kill her. Who is it that makes the 

decision in one direction or the other? First the Psychological I does, and then the I Person does, 

in my view. This is what I have deducted from my clinical experience, and it is the 

hypothesis I propose to you so you can verify it yourselves. 
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COMMENT: How do you reconcile the idea of freedom with the fact that an individual has 

a SELF already completely formed from the time of their conception? 

 

ANTONIO: You are making a philosophical supposition where there is really only an 

existential problem. You are basing your argument on a cultural preconception that freedom 

must be absolute, if it is to be real freedom. Either there is one hundred percent freedom, or 

there is none at all. This is a cultural category dictated by a need for omnipotence! Absolute 

freedom does not exist. Just because my ability to be free is relative and not absolute, in the 

sense that it is limited by the fact that I have a certain body, and a certain psyche and a 

certain SELF, I cannot conclude that I have no freedom at all. 

 

COMMENT: But what is at the basis of how you differentiate between the Psychological I and 

the I Person? 

 

ANTONIO: The basis rests on the fact that the Psychological I’s activity is deterministic: if I 

receive a slap in the face, I must respond with a slap myself. The I Person, instead, is not 

deterministic. It is free to decide whether to respond with a slap, even though this freedom is 

only partial. It is free to decide to respond with hatred or, even when faced with an 

aggression, to not respond with hatred. 

 

COMMENT: I have a bit of a problem with all these distinctions between Corporeal I, 

Psychological I, I Person; it’s as if the individual were not whole! 

 

ANTONIO: Wholeness is something that we must achieve, and this is the purpose of life. 

Splitting happens as a response to the violence that happens to us. Splitting certainly exists: a 

Schizophrenic I is a split one. 

 

COMMENT: Is a Schizophrenic I one whose psychological dimension is predominant? 
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ANTONIO: It is not that simple. It can be that an I Person has decided to become 

schizophrenic as a defense mechanism before a hostile environment. Why do I say that? 

Because I do not agree with the ideology so prevalent today that says that human beings are 

victims of their conditioning and their traumas; human beings are not leaves blown around 

by the wind; they are beings that have the power to either destroy themselves or create 

themselves. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XIII 

 

Essential components of the I Person:  

 

• “esse in” = the ability to love oneself; the ability to be and to exist; 

• “esse ad” = the ability to love others; the ability to completely be and exist; 

• the ability to hate oneself; 

• the ability to hate others; 

• the possibility to choose between love and hate; 

• the ability to decide whether to love or to hate. 

 

The ability to love and the ability to hate are equally present within the I Person. 

 

We must remember the difference between power to do something and ability to do 

something. This is why aggressive energy pertains to the Psychological I, but only the I Person 

has the real ability to hate. 

 

The I Person has the task of harmonizing the path of the SELF and the Psychological I (which 

pull in opposite directions), so that both go in the same direction: towards the growth of the 

Person. The I Person is what has the responsibility to make this choice. 
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CHAPTER XIV 

 

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL I 

 

 In this lesson, we’ll look at the structure of the psyche, the Psychological I.  

 You all know that Freud subdivided the psyche into three parts: the Id, the Ego and 

the Super-Ego. According to Freud, in the beginning, there is only the Id; through its 

relationship with the outer world, a part of the Id differentiates and becomes the Ego; later a 

third structure develops, the Super-Ego, which forms through the introjection of social and 

parental norms. 

 This is the structural model of the psyche as proposed by Freud. Mine is a bit 

different. In my opinion, there is an I ∗from the very beginning of human life. The 

Psychological I is, in my view, an organizing principle whose purpose is perception and which 

reacts to everything that comes from the Id, or rather from the individual’s inner world, as 

well as to everything that comes from the world outside the individual. In the Freudian view, 

only the Id exists at the beginning and from that, the Ego arises. In my view, instead, the I 

exists from the very beginning and the Id belongs to this organizing principle, which is the 

Psychological I. As you can see, I have overturned the frame of reference.  

 What we can say, that might place the two conceptions in a historical-evolutionary 

context, is that from the beginning, both the Id and the I exist as potentials, and that the first 

potential that is actuated is the Id, which for Freud is the world of instincts, of drives. 

 What are the principle drives, according to Freud? Sexuality, aggression and hunger. 

These drives already exist within the animal realm even though, in this context, the term 

“drive” is not exact. In any case, these drives are already present in the animal realm, but 

they then develop within humanity in a completely different way. They undergo a qualitative 

leap.  

 Why is it that I affirm that the I exists from the very beginning, along with the Id? On 

the basis of the fact it is an organizing principle; either the Id is simply something without a 
                                                                    

∗
 Translator’s note: since the use of the term “Ego” has changed widely throughout the last few decades and has assumed a 

much different connotation than that originally proposed by Freud, it has been decided to use the term “I” instead of “Ego” 

in translating this author’s conception of this essential structure in the human being.  
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purpose, and this seems absurd to me, or it is something that has a purpose to be fulfilled. 

Thus the Psychological I is the organizing principle that organizes the Id with respect to its 

specific purpose. What is its purpose? A first one can be the organization of the drives so the 

individual is preserved. In synthesis, the Psychological I organizes the perceptions it receives 

from two orders of reality, from the inner world and from the outer one, and it programs its 

reactions based on two principles, the pleasure principle and the reality principle.  

The pleasure principle aims at satisfying a need so pleasure is obtained and pain and 

frustration are avoided; the reality principle organizes the ability to defer the need for 

satisfaction when its immediate fulfillment is either impossible or dangerous at that time. 

 

COMMENT: Could you better explain the Freudian map of the unconscious-conscious-

preconscious? Because we can presume your organizing principle is not conscious. 

 

ANTONIO: Freud took it for granted that a large part of the Psychological I’s activity was 

unconscious.  

 

COMMENT: Why was it that Freud didn’t recognize the existence of this psychological 

reality from the beginning of existence? 

 

ANTONIO: I have never really thought about this before so at this time I really don’t know 

how to answer that. However, I can point out that there is a psychoanalytical school of 

thought led by Hartmann, Kris, Rappaport and Erikson that hypothesizes the existence of a 

specialized part of the Ego from the beginning, which they define as being free of conflict. 

 To answer to the question of how we see the unconscious-conscious-preconscious, 

it’s clear that if we speak of human developmental stages, if we talk about intrauterine life, 

obviously all this activity is buried in the unconscious, just as it is during the first months of 

a child’s life. 

 Based on my clinical experience, I can say that most of the conflicts dealt with in 

analysis have to do with the intrauterine experience. You can see, therefore, how we need a 

theory, structural hypotheses, that can help us understand these problems. That is why I 

affirm that everything is unconscious during the intrauterine experience, but an I Person, a 

Psychological I, Transcendental I, and a Corporeal I, already exist at that time. We have never 

touched on the Corporeal I in our lessons, but it doesn’t seem to me to be the most difficult 
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subject theoretically speaking. In any case, to better understand how the Corporeal I is 

organized you can refer to the studies done by W. Reich. 

 

COMMENT: What do you mean when you refer to the Corporeal I? 

 

ANTONIO: I am referring to an organizing principle that coordinates the development and 

function of the cells and organs, of everything that is necessary for the life of the body. As I 

said before, Reich is someone who studied the organization of the Corporeal I in depth, with 

his ideas about Vital Energy and the principle of tension and relaxation. 

 

COMMENT: Is the structure of the Corporeal I the same in human beings as it is in animals? 

 

ANTONIO: No: in the very beginning, human beings were similar to animals, but then 

there have been continual qualitative leaps in evolution, from one form of life to the next. 

 But let’s go back to the Psychological I, because I still have more to add. We already said 

that the Psychological I consists of: 

1) The Id, 

2) The Super-Ego, 

3) The Ideal I. 

 

We still must explain more about the ideation and emotional-affective processes that are part 

of the Psychological I’s functions. The mind and thought are the result of the Psychological I’s 

ideational-representative activity. Ideational activity represents the world of the drives and 

the emotions, i.e. everything that pertains to the Id. We cannot, however, attribute all the 

emotions to the drives. For example, the hunger drive is something distinct from the 

emotion or the pleasurable gratification that one feels after having eaten the food that 

placates the hunger. The drive itself does not explain what happens between the mother and 

the child when the child needs food and the mother gives food to the child. The mother can 

give the food in many different ways: by force, with anger, being discontent, with love, with 

tenderness. All this belongs to the dimension of the affect, not to the drives. Do you see the 

difference? 
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 What happens to a child who comes into life in the womb of a mother who is 

ambivalent towards her maternal desire? How does the Psychological I of the child react to this 

ambivalent situation? With ambivalence. The perception of an ambivalent womb and the 

ambivalent reaction end up being fixated and structured into the child’s psyche; the child 

begins to feel love-hate towards the mother. This reaction stratifies within the mind of the 

child, until the I Person is consciously capable of analyzing where this love-hate ambivalence 

towards the mother began, and that is then projected onto any relationship with reality. This 

goes on until the I Person is capable of acting on it, after the roots of this ambivalence have 

been brought to light, and of modifying the reactions of the Psychological I. Until this happens, 

the Psychological I continually perpetuates the problem and these reactive modalities. Only the 

I Person can decide to detach itself from this past reaction of hostility and anger, and create 

itself in a new environment that is now finally favorable. 

 

Do you see why a structural hypothesis of this type is necessary? Why we need to distinguish 

between the Psychological I and the I Person?  
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XIV 

 

The structure of the psyche is made up of the Id, and then of an Ego and a Super-Ego.  

Contrary to what Freud hypothesized A. Mercurio thinks that an I Person exists from the very 

beginning of human life. 

 

The Psychological I is an organizing principle of everything that comes from the Id, or from 

the individual’s inner world, and of everything that comes from the individual’s external 

reality. 

 

Based on clinical experience it is possible to affirm that most of the conflicts brought up in 

analysis pertain to intrauterine experience. Therefore, we need a theory, a structural 

hypothesis that can help us understand these problems. Everything in intrauterine life is 

unconscious; but from the very beginning an I Person, a Psychological I, a Transcendental I and a 

Corporeal I, are present.  

 

The mind and thought are the result of the ideational-representative activity of the 

Psychological I. Ideational activity represents the world of the drives, i.e. everything that 

pertains to the Id. We cannot, however, attribute the entire emotional experience to the 

drives. What happens between a mother and a child when the mother satisfies her child’s 

hunger drive? The mother can satisfy this need in many ways, for example with tenderness 

or with anger. How does the child’s Psychological I react to its mother’s ambivalence towards 

her future maternity? With ambivalence. This reaction is deposited in the child’s unconscious 

and it will tend to reproduce itself, until the I Person manages to bring the roots of this 

ambivalence to light. 

 This is why a theory that distinguishes between the Psychological I and the I Person is 

necessary. 
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CHAPTER XV 

 

THE PERSECUTORY I 

 

 Let’s look again at the topic of the Psychological I that we had begun discussing during 

the last lesson. We already mentioned the differences that set us apart from Freudian theory. 

I would now like to repeat my own metapsychological structure. The Psychological I contains 

the Id, the Super-Ego and the Ideal I. The Super-Ego – I want to underline this – can be 

positive or negative. It can be positive in the sense that it contains the norms that can guide 

the development of the Psychological I and the I Person; it can be negative, in the sense that it 

contains the authoritarian prohibitions established by the parents and by society. I also 

believe that a Passionate I and a Persecutory I belong to the Psychological I. The Psychological I acts 

as the organizing principle of the perceptions coming from both the inner world (the Id, the 

Persecutory I, the Passionate I, the Ideal I) and from the external world. In this lesson, I also 

want to add that the Psychological I is an organizing principle not only of the perceptions but 

also of the reactions that one has to these perceptions. The laws that regulate the reactions 

of the Psychological I are rigidly deterministic, so the reaction to an uncomfortable perception 

of an aggressive object is of equal aggressiveness, of hostility. If a mother’s attitude towards 

a child that she is caring for is negative, the child’s reaction will necessarily be one of 

aggressive destructiveness towards the mother that is rejecting him or her. Thus from the 

Psychological I of the rejected child a destructive reaction is set off towards the mother. 

 The Psychological I, however, also knows that if it acts this destructiveness out, the 

consequences will fall on the child, not the mother. In this stage of development, if the fetus 

develops toxins against the womb, it will destroy itself as well. The Psychological I, then, since 

it cannot eliminate the aggressive reaction, decides to repress it. The destructive reaction is 

then deposited in the deepest part of the individual’s psyche, where it lies ready to jump out 

later, maybe even without the subject who is carrying it knowing this is happening. 

 What, then, can the I Person and the SELF do when this negative reaction comes back 

up to the surface, so it doesn’t emerge in such a way that is so destructive it is irreparable?  

 

COMMENT: How can the Psychological I know that if it attacks the mother, it will die too? 
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ANTONIO: The Psychological I knows this because besides being connected to the I Person 

and the Transcendental I, it is also connected to the Corporeal I. Thus, the Corporeal I 

communicates with the Psychological I and transmits the knowledge it needs to support the 

fecundated ovum’s development. The ovum can develop the villi and attach to the walls of 

the uterus, or it can refuse to do so, with the consequence that the ovum will fall away and 

produce a spontaneous abortion. 

 

COMMENT: Do you attribute the decision to implant or not to the Psychological I? 

 

ANTONIO: You all know that I attribute this decision to the SELF and the I Person. The 

Psychological I is capable of only repressing its aggressiveness, not of removing it. The I Person, 

instead, has this ability, for example through forgiveness. 

 

COMMENT: What difference is there between the fight for life that humanity carries out 

and the one that animals or plants carry out? Let’s take the example of a tree that encounters 

a destructive environment, like a huge boulder that blocks the development of its roots. 

 

ANTONIO: A huge boulder is an obstacle, not a destructive environment; we cannot 

compare the obstacle represented by a boulder to the will of a mother who wants to destroy 

the life of an ovum. 

 My work has continuously shown me that the ovum can feel the mother’s destructive 

will; on a psychological level, it most certainly reacts in a deterministic way, with a 

destructive reaction towards the mother. However, since at that time such a reaction would 

be dangerous for its own survival, some decide to repress this aggressiveness temporarily. If 

you want an example of what I am talking about – at an adult level, however – go see the 

movie “Traffic Jam”. A truck gets stuck in a traffic jam together with all kinds of other cars. 

Four young men rape a girl who is in the truck with her boyfriend. First, they hurt the 

boyfriend and throw him out of the truck; then they rape the girl; then they go back into 

their own car, that is stuck in the traffic jam as well, and they fall asleep.  

After a while, the boyfriend comes to and sees the young men asleep; he comes up to their 

car and opens the gas cap, with the intention of setting fire to their car. At this point, there is 

a sequence of a couple minutes, where you see this man moving a match close to the gas cap 

and then taking it away again. The problem is that if he gets revenge on those four in that 
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way, he will blow up everyone else stuck in the traffic jam, including himself and his 

girlfriend. At a certain point, the man decides to not get revenge; what happens at that 

moment? This is the question to ask. The Psychological I thinks only of getting revenge; the I 

Person and the SELF can have the energy necessary to overcome the vindictive desire. 

 

COMMENT: When does the I Person intervene to correct the Psychological I? At that moment, 

or later on?  

 

ANTONIO: At that very moment. In the past, when the influence of nature was stronger 

than culture, the biological urge of even just the Corporeal I could have been strong enough to 

affirm the development of life and to contrast the Psychological I’s destructiveness. Today, 

from what I have seen in my clinical experience, the Psychological I is stronger than the 

Corporeal I. Therefore, today the Psychological I either represses its aggressiveness, or it affirms 

its love for life, helped by the I Person. Otherwise, it destroys itself. 

 At this point, I want to talk about the Persecutory I. We started out with the hypothesis 

that the Psychological I, when faced with the perception of something destructive coming from 

outside, first reacts with the same amount of destructiveness, but then it represses it. This 

individual grows up, but intuitively he knows that he has an aggressive reaction towards the 

mother deep inside himself. He also knows that the Psychological I tried everything to get the I 

Person to assume this reaction of destructive aggressiveness. I am thus introducing here a 

distinction between the Psychological I’s deterministic aggressive reaction, and the I Person’s 

free, spiritual decision to hate. Let’s hypothesize, then, that the Psychological I manages to 

persuade the I Person to take on this will to hate. The SELF, though, considers hatred against 

the mother a culpability; our culture also tells us that it is a crime to kill our mother or any 

other person, except in legitimate self-defense. It thus happens that the I Person, after it 

allows the Psychological I to seduce it, perceives itself as a Guilty I. However, the I cannot stand 

the weight of this guilt, so in this case as well, it tries to defend itself either by repressing it, 

by projecting it or by displacing it. Repression never works completely though, so the 

individual continues to feel guilty. What happens then? The part of the I Person that perceives 

itself as guilty transforms into a Persecutory I. A structure is created within the Psychological I 

that I call “The fierce executioner”. 

 

COMMENT: I haven’t quite grasped this; the Persecutory I is created by defense mechanisms? 
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ANTONIO: No. The Persecutory I is created because the defense mechanisms are 

insufficient.  

 

COMMENT: What is the difference between culpability based on hatred and culpability 

based on destructive aggressiveness? 

 

ANTONIO: When we’re dealing with destructive aggressiveness, there is no culpability, 

because the Psychological I reacts deterministically. Culpability is within the I Person if it 

assumes the destructive will of the Psychological I. 

 

COMMENT: The Persecutory I could even kill itself! 

 

ANTONIO: Yes, the Persecutory I often kills the whole person. 

 

COMMENT: What do the defense mechanisms pertain to? 

 

ANTONIO: They are psychological mechanisms, and they are also spiritual ones, because  

they pertain to the I Person as well. However, in both the psychological dimension and the 

spiritual one, these mechanisms are insufficient in handling culpability, and they end up 

producing the Persecutory I. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XV 

 

The Psychological I also contains a Passionate I and a Persecutory I. 

 

The Psychological I is an organizing principle with regard to not only perception but also one’s 

reactions to these perceptions. The laws that regulate the Psychological I’s reactions are rigidly 

deterministic; every act of aggression elicits an aggressive response. 

 

The Psychological I can repress its aggressiveness, its aggressive response; only the I Person is 

capable of eliminating it, through, for example, forgiveness. However, if the I Person doesn’t 

manage to forgive the mother or himself, then the Persecutory I arises and will punish him 

continuously throughout his life.  
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CHAPTER XVI 

 

THE GROWTH PROCESS OF THE PERSON 

 

 Tonight I would like to focus our attention on the growth process of the Person. This 

is a very complex process, and for now, I would like to outline three fundamental steps: 

1) under the influence of the Psychological I, the I Person goes through all the phases of 

the childhood I and reaches the adult stage, if he decides to reach it; 

2) at every death of the Psychological I, the I Person itself accepts to die, so it can be 

completely reborn in contact with the SELF; 

3) once it has harmoniously integrated the SELF and the Id into a single transfigured 

reality, which contains and unifies the elements found in all the various structures, the I Person 

experiences rebirth through the joy and pain of creativity, and of interpersonal and cosmic love. 

 

In an ideal situation of the I Person’s development, the first stage consists of the 

Psychological I having the possibility to go through all its developmental stages. The 

developmental stages are the ones described by psychoanalysis. This first stage is 

predominated by the Psychological I; we could even say that in this phase, the I Person’s primary 

need is that the Psychological I has its needs met in a healthy manner. For this to happen, it is 

necessary that the child’s mother, father and surrounding environment cooperate. 

For the second stage to be completed, the Psychological I must renounce its own needs 

so those of the I Person can be satisfied. These consist in the development of the I Person as 

an adult being capable of loving himself and others. Then follows the search of his own life 

project and the development of his professional, artistic, and creative potential in a general 

sense. The jump from the first to the second stage is very painful. The death of the 

Psychological I, is, in fact, also a death of the I Person, since this structure has identified with 

certain needs of the Psychological I. One must absolutely give up one’s narcissistic childhood I. 

What happens in the third stage? A new way of life begins, where the SELF and the Id no 

longer make up two contrasting realities. In this new unified reality, all the structures can 

communicate freely amongst themselves. The I Person can finally express its creativity, with 

joy and pain. I said also with pain, because pain is not just a part of the first two stages. It is 
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always present every time an individual wants to express its creativity, because creativity 

always means going through a death and a rebirth. However, this pain is a different type of 

pain than the kind experienced during the earlier stages; it is creative and no longer 

traumatic. 

 

COMMENT: Is a therapist necessary for the first stage? 

 

ANTONIO: Not necessarily, what would be better would be the presence of parents who 

have already managed to go through this stage of development. 

 

COMMENT: What I meant to say was this: In the first stage, a therapist could be necessary 

to reach one’s identity; and what about the second stage? Is a therapist, or someone who 

loves you, necessary? 

 

ANTONIO: My opinion is that not only is a therapist not necessary in this stage, but it 

could even be counterproductive. A therapist is necessary when the communication between 

the I Person and the SELF must be re-established. Once this has happened, only the I Person 

can decide that the Narcissistic I must die. In this stage, a person to love could be useful; this 

would be a strong motivation to allow the Narcissistic I to die.  

 

COMMENT: But isn’t the presence of someone necessary when one has to face 

psychological or existential death? 

 

ANTONIO: We can recall two great historical figures that are examples of this: Socrates and 

Christ. Neither of them accepted their own death just to make someone else happy; they 

died to remain faithful to their own SELF. Since we are not capable of the greatness of 

Socrates or Christ, if we have someone near us it can help us, because what we are not 

capable of doing for ourselves, we can more easily do for a You.  

 

COMMENT: So this is the only way we can contact the SELF?  
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ANTONIO: No, we have to get to the SELF before that. If as children we were allowed to 

remain spontaneous, we would be in contact with our SELF. But the education we receive 

continually represses the relationship between our I Person and our SELF. Therefore, the 

first thing we must do is re-establish this relationship. Once the SELF has emerged, the I 

Person will be able to face the death of the Narcissistic I. 

 

COMMENT: You spoke of three stages we must go through; is there a “standard” way of 

going through these, or do we each go through them in our own way, for example with steps 

forward and then backward? 

 

ANTONIO: Your second hypothesis is the right one. In addition, it’s important to keep in 

mind that these three stages represent the maximum realization of an individual as a Person.  

 

COMMENT: You mentioned Christ; what came to mind to me was an episode regarding 

Buddha, who, once he reached perfection and was Enlightened he arrived at the door to 

Paradise. When he got there, he could choose whether to enter Paradise or to go back; he 

decided to go back out of love for humanity, so he could understand human pain from the 

standpoint of enlightenment. 

 

ANTONIO: I look at this episode a bit differently. Buddha reached enlightenment when he 

touched his SELF. At this point, he necessarily had to turn back, because the light he had 

touched would have been absolutely useless had it not been incarnated in a material reality, 

in his reality. Thus, it is not just for the love of humanity that Buddha turned back, it was 

because this was a necessary step in his path of becoming a Person. If I don’t die, if I don’t 

face all my pain, I will never reach joy. 

 

COMMENT: You said that during the passage from the first to the second stage the 

Psychological I must die. 

 

ANTONIO: The Psychological I in terms of its component of the Narcissistic I, only in this 

sense. The Psychological I must continue to carry out a wide variety of tasks: thought, language, 

affect, etc. At first – as we have already mentioned – the Psychological I has to experience an 
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egoistic, narcissistic love towards itself and in this first stage the I Person bows down to the 

needs of the Psychological I out of an act of love for itself. 

 

 

 

 

SYNTHESIS OF CHAPTER XVI 

 

The growth process of the Person through three fundamental stages: 

 

1) the Psychological I predominates and the I Person goes through all the phases of the 

Infantile I and eventually reaches the stage of the Adult I; 

2) with the death of the demands of Psychological I, the I Person accepts to die as well so 

it can be reborn and fully contact the SELF; 

3) the I Person, having harmoniously integrated the SELF and the Id in a single reality, 

experiences its rebirth through the joy and pain of creativity and of cosmic and interpersonal 

love. 

 

This is a description of an ideal type of development of an individual’s realization as a Person. 

 

 

     ***** 
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