DISCUSSION

In 1974, Psychology Today ran an interview, one of the last conducted
with Roberto Assagioli. entitled, “The Golden Mean of Roberto Assa-
gioli.” The title is apt. The theorist seems to add up all that other theorists
have postulated, then divide them by a sum notion he defines to reach
a syntheses within a synthesis that promulgates synthesis. The theory
is difficult fare, as admirable as any integration of Western and Eastern
thought, as contradictory as any psychology that attempts to satisfy all
personality theory perspectives, and as impractical as any therapy that
requires more time than psychoanalysis. What can be gleaned from As-
sagioli, along with the effort to build a much needed metapsychology,
is his insistence on the existence of a spiritual Self, a superconscious,
and a hunger for transcendance. His delineation of numerous exercises
allowing concentration on world reknown examples of the best of human
endeavor provides, at the very least, a series of ideals that hi-tech humans
seem to desire and that criticism of behaviorism would dicatate (Capra,
1982). However esoteric and seemingly nonscientific, psychosynthesis
does offer what most Western psychologies do not—acknowledgment of
and a program for spiritual, as well as personal, development.
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The Application of
Dabrowski’s Concept of
Multilevelness to Allport’s
Concept of Unity

INTRODUCTION

Gordon W. Allport’s (1937, 1961) theory of personality has had consid-
erable influence on contemporary psychology. The extent of his influ-
ence was indicated by a questionnaire circulated in 1951 by the Division
of Clinical and Abnormal Psychology of the American Psychological
Association (cited in Hall & Lindzey, 1978). The questionnaire was dis-
tributed among practicing clinical psychologists. The respondents were
asked what personality theorist was of most direct value to them in their
day-to-day clinical work. The overwhelming majority said Freud was
the most influential, but the second most frequently mentioned theorist
was Allport.

Despite his considerable influence on the attitudes of therapists in the
1940s and 1950s, Allport is today one of the more neglected of American
theorists. An examination of some of the current major textbooks con-
firms the diminished influence of his work. Allport’s work is still dis-
cussed in textbooks on personality theories (e.g., Hall & Lindzey, 1978;
Maddi, 1980; Monte, 1977; Sahakian, 1977), but even here he is occa-
sionallv omitted. Two major current texts that do not treat him at all are

Caroline S. Marsh is a counselor in private practice, fowa City, lowa, and Nicholas Colangelo is an
associate professor, Division of Counselor Education, University of lowa, Towa City. Portions of this
article were presented al the Third International Conference on the Theory of Pasitive Disintegration,
Miami, November 1981).
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Theories and Methods of Personality (Cartwright, 1979) and Introduction
to Personality and Psychotherapy: A Theorv Construction Approach
(Rychlak, 1981). The list of textbooks on counseling and psychotherapy
is an even more graphic illustration of Allport’s diminished influence.
Although recognized as a theorist, he is virtually omitted in the training
of clinicians. Allport is not mentioned in the following leading texts in
counseling and psychotherapy: Theories of Counseling (Burks & Stefflre,
1979); Theory and Practice of Counseling and Psychotherapy (Corey,
1977); Current Psychotherapies (Corsini, 1979); Psychotherapies: A
Comparative Casebook (Morse & Watson, 1977); Theories of Counseling
and Psvchotherapy (Patterson, 1980): Systems of Psychotherapy: A Trans-
theoretical Analysis (Prochaska. 1979): and Psychotherapy and Coun-
seling: Techniques in Intervention (Sahakian, 1976). The exclusion of
Allport from these texts affirms the contention that his theory does not
command the influence that it once did, and that his usefulness to the
clinician is in question.

Why has Allport’s initial influence in the field of psychology dimin-
ished? In order to answer this question, we must examine the nature of
his thinking and some hypothescs about why his ideas have not been
translated into clinical practice.

THE NATURE OF ALLPORT'S THINKING

The profusion of Allport’s ideas and the range of his thinking was ex-
traordinary. His writing expressed a strong commitment to people and
an unshakable belief in the unique qualities of the individual. His style
was rich with feeling—for people. for words, for concepts. A prolific
and stimulating thinker, he produced a steady flow of ideas. He was
seldom defensive, but listened to criticism and occasionally revised his
work as a result (Hall & Lindzey. 1978). Not overly concerned with
proving himself right. he searched constantly for a deeper and more
accurate understanding of the nature of people.

Throughout the 1940s and 1950s, when the field of psychology was
dominated by Freudians and behaviorists, Allport staunchly disagreed
with the leading theories of his time. and spoke out as a defender of the
individual. His views finally were not only tolerated, but adopted by
{hose Fie had consistently battled. As mentioned earlier, he gained im-
mense popularity, especially among the Freudians (Hall & Lindzey, 1978).
As a result. he found himself in the peculiar position of having to ask
toward the end of his life, “What does the critic do when his field comes
to agree with him?" (Pettigrew, 1970, p. xxi).

One of the major problems in Allport’s writing was his lack of theo-
retical cohesion {Hall & Lindzey, 1978; Maddi, 1980). His ideas were not
well-interrelated. nor did they form a coherent pattern, both attributes

214 ‘ Counseling and Values

of good theory. This was in part due to the fact that Allport never in-
tended to formulate a unified theory (Corsini, 1979; Hall & Lindzey,
1978), but rather responded to current theories or social problems (e.g.,
The Psychology of Rumor, 1947; The Individual and His Religion, 1950;
The Nature of Prejudice, 1954).

Allport’s lack of theoretical cohesion was most evident in his concept
of unity, which was a central concept to his thinking on personality.
Essentially, Allport referred to unity as an “integration” or a “bringing
into a whole.” A personality involved in a purposeful striving for a goal
most clearly illustrates Allport’s (1961} meaning of unity. Such pur-
poseful striving results in an integration or unity of personality. Although
Allport implied that this purposeful striving for unity was a sign of
maturity (i.e., high level of development), it is our contention that such
is not always the case. Integration and purposeful striving for a goal can
also exist in a personality that is immature (i.e., at the lower end of a
developmental schema). Thus, unity is not a useful criterion in deter-
mining maturity or immaturity in personality. Rather, the distinction
between maturity and immaturity is in part dependent on the nature of
one's goals (including values, attitudes, and beliefs). This distinction is
also dependent on the complexity and dynamics of the personality in-
tegration.

Allport (1937, 1961) referred to four individuals as examples of unity
in personality: Dr. D. (a character of Allport’s invention), Eliza Doolittle
(the heroine of Shaw’s [1914] Pygmalion), Leoc Tolstoy, and Dr. Albert
Schweitzer. Allport’s use of these four examples implied distinct hier-
archical levels of development (i.e., a continuum from immaturity to
maturity) within their unity of personality. He did not, however, ex-
plicitly distinguish hierarchical levels of development, nor did he ex-
plicitly differentiate the nature of goals and integration as they correspond
with different levels of development.

It is our thesis that the unity of these four personalities does reflect
various levels of development. Furthermore, we contend that by explic-
itly describing the levels of development in unified personalities, the
confusion in Allport’s thinking is diminished. Allport’s concept of unity
understood within the framework of hierarchical levels of development
would have increased clinical application for counselors and psycho-
therapists.

In order to clarify that Allport's understanding of unity assumed the
existence of distinct development levels, a new concept was needed that
described such distinct levels of cognitive and emotional development.
We found such a concept in Dabrowski's presentation of multilevelness,
a central feature in his general theory of positive disintegration. We will
discuss Dabrowski’s concept of multileveiness and how this concept
differentiates and organizes levels of development.
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Multilevelness

Kazimierz Dabrowski's (Dabrowski, 1964, 1967, 1972; Dabrowski & Pie-
chowski, 1977) theory of positive disintegration (TPD) is a theory of
human development with three basic elements. All three elements are
necessary to understand TPD, but for the purposes of this article the
third element, multilevelness, is the most relevant. The three elements
are:

1. A conceptualization of personality development as a process of
individual evolution;

2. A recognition of the significance of the roles of both cognitions
and emotions in human development, with primary emphasis on
the function of emotions:

3. Most importantly, the concept of multilevelness, which posits a
non-age-related, hierarchical order of levels of development. Each
level is organized and distinguished by unique cognitive and emo-
tional structures. A level is defined as an underlying structure or
abstraction that is not meant to predict concrete behaviors, but
rather to specify how a person attends, interprets, organizes and
responds to experience (Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977; Pie-
chowski, 1975). Dabrowski (1964 Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977)
proposed a hierarchical order of development moving from levels
I to V. A description of these levels is presented in Figure 1.

Dabrowski (1964; Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977), in his concept of
multilevelness, conceived individual development to be a function of
the extent and depth of psychological transformations. These transfor-
mations entail remaking the cognitive and emotional structure of the
individual. The transformations are observed to progress in one direc-
tion, indicating movement from external to internal locus of control,
from impulse to reflection, from sociability to empathy, from social norm
to norm of the ideal, from relative values to universal values, and from
individual love to all-embracing love (Dabrowski, Kawczak, & Pie-
chowski, 1970; Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977).

The moving forces or propellents of a person’s transformations (de-
velopment) are called dynamisms. They act in two ways. They move the
individual forward (i.e.. up the hierarchy) at the same time that they
inhibit the lower, more automatic behavior of a previous level (Da-
browski & Piechowski, 1977; Piechowski, 1975). Although Dabrowski
identified many dynamisms (see Appendix for definitions), it is most
important to understand that the nature and function of dynamisms
include empathy, responsibility. and guilt. Ogburn (1976) illustrated the
relationship between dynamisms and the level of development by ex-
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Level |, Primary Integration

Absence of emotional dynamisms, absence of reflection, sbsence of self-observation and
seif-svaluation; absence of inner conflict; orientation towerd external standards; setf-interest as
primary motivation; little cooperation with others, no empathy or consideration for others.
Primary characteristic is cohesiveness. Due to lack of conflict, seif-reflection, individual tends to
be integrated, unified. This static unity is reflected in name of the level, Primery Integration.

Level 11. Unilevel Disintegration

Fluctuations between opposite feelings and extremes of mood: changeeble and contradictory
courses of action; dependence on social opinion (“what will others say’’} coupled with feelings
of inferiority, sometimes alternating with feelings of superiority. Plenty of feeling but going in
all directions, often confused, which results in a lack of the unity or integration evidenced in
leve! §. Such cohesion dissolves in doubt, hesitation, polarized thinking, thus occasioning the
name Unilevet Disintegration.

Level [11. Spontaneous Multilevel Disintegration

Experisnces of conflict between “what is” (the lower) and “what ought to be’’ (the higher);
feelings of inferiority toward oneself—frustration with what is lacking in one’s character
structure, frustration with not being all that one can become; dissatisfaction with oneself—
frustration and anger with the lower in oneself and with leck of development in onesslf; feelings
of guilt—discomfort and anguish over moral failure with determination to make up for it; strong
spprecistion and defense of unique qualities of others; existential anxieties. Strong inner
conflicts, awareness of ideal and how one has not sttained it result in periods of intense feelings
of disintegration of personslity. Although basic unity provided by gosl of the idesl may be
evident, periods of disintegration are characteristic of leve! 1§11,

Level 1V. Organized Multilevel Disintegration

Conscious choices in the development of one’s inner standards and steadfsst adherence to one’s
idesi of development; inner restructuring—by transcending age-reisted changes and built-in
personality traits; responsibility—taking on tasks for the sake of others and for the sake of one’s
development; strong sense of universal values snd sutonomy. lnner confiicts iessen as the
individual's goals of the idesl strengthens, providing greater unity than evidenced in level Il
Development of level IV is particularly noted for its directed, organized quality. Individuals
who have been suggested as having attained fevel IV include Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther
King, Albert Schweitzer.

Level V. Secondary integration

This is the highest level of development. It is characterized by universal compassion,
self-sacrifice, and total dedication to the service of others. All conflict has been transcended at
this tevel and replaced by a complete inner harmony. Dabrowski and Piechowski (1977) offer
Dag Hammarskjoid as an example of a personality who hes schieved secondary integration.

eTable 1 is based on Piechowski, M. M. A theoretical and empirical spproach to development.
Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1975, 92, 231-297. With permission of author.

FIGURE 1
Description of Dynamisms snd Their Corresponding Levels®
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amining guilt. Ogburn pointed out that any dynamism (e.g., guilt) can
be experienced by an individual: however, it is the developmental level
that determines the nature of that experience. The developmental level
provides the framework in which all dynamisms are experienced. Thus,
at any level a variety of dynamisms may be experienced, but they are
all connected by the organization of the level. Therefore, all dynamisms
of one level (intra-level) have more in common with each other than the
same dynamism at different levels (inter-level). For example, level I
guilt has more in common with level II responsibility than level I guilt
has with level III responsibility or level I guilt. For a more complete
discussion of the distinctions between intra-level and inter-level dyna-
misms, see Marsh (1980) and Ogburn (1976).

THE APPLICATION OF MULTILEVELNESS TO FOUR UNIFIED PERSONALITIES

As previously mentioned, Allport (1961) described four individuals, Dr.
D.. Eliza Doolittle, Leo Tolstoy, and Aibert Schweitzer, to illustrate var-
ious aspects of the concept of unity. He emphasized the unity of their
personalities without reference to the nature of their differences. Yet,
Allport (1961) recognized differences in development as evidenced by
his provision of criteria for maturity (e.g., warm relating to others, emo-
tional security, self-objectification. and a unifying philosophy of life).
Nonetheless, he never integrated these criteria for maturity with his
discussions of unity. Our analysis of Allport's writings indicates that he
clearly did not consider Dr. D. and Schweitzer to have reached similar
levels of maturity, but he never discussed the nature of their differences.

It is our contention that the concept of multilevelness, when applied
to these four personalities, makes explicit their significant differences.
The remainder of this section is an analysis of the four personalities
using both the concepts of unity and multilevelness.

Descriptions of Four Personalities

Dr. D. was a character invented by Allport (1937, 1961) to illustrate the
concept of unity. Allport described him as a punctilious professor, ex-
tremely neat, keeping his possessions not only well-ordered, but care-
fully locked up. He was also in charge of the department library, where
his trait of orderliness deteriorated into total chaos—books were lost,
dust accumulated, the door was often left unlocked. Allport explained
this apparent inconsistency in Dr. D's behavior by noting that he was
predominantly motivated by self-interests, an egoist with no concern for
others. Dr. D kept his own belongings well-ordered and protected, but
he did not put the same effort into the belongings of others. His unity
was to a great extent centered around his self-interests (Marsh, 1980).
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Eliza Doolittle exemplifies unity in her love for Professor Higgins.
Allport (1961) described this unity as congruence and consistency. Eliza
does whatever Higgins demands (she acts as his servant, or as a lady in
high society). Allport (1961, p. 35) suggested that this apparently un-
integrated behavior is actually congruent because her motivation is her
love ior Higgins (expressed by her desire to please him). Actually, she
also had periods of anger and rebellion, indicating ambivalence and
uncertainty within the congruence that Allport notes. Shaw (1967) wrote
that Eliza was greatly interested in Higgins, but did not like him at all
(p. 120). Allport did not note this inconsistency in Shaw's characteri-
zation of Eliza, possibly because Allport was referring to Eliza of My Fair
Lady, the romanticized musical adaptation of Pygmalion. My Fair Lady
was showing in New York City and Boston in the years prior to the
publication of Pattern and Growth in Personality (1961). Allport’s view
of Eliza is not inconsistent with the Eliza of My Fair Lady.

Although Allport (1961) used Tolstoy and Schweitzer as examples of
unity, he did not provide detailed descriptions of their personalities.
Allport focused on Tolstoy’s passion for the “simplification of life” (Marsh,
1980), while the focus on Schweitzer was the unifying factor of his
philosophy of a “‘reverence for life.”

Tolstoy’s ideal of the simplication of life was a unifying philosophy
of his life, but it also lead him into constant bickering with himself and
his family over the variance between the ideal and their daily lives. His
life was fraught with conflict concerning his moral principles and ideals
(Troyat, 1967).

Schweitzer came to his philosophy of life as a result of a lifelong search
to understand the relation between reason and emotion (Brabazon, 1975).
His striving to understand this dichotomy led him to a unity of purpose
that was expressed in his ideal of reverence for life. That ideal was
manifested in his life, in his sensk of compassion and responsibility to
all living creatures, and in his lifelong attempt to ease the pain of illness
in fellow human beings (Brabazon, 1975). Schweitzer (unlike Tolstoy)
shows a remarkable congruence between his philosophy and his daily
living. ‘

A Multilevel Perspective of the Four Personalities

The application of multilevelness to the four personalities provides three
areas of differentiation. First, multilevelness suggests that each of these
four personalities is functioning at a different level of development.
Second, multilevelness accounts for major differences between inte-
grated personalities. Third, multilevelness distinguishes disintegration
as well as integration within personalities. Figure 2 illustrates the three
maijor differentiations provided by multilevelness as applied to the four
personalities.
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The first differentiation that multilevelness provides (see Figure 2) is
that each of Allport’s four examples of unity functions at a different level
of development. Dr. D's dominant self-interest is indicative of the de-
scriptors of primary integration or level I (see Figure 1 for descriptors
of levels). Eliza Doolittle’s ambivalence, ambitendencies, and suggesti-
bility are characteristic of a personality functioning at level II. Leo Tol-
stov's deep awareness of self and profound conflicts of values are indicative
of level 111 development. Albert Schweitzer’s overriding concern for the
qualitv of human life and his dedication to the service of others reflect
personality development at level IV. The descriptions of the levels show
that the organization of personality at each level is qualitatively different.
Each of these four personalities has been shown to function at a different
level, indicating major differences among them. These differences are
more significant than whatever commonalities are evidenced among the
four personalities. To think of them as primarily examples of unity sug-
gests similarity among the personalities: however, a more in-depth un-
derstanding of these four people is in the recognition of their different
levels of functioning.

Second, multilevelness accounts for major differences between inte-
grated personalities. Dr. D. and Schweitzer can be conceptualized as
manifesting unity of personalitv. Allport understood Dr. D to be unified
by his egoism and Schweitzer by his philosophy of life. According to
the concept of multilevelness, Dr. D and Schweitzer are also seen as
unified, but the integration of the former (level I—primary integration)
has no relation to the integration of the latter (level IV—organized mul-
tilevel disintegration). Dr. D evidences unity in that his motivation for
his behavior is self-serving. Given the limited information Allport pro-
vided, Dr. D can be characterized as possessive and lacking in self-
reflection and empathy. Schweitzer also evidences unity, but in this case
it is a unity based on a synthesis of a variety of ideals organized within
his philosophy of reverence for lifc. Schweitzer’s unity is characterized
by his self-reflection, service to others, empathy, and a commitment to
act in accordance with his ideals. All of these ideals are exemplified by
his missionary work in Africa. It should be noted that while level 1V is
entitled Organized Multilevel Disintegration, the emphasis is on the
organized and directed nature of development, rather than on the dis-
integrative aspect of this level {Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977). While
Schweitzer had periods of doubt and conflict in his life, he did not allow
these to interfere with his extended commitment to serve humanity.

The application of multilevelness to Dr. D. and Schweitzer also pro-
vides a differentiation as to their level of maturity. Glearly, Dr. D’s unity
reflects a lower level of development, while Schweitzer's unity reflects
maturitv at a much higher level. A consistency exists between the de-
scriptors of level 1V (see Figure 1) and Allport’s (1961) six criteria for
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maturity. This consistency is not ¢vident with the descriptors of Dr. D.
Despite the integrated qualities of Dr. D and Schweitzer, multilevelness
enables one to make a qualitative distinction between the two person-
alities.

Third, multilevelness indicatesi that Eliza Doolittle and Tolstoy are
mo-e representative of disintegration than of unity. Within the concept
of multilevelness is the distinction between integration and disintegra-
tion of personality structure. Integration is the incorporation of various
functions into a coordinated structure, and disintegration is the loosening
of the structure of personality (Dabrowski et al., 1970). It is this “'loos-
ening” that makes development possible. When a structure has disin-
tegrated due to conflicts, it is possible for a new integration. Disintegration
can be of two tvpes: unilevel or multilevel. Unilevel disintegration is a
loosening of personality structure whereby the new integration does not
lead to a higher level of development. In essence, disintegration is cir-
cular (horizontal) and the personality continues to function at the same
level. Multilevel disintegration is a loosening of personality structure
whereby the new integration can lead to a higher level of development.
In essence, disintegration is hierarchical (vertical) and transformative,
and the personality begins to function at a higher level (Dabrowski et
al., 1970).

According to the concept of multilevelness, Eliza Doolittle can be
understood by her susceptibility to the power of suggestion, dependency
and need for approval, inability to make decisions, and conflicting feel-
ings. As shown in Figure 2, Eliza Doolittle most strongly evidences level
11 development (unilevel disintegration), which is characterized by im-
balances, polarizations, and a loosely structured personality that comes
apart under the impact of stress and emotional tension (Dabrowski &
Piechowski, 1977; Marsh, 1980).

Allport (1961) also understood Tolstoy as a unified personality, as
exemplified by Tolstoy’s guiding ideals of the “simplification of life.”
According to the concept of multilevelness, however, Tolstoy's dominant
characteristic is disintegration, characterized by inner conflict and dis-
content with his life in relation to his ideals, existential anxieties, and
suicidal tendencies. In addition to these conflicts, Tolstoy also evidenced
an emerging hierarchy of values, a deepening empathy, awareness of
moral responsibility, and self-evaluation. Both Eliza Doolittle and Tol-
stoy can be more completely understood by their conflicts and the re-
sultant disintegration than by their unity.

The disintegration (level I—unilevel disintegration) evidenced by Eliza
Doolittle has little in common with the disintegration (level I1I—spon-
taneous multilevel disintegration) evidenced by Tolstoy. Despite the in-
tensities of conflicts and feelings characteristic of unilevel disintegration,
they seldom propel the individual to higher levels (i.e., the conflicts are
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not transformative, Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977). These conflicts are
of a repetitive or cyclical nature: they lack resolution. Another differ-
entiation is that level Il conflicts are externally mediated (i.e., between
person and environment). Level Ill conflicts are internally oriented, with
emphasis on conflicts of values. These conflicts are transformative in
that they have the potential for propelling the personality towards higher
levels of development. Thus, the concept of multilevelness allows for a
clear differentiation between the personality organization of Eliza Doo-
little and Tolstoy.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The application of the concept of multilevelness to unity results in two
important outcomes:

1. It provides a paradigm in which Allport’s ideas are clarified.
2. It differentiates significant characteristics within personality that
are potentially useful for counseling.

As mentioned in the introduction, while Allport had considerable
influence on the attitudes of therapists in the 1940s and 1950s, this
influence is considerably diminished today. This has been attributed to
confusion in his work stemming from a lack of theoretical unity. The
thesis of this article has been to show that a more subtle, yet important,
confusion in his work centers on the implicit assumptions of hierarchical
order in his concepts. Allport’s concept of unity particulary evidences
this confusion. These implicit assumptions are made explicit when the
concept of multilevelness is applied to them. Confusion surrounding
Allport's various use of the concept of unity diminishes as one under-
stands that the unity of personality can be differentiated by levels of
development.

Another reason for Allport’s diminished influence can be traced to the
lack of clinical applicability of his ideas. While his concept of unity
offered a global understanding of personality, it was not specific enough
to distinguish significant differences in personalities. This is strikingly
clear in the four personalities discussed. Using only the concept of unity,
there is no basis for making the obvious distinctions in personality among
Dr. D, Eliza Doolittle, Tolstoy, and Schweitzer.

The levels of development provide information that is relevant to
counselors. Each level describes the dominant features of personality
functioning, including nature of conflicts, motivation for behavior, and
direction for change. Multilevelness offers the counselor a framework
for understanding the client. From this perspective, a therapist can un-
derstand disintegrative processes as a potential dynamic for psycholog-
ical growth rather than essentially a neurotic symptom that must be
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corrected. An example of how this perspective can be applied with
clients is presented in a case by Ogburn-Colangelo (1979).

While Allport recognized that personality is unified, and organized
and motivated by a single dominant pattern, he did not clearly recognize
that this dominant pattern differs extensively among individuals. Also,
he did not explicitly recognize that this dominant pattern takes pre-
dictable forms (levels). The concept of multilevelness does recognize
and specifies the different forms of unity (i.e., personality organization).
These forms of unity are relevant to the kinds of goals and processes
that would be most therapeutic in a counseling relationship.
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APPENDIX

DEFINITIONS OF DYNAMISM

Short Definitions of the Dynamisms (Dabrowski & Piechowski, 1977,
pp. 44-45.

Level 1

Absence of developmental dynamisms. Instead, there is either ex-
ternal conflict of conformity, group exploitation or group adhesion,
external standards of status and success, or striving for control over
others.
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Level Ii

Ambivalences—fluctuations between opposite feelings, extremes of
mood.

Ambitendencies—changeable and conflicting courses of action.

Second factor—susceptibility to social opinion, feelings of inferi-
ority toward others.

Level 111

Hierarchization—critical perception and evaluation; level Ill—in-
dividual values, level IV—universal values.

Positive maladjustment—independence from social opinion; weak
form—antagonist of Second factor, strong form—protest against vio-
lation of intrinsic ethical principles.

Dissatisfaction with oneself —frustration and anger with what is.

Inferiority toward oneself—frustration with what is lacking: weak
form—feelings of failure and inadequacy, strong form—frustration with
not being all that one can become.

Disquietude with oneself—agitation and anxiety with what is.

Astonishment with oneself—surprise and shock in regard to what
is.

Shame—embarrassment over one’s deficiencies.

Guilt—weak form—discomfort or anguish over moral failure, strong
form—discomfort or anguish over moral failure coupled with repar-
ation.

Level IV

Subject-object in oneself—observation, critical evaluation, and re-
flection on oneself and others.

Third factor—choice and decision in setting and following internal
standards.

Inner psychic transformation—inner restructuring: transcending age-
related change and one’s psychological type.

Self-awareness—knowledge of one’s uniqueness, developmental
needs, and existential responsibility.

Self-control—regulating development and keeping in check inter-
fering processes.

Education-of-oneself and Self-perfection—programs and methods of
systematic development.

Autopsychotherapy—self-designed psychotherapy methods and
preventive measures.

Level V-V

Responsibility—taking on tasks for the sake of others and one’s own
development.

Authentism—pervasive—hierarchy of values in action.

Autonomy—confidence in one's development, freedom from lower
levels in oneself.

Personality ideal—the highest guiding principle.
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Additional Definitions of Dynamisms (Dabrowski, 1972; Dabrowski &
Piechowski, 1977)

DDC—Disposing and Directing Center—that which guides behavior
and its expression. At low levels, it is made up of drives and instincts,
at higher levels it is an independent dynamism working toward sec-
ondary integration.

Temperamental syntony—responsiveness to the environment. At
lower levels, it can be identified with an in-group feeling of togeth-
erness.

Empathy—high level of syntony, involving insight into experiences
and feelings of others, combined with an attitude of helpfulness.

Identification—more differentiated than syntony, and directed to-
ward a person, not a group. At level II, identification is with one’s
image of another, without checking the reality of that perception with
the other. At level III, it is more selective, directed toward deeper
relationships. At this level, it is closely related to empathy.
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ELIZABETH BUTCHER

Evolution or Revolt? Role of
the Change Agent in
Psychology

The past decade has witnessed some dramatic changes in both the phi-
losophy and practice of psychology in the United States. The growing
stature of differential treatment strategies, demonstrated viability of group
and systems approaches to resolving human problems in living, and
increasing visibility of psychologists in the courts, in industry, and at
all levels of government represent just a few of the emerging trends in
our profession. Together, they portray psychologists as seeking a more
proactive stance as agents of positive change in our society (Atkinson,
Froman, Romo, & Mayton, 1977).

Progress in any arena, however, seems to occur more predictably in
phases rather than smooth sequences, and our field evidences no ex-
ception to this tenet. Recent efforts of psychologists and other mental
health specialists to engage in and influence social pelicy have been
confounded by controversy within the profession itself. One area of
controversy addresses differing perspectives on whether psychology
should, in fact, assume change agentry as a professional activity, and to
what degree. Another serious question concerns psychology’s relation-
ship to society at large, the interplay between existing theory and the
social, economic, and political context in which we operate.

These issues have not been resolved to date; in fact, some contend
that they have not even been seriously addressed. The result is that,
whi': Loth the American Psychological Association (APA) and the Amer-
jcan Personnel and Guidance Association (APGA) recognize change agent
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