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<Abstract>

This paper examines the work of Dr. Michael Fordham, Child Psychiatrist and Jungian
Analyst, and his theories of human development. Starting with a brief overview of Jung’s
concept of the self the paper considers how Fordham recognised that the processes of
individuation occur from birth and describes how he introduced the idea of a primary self
which fuels development through processes of deintegration and reintegration. This paper
considers these processes in detail and how they can lead, in optimal circumstances, to ego
development, the development of mind in relation to self and individuation. A brief example
is given of the dynamics of deintegration and reintegration between an infant and their
mother/caregiver. Links between Fordham’s ideas and the development of feeling toned
complexes are explored and a brief overview is given of how neglect, abuse and trauma can
impede the processes of deintegration and reintegration and lead to splitting and defences of
the self. A clinical example is provided to illustrate the impact of neglect on infant
development and how therapy can enable further processes of deintegration, reintegration and
individuation. Overall this paper considers Fordham’s concept of the primary self and the
processes of deintegration and reintegration and examines how these dynamics enable the
gradual expression and integration of aspects of the self, the development of mind in relation
to self and others, and individuation.
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I . Introduction

This paper outlines Jung’s concept of the self and goes on to consider the work of Child
Psychiatrist and Jungian Analysist, Michael Fordham, who combined his work with children,
research into autism and Jungian psychology to develop a theory of human development. His
theories are based on the processes of deintegration and reintegration which occur between
infant and mother/caregiver and continue throughout life. This paper describes these processes
and outlines how they can lead, in optimal circumstances, to the emergence of the self and
individuation. A clinical example is provided that illustrates the impact of neglect on infant
development and how therapy can enable further processes of deintegration, reintegration and
individuation. An overview of Fordham’s work 1is considered in relation to human
development and individuation.

II. Jung and the self

When Jung wrote about the self he envisaged it as ‘not only the centre, but also the whole
circumference which embraces both conscious and unconscious’ (Jung, 1936/1968b, para. 44).
He also wrote, ‘I have suggested calling the total personality which, though present, cannot
be fully known, the self. The ego is, by definition, subordinate to the self and is related to
it like a part to the whole’ (Jung, 1951/1968a, para. 9). The self, for Jung, is therefore the
circumference, the centre and the totality, which may seem contradictory, but it reflects
Jung’s view that the self is our total being.

Fundamental to Jung’s concept of the self is his theory of individuation in which the
teleological and purposeful nature of the self promotes the emergence of our archetypal
predispositions leading to self-realisation, individuation and wholeness. In addition, the
interaction of our archetypal predispositions with the environment, via the ego, leads to the
development of feeling toned complexes within the personal unconscious. As Hopwood
identifies, ‘the goal of the Self is wholeness and Jung called this search for wholeness the
process of individuation, the purpose being to develop one’s fullest potential’ (Hopwood,
2012, p.4). This is a life-long process in which ‘the potential of the self emerges through the
dynamics and integration of relational experience. The self is forever emerging from and
within its totality through relationship’ (Driver, 2020, p.72). But this is a process that is
influenced and affected by the emotional, relational and cultural environment in which we

grow up.
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1. A Developmental Perspective: deintegration and reintegration

Jung, based on his Word Association Tests and his work overall, concluded that early
experience and family life had an impact on development (Jung, 1973). However, he
formulated his theory of the self and individuation primarily in relation to adult development
and ‘did not offer any significant discussion of psychological development in infancy and
childhood’ (Knox, 2003, p.88; Fordham, 1969).

It was not until Dr. Michael Fordham, a Child Psychiatrist and Jungian Analyst, undertook
infant observations that theories about infant development, and internal conscious and
unconscious processes, were formulated within a Jungian context. Fordham recognised that the
processes of individuation occurred from birth and introduced the idea of the self as an open
dynamic system. For Fordham, it was clear ‘that the self was evident in infancy’ (Urban,
2022) and he called this the primary self. This ‘primary self, combined the totality of
conscious and unconscious systems and was the organising principle within the psyche’
(Astor, 1998, p.10). However, in order for development to occur the psychosomatic unity of
the primary self ‘must deintegrate in order for mind and body to become differentiated’
(Urban, 2022).

Fordham’s conceptualisation was of a self that was both structural and dynamic and ‘that the
dynamic of the self, called deintegration/reintegration, which probably begins in utero,
continues throughout life’ (Astor, 1995, p.53). For Fordham it was clear that ‘from pre-birth
the infant is active in his/her own development’ (Urban, 2015, p.17) and considered that the
psychosomatic stability of the infant is disrupted by both internal and external stimuli, such
as feeling hungry or cold. As a result the infant expresses these experiences through
deintegrates of the self. For Fordham the self is therefore a ‘psychosomatic entity, which
over time deintegrates’ and when there is an optimal response ‘reintegrates into mental and
physical functioning’ (Urban 2005, p.581). Through the dynamics of deintegration the infant
interacts with the mother/caregiver and is the means by which aspects of the self, for the
infant, are expressed, processed and reintegrated.

The dynamic of deintegration is vital to Fordham’s ideas. The term deintegrate refers to the
way in which bits of the infant’s self are expressed through feelings, actions, and physical
communication, such as crying, and ‘each deintegrate has a physical and psychic dimension’
(Astor, 1998, p.16). When the mother or caregiver digests and understands this
communication, their responses enables the experience to be reintegrated by the infant leading
to ego-self development and the development of mind in relation to self. Astor comments,
that ‘important in this process is the mother’s capacity to receive and make sense of the
infant’s communication in such a way that the infant takes in from its mother’s attention an
experience of the world, usually that it is safe and can be understood’ (Astor, 1998, p.12).
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What Fordham identified therefore was that an appropriate and understanding response from
the mother or caregiver, in relation to the processes of deintegration and reintegration, ‘leads
to the development of stable structures (within the infant), both somatic and psychic,
including an embodied mind and conscious sense of self’ along with psychic organisation
(Urban, 2005, p.587).

Reintegration describes the process in which the deintegrate of the self, such as hunger, is
met, understood and satisfied by another and the experience internalised and reintegrated into
the self leading to emotional and mental structuring and development. Fordham comments
that,

As the deintegration-reintegration sequences occur the results of their
functioning become stable and, as the body image is formed and with it a clearer
perception of what is within it and what is outside it, there develops within the
child a perception of himself and the outside world. Once established the infant
distinguishes between what is self and not self - it is a formidable achievement
of the ego. (Fordham, 1994, p.78)

Development through these deintegrative and reintegrative processes can, in optimal
circumstances, lead to a more integrated sense of identity in which ‘the infant can relate as a
person to others in his environment and to the object world in a more and more extended
sense’ (Fordham, 1994, p.78). Significant in Fordham’s ideas is that ‘the infant’s self helps
create the environment in which the infant develops’ (Astor, 1998, p.11) and ‘that the
reintegrative experiences lead to changes in the infant’s way of experiencing the world and
consequently modifying his or her expectations of it’ (Astor, 1998, p.12).

2. Ego Development

Fordham’s (1969; 1985a) proposal of a primary self, and a primary state of integration at
birth which unfolds through the processes of deintegration and reintegration within
relationships, was ground-breaking in relation to the development and emergence of the self
and ego development. He considered the primary self of the infant as dynamic in relation to
its environment and that interactions with caregivers gave rise to internal structures and
complexes and ‘contributed to ego development’ (Astor 1998, p.10).

Jung defines ‘the ego as the centre of consciousness’ (Jung, 1936/1968b, para. 44) but
Fordham proposed that in the early weeks of post-uterine life, the ego operates primarily
from ‘patterns of behaviour --- related to unconscious archetypal forms’ (Fordham, 1994,
p.71) such as feeding, seeking, nurturing, relating. He also considered that throughout life
there were unconscious aspects of the ego linked to perception, reality testing, defences,
memory, and the organisation of mental contents. For Fordham, ‘the ego was present from
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birth’ and ‘bits of what become ego (consciousness) accompany very early experience, but
that only through deintegration and reintegration do these bits coalesce into a more-or-less
consolidated ego’ (Urban, 2022). Fordham considered that the ego ‘is born out of the self
and, despite the gradual boundary that is built up between them, the self remains partially
represented in the ego’ (Urban, 1996, p.69). This implies that the feeling toned complexes of
the personal unconscious are partly built from experience but also influenced by the self and
archetypal predispositions. Urban (2022) comments that, ‘it is only when the ego forms that
we experience the self, or, rather, infer it'. The role of the ego, for Fordham, was that as it
becomes ‘stronger it deploys methods of organising and controlling mental life and defences
begin to form’ along with feeling toned complexes (Fordham, 1994, p.68).

3. Archetypes and feeling toned complexes

The dynamics of Fordham’s theories link to Jung’s concept of archetypes and complexes in
terms of the formation of internal mental representations and feeling toned complexes.
Through Jung’s research using Word Association Tests (1973) he identified the presence of
feeling-toned complexes within the unconscious and that these complexes combined innate
predispositions (archetypes) with experience. Jung also recognised that there was a
‘relationship between external reality and the mental representations which form the content
of the complex’, and that they were ‘organized around an innate (archetypal) core’ (Knox,
2003, p.95). Fordham therefore concluded that 'if the archetypes are universal they must be
demonstrable in childhood' (Fordham, 1944, p.5; Urban, 2003, p.171) and that the ‘primary
function of the central archetype (of the self) was integrative; it transcends and unites the
opposites’ (Fordham, 1985a, p.33; Urban, 2008, p.343). Urban comments that Fordham
described archetypes as 'typical and universal, ... at once mental and physical. Physical, as a
result of brain activity in which circuits and systems firing together become wired together
and they are mental, even if it cannot yet be considered mentalization’ (Urban, 2008, p.343).
An illustration of such a dynamic would be the combination of the archetype of
nurturing/mothering with the experience of an actual mother resulting in a feeling-toned
complex and mental representation of nurturing/mothering and the maternal.

It is interesting to note that in more recent research by the neuroscientist Panksepp similar
ideas are proposed. Panksepp considers that ‘within the biological core we engage with the
world through seven emotional motivational circuits of ‘seeking, rage, fear, lust, care, grief
and play and that these emotional circuits instigate and generate actions of the self through
which the core-self and self-related processing (SRP) emerge’ (Driver, 2020, p.77; Panksepp
et al., 2012, p.11). Panksepp goes on to say, ‘that much mental activity is driven by the
ancient affective emotional and motivational brain systems’ (Panksepp, 2006, p.790) and that
‘the mind is crammed with innate predispositions, perceptual biases, recognition mechanisms,
emotional and expressive subroutines, behavioural urges, and more’ (Goodwyn, 2010, p.517).
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These findings are very similar to Jung’s concepts of archetypal predispositions, the
teleological nature of the self, and Fordham’s work on infant development and the
significance of both innate and relational interactions to create feelings toned complexes.

What is clear from Fordham’s work is that the infant is active in its own development and
the processes of deintegration and reintegration. Astor comments, babies and children ‘do not
react passively to their mothers or fathers, they engage in numerous actions of the self,
eliciting from their parents what they need’ (Astor, 1995, p.55). Urban comments that
Fordham ‘pointed out how even a very young infant contributes to his own development by
taking initiatives via signalling and giving feedback’. She goes on to comment that,
‘development emerges only in relation to and through interaction with a sufficiently adequate
parent’ (Urban, 2015, pp.17-18) and that the ‘ego is a deintegrate, that is, it emerges out of
the self in the course of development’ (Urban, 2015, p.11).

Example

What might this mean in practice. Let’s imagine a newborn infant. It communicates its
physical and emotional needs through crying, looking, touching, rooting for the breast,
excreting, kicking, sound and gesture. All of these actions are deintegrates of the self.
Through these bodily and emotional gestures and deintegrates the infant evokes and requires
a response from its caregiver in order to feel understood and to reintegrate the experience as
an aspect of itself.

For example, the infant cries and moves its head and face in a seeking fashion; a deintegrate
related to a particular physical and emotional state. The mother, or caregiver, wonders what
is wrong? Is the infant hungry? Does she have a dirty nappy and need changing? Does she
need a cuddle? Is the infant ill? Through these questions the mother is processing and trying
to understand what the cry might mean.

The mother checks the nappy, no not dirty. She decides to see if the infant is hungry and
talks and coos to the infant as she interacts with her. She then puts the infant to the breast,
or gives her a bottle, and the infant latches on and starts feeding. After a little while the
infant stops feeding, settles and falls asleep. The feeling state which initiated the cries has
been understood and met and internal harmony and equilibrium within the infant reinstated.
Such a process with a good enough mother/caregiver provides an understanding response of
the infant’s need which enables that aspect of the self to be reintegrated.

Throughout the interaction between the infant and their mother/caregiver, the mother/caregiver
is taking in aspects of the infant; she is reflecting and thinking about the infant’s bodily and
emotional communications and trying to understand them. When an understanding response
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has been achieved the infant can reintegrate their experience physically, emotionally and
mentally. Fordham comments, ‘In essence, deintegration and reintegration describe a
fluctuating state of learning in which the infant opens itself to new experiences and then
withdraws in order to reintegrate and consolidate those experiences’ (Fordham & Health 1989,
p.64). The infant is, therefore, instrumental in its own development through actions of the
self but this process depends on the nature of the response from the infant’s caregiver.

4. Response of the mother/caregiver

The nature of the mother/caregiver’s response to a deintegrate of the infant’s self is vital to
development. The response, if it is an accurate understanding of the infant’s needs, leads to
reintegration within the infant of the processed emotional and bodily needs and the
development, for the infant, of a sense of self and other. As James Astor comments,

through the processes of deintegration an unfolding from the psychosomatic
unity of the primary self occurs. Experiences of re-integrating the environment’s
responses e.g., the mother’s response, lead gradually to the development of the
ego and the ego in relation to self as the infant experiences her agency and her
existence in space and time. (Astor, 1995, p.53)

What is also clear is that when the mother/caregiver cannot, or does not, respond by
processing and understanding the infant’s needs and ‘this has been repeated over a number of
occasions, then what would likely to happen would be a -+ splitting of the ego’ (Astor,
1998, p.14), feelings of badness and potential disintegration if the lack of response is
inappropriate or extreme. This is significant in babies and children who are not responded to
or responded to in an abusive or violent way. Neglect means the infant’s needs are not met
and abuse results in the intrusion of another’s need or emotion leading to a failure of
reintegration by the infant of aspects of the self. This often results in a splitting of the ego
and the development of defences of the self in order for the infant to survive
psychologically, albeit in a limited way. It is often as a result of such dynamics that we see
children or adults come into therapy because aspects of the self have not been met or
allowed expression.

Example

The patients we meet in therapy, child or adult, have usually not had an optimal childhood
in terms of their relationships with their parents or caregivers. Some suffer neglect, others
trauma and abuse, others mis-attuned attachments or an inability of the parents/caregivers to
adequately attend to the infant’s needs. I want to give a clinical example from my work
with an adult patient to illustrate some of these ideas.
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Celia came into therapy at the age of 27. Her mother had been depressed after she was
born, and Celia had been neglected. When Celia started therapy, she found it difficult to
form relationships and was angry at her parents and the world for not providing her with
what she needed. She was working at a Call Centre but found it frustrating and boring.

When Celia started therapy, I experienced an angry young woman. She expressed a longing
to feel special and she was angry that her skills and abilities were not recognized. She
despised her parents and sometimes despised me when I did not make her feel special.
During the early part of the therapy much of her rage and anger came to the fore at the
world for not recognising her talents but also at herself for her own limitations. Celia was
also angry with her mother for not meeting her needs and she had a grandiose fantasy of
herself of being great and talented. Relationships broke down when this fantasy was not
shared by the other person, and she also left jobs when her managers did not see her as
special or talented.

In the therapy she often got into a rage when I reflected on her struggles and the needy part
of herself. She found it difficult to cope with the ordinary, messy and embryonic nature of
her own capabilities. At the beginning of the therapy she did not want to own those parts of
herself. Her defences were a denial of her neediness and emptiness which paralleled the way
her mother had ignored or denied the needs of infant Celia. In my countertransference I
often felt useless because I was not the perfect, ideal mother that Celia craved. I concluded
that during her childhood her sense of self had not been sufficiently held and mediated by
the relationship with her mother, or significant adults, and that her depressed mother had not
had the capacity to process, reflect on, or understand the deintegrates of infant Celia. This
left Celia unable to reintegrate experience leaving her ego and sense of self fragile and
immature and unable to manage emotional upsurges from the unconscious or the realities of
life.

The therapy enabled Celia to feel that the deintegrates of her emotional and needy self and
her anger and idealisations were heard and processed by me through empathic understanding
and reflective interpretations. This slowly enabled a dialogue between us and the gradual
reintegration, by Celia, of the parts of herself that she had been unable to manage or own.
Her ego had to deal with the loss of her idealised sense of self and her longing for an ideal
other; a longing which she had created as a defence to survive emotionally but which now
undermined her progress as an adult and her life. This required her to face, accept and
mourn the loss of her fantasies in order to relate to the ordinary and messy reality of life
and relationships.

The therapy provided deintegrative and reintegrative experiences for Celia. In processing and
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understanding these dynamics, and slowly and gradually interpreting them, Celia came to feel
that her inner world was understood and she was gradually able to reintegrate those aspects
of her self and develop a more integrated sense of self that was more ordinary and realistic
in terms of her expectations of herself and others. Symbolically she moved from a world of
oppositional dynamics (ideal or flawed) to a place where she could manage a more complex
sense of self and reality.

The processes of deintegration and reintegration occur throughout life and in all relationships,
including the therapeutic one, and my work with Celia embodied that. As Celia gained a
sense of feeling understood, and her affects and emotional states became processed, she was
able to reintegrate aspects of herself and was able to develop a greater awareness and
understanding of herself and others.

5. Defences of the Self

In the example of Celia, her infant self had not been adequately responded to and so she
had developed the defences of splitting, idealisation and a narcissistic focus in order to
survive emotionally. When anxiety is unbearable for an infant, and there is an inadequate
containing response from the caregiver, defences of the self come into play which ‘interfere
with deintegration and reintegration’” (Urban, 2015) because the deintegrate cannot be
reintegrated and remains split off and projected.

It is important to emphasise the difference between a deintegrate of the self and
disintegration and splitting. In situations where anxiety is unbearable and overwhelming, due
to neglect or trauma, disintegration may occur causing ‘the ego, to break up and fragment’
(Urban, 2022). Fordham considered that ‘splitting refers to deintegrations that do not remain
part of the self but are isolated or split off from the rest of the personality’ (Urban, 2022)
or ‘that have pathologically become detached from the self” (Fordham, 1947; Urban, 1996,
p.65). Such defences which result in ‘failures to reintegrate have an effect on the capacity to
deintegrate and hence to develop’ (Urban, 2003, p.172). Defensive dynamics come into play
to protect the self but they are often detrimental to development and ‘stand in the way of
psychic growth’ (Urban 1992, p.422) and the processes of individuation because the dynamics
of deintegration and reintegration are interrupted.

In situations where the infant is neglected, abused or experiences trauma there ‘is an
experience that cannot be assimilated’ which results in a ‘failure of reintegration that impedes
further deintegration’ (Urban, 2003, p.172). Urban identifies that,

the primary factors determining trauma are the nature of the external event, the
nature of the internal world and how the two interact. Trauma is thus
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subjectively defined, whether the external event is a major disaster, like war, or a
more ordinary life event, like the breakdown of a relationship. (Urban, 2003,
p.172)

Whatever the cause of the trauma the result is the development of defences of the self and a
failure to reintegrate experience adequately. Affects and experiences that cannot be
reintegrated remain as aspects of the shadow and projected into others or the external world.
As a result, the development of the internal structuring of the mind and the integration of
aspects of the self are limited as is the development of the ego in relation to the self.

Some babies and infants suffer severe trauma and neglect and Fordham argued that ‘if an
infant is subjected to noxious stimuli of a pathogenic nature - a persistent overreaction of
the defence system may start to take place’ (Fordham 1976, p.91). Wilkinson (2006)
comments that when an ‘infant self is threatened by overwhelming experience it cannot
process, the threat of disintegration occurs and the infant self protects itself by a retreat from
the world’ (p.36) and autistic defences of the self (Fordham, 1976; 1985b). McFarland-
Solomon (1998) emphasized this point and commented that when early trauma has ‘taught a
young self that searching for experiences that could lead to growth in relation to another is
-+ psychologically dangerous, leaving the self open to damage and exploitation, the self has
no other recourse but to withdraw back into itself” (p.237).

6. The self as integration

Fundamental to Fordham’s ideas is that he extends Jung’s concept of the self to infant
development and that the dynamics of the self, through the processes of deintegration and
reintegration, promote individuation from birth onwards. Fordham considered that ‘the self is
essentially integrative - it draws the various functions of the personality together’ (Fordham,
1985a, p.31) and that ‘in progressing from unknowing to knowing, it can be understood that
the self has a powerful creative influence in the formation of mental structures whilst still
remaining unknown and unknowable’ (Fordham, 1985a, p.32).

In addition, Astor points out, Fordham considered that development is often

stimulated by the infant encountering difficulties in adapting to aspects of the
environment - for instance, the shape of the nipple or teat. The discomfort which
arises from these experiences Fordham thought of as constructive anxiety, since
the infant’s pain is in the service of its own development’ and that in this way
‘the infant’s self helps create the environment in which the infant develops.
(Astor, 1998, p.11)
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Stern (1985) also comments on this from his work on mother infant dynamics and suggests
that ‘it is by means of the mother’s purposeful mis-attunement that the child gradually
becomes aware of separateness’ (p.46). Fordham’s theories are not, therefore, about perfect
nurturing but identify that development occurs through the optimal interaction of infant and
caregiver and that the infant as a ‘sensuous and physical being, has the capacity to generate
the mental equivalent of physical experiences, rudimentary thoughts which can later be used
for thinking as the ego develops. Thinking here becomes the equivalent of digestion’ (Astor,
1998, p.13). This requires the processing and thinking activity of another, usually the mother,
to enable the infant to feel understood and safe to reintegrate their experience.

This process is ongoing and as the infant develops through the dynamics of deintegration and
reintegration, generated by the self and in relation to another, an increasing sense of self and
ego in relation to the self develops. It is a process which is both intrinsic and the result of
relational interactions and dynamics. As Urban comments in a paper written in 2005

towards the end of the first year there is a vast array of evidence indicating a
predominance of integrative processes within the infant’s mind, leading, amongst
other developments, to a new awareness of the sense of self as an individual.
This evidence indicates activities of what Fordham conceived as the central
archetype of order, which has a special role in shaping and consolidating the ego.
(Urban, 2005, p.589)

For Fordham, the dynamic of deintegration and reintegration occurs throughout life. From
infancy ‘the original wholeness of self-objects divides up into parts, such as good and bad,
inside and outside, animate and inanimate, and self and other’ (Urban, 1996, p.69). This links
to Jung’s concept of the dynamics of the opposites and the transcendent function (Jung,
1958/1969) as intrinsic to the self. This dynamic, in optimal nurturing circumstances, enables
the integration of the opposites within the self and the creation of a third position which
holds the opposites in tension and can manage complexity. This facilitates the processes of
individuation from infancy onwards in an ongoing cycle throughout life.

II. Conclusion

The processes of deintegration and reintegration occur throughout life. Fordham’s theories
identify how in optimal circumstances of good enough mothering the infant, through
dynamics fuelled by the self, deintegrates and reintegrates experience. This leads to the
physical and mental reintegration of experience along with the development of mind and
thought and a growing awareness of self and other. As Urban comments,
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as deintegration and reintegration continue, more stable internal structures and
processes develop, leading to greater complexity. For example, at the end of the
first year, the infant begins to understand that when the mother points, she
intends for him to look at something. This is the beginning of what
developmental psychologists term a 'theory of mind', whereby the infant is able to
perceive that the mother has her own motives, intentions and thoughts, in short, a
mind behind her face, and this matches a growing sense of his having a mind of
his own. (Urban, 2005, p.578)

Fordham’s concept of the primary self and the processes of deintegration and reintegration
identify a process which enables the gradual expression and integration of aspects of the self
and the development of mind in relation to self and others. Fordham identified that the
processes of individuation occur from the start of life through the dynamics of deintegration
and reintegration. This process is influenced by the relationships we have with parents and
significant others along with the dynamics within ourselves which are archetypal and
personal. It is the emergence of who we are, within and through these relationships, that
forms us as individuals and promotes the processes of individuation and, within optimal
circumstances, enables our growing sense of wholeness.
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This paper examines the work of Dr. Michael Fordham, Child Psychiatrist and Jungian Analyst, and his
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1. 'YX HH: 8 (deintegration)?} X = T (reintegration)

Jung2 T A A(Word Association Tests)@} FHFZA QI AFE nlgFoZ Ao 7] F
I 71EAEo] gl YkS vt AEXAt(ung, 1973). I1HY IE F2 4
23 BEste] 7] 9 At o]&S FAFgon frolr] 9 otsr|e] A we
3 23 =95 AAEA LUTF(Knox, 2003, p.88; Fordham, 1969).

o5 Al ojxtolzt § 8tup EA719) Michael Fordham HFALS] Aol o] 2] A of
frob e Hel o2 W Fola e #gh o]Eo] § Thuf wEheA] F2AEE R
T}, Fordham-2 7143} #Ago] Hlojd wjFE At Ae <12sta
o g9 A7NES =Y Fordhamo|Al= frotr]oll zp7|7F EAgth= Z0] 5
P Om(Urban, 2022) 1+ o|AS YA A7 (primary selh2kil B o] LA A7)+
o) 23} Fojal Al2®Hlo]l HAE Add Aol AHA uiwe]l =2 A A THAstor, 1998,
p.10). 2 o] Yojupr] fJaiAE YAE A7l AAAAE ddAE v =
o] &3}57] #13l siA| = ojoF FTh (Urban, 2022).

Fordham®] 7d3l= F2Holal 9521 2719 sfA/AEdelstar st A9 95
Aol Ejfoll A AlFE o] HA ALHETE 20| THAstor, 1995, p.53). Fordham-S “o}7]7} Ej
olub7] ARE Aol wbgol] A= (Urban, 2015, p.17)olghs Zlo] sy, fole] &
A-AAA Pge mjaFolyd 9 22 Uid FE 9F A5 wid] wWeidetia A3
o A3Ao g fole= A9 sjAlE Sl olHd FPS wAITE wWeEbA Fordhamol A
A7) AlRro]l Aol wE} siAIEE FAlAAE AAoln HZAe| dhgo] A wf A
AlA 7153 AAZA 7)5oE AESPHETHUban 2005, p.581). 3l I5& 3] fols o
HU/FSAS} ds A8atm o] gedel] ol frobe] Ar] SHol %d, A 9 AeEH

énﬂ.%nQL'
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=
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>
>

£

3 A <] %‘%ﬁ—% Fordham®] 7doll Al wl-g- FQstrt siAlet= %01% 44, Vs, &5
I 2 AAA AATS B ot Ao dEUF R AEHE WAE TehH, 47
el = A2, HA1F Zho] Atk (Astor, 1998, p.16). AHUYY FFA7} o] AL ES
E = l'fsﬂf‘L o o] W2 fropt AE S ATHL + JA St AokAr] W
2 2719 AEY vlg-o] WPFE o]ojZT) Astors o] TS|, ‘o] HAoA F23 AL
Frobrt oMy o] BA o ZHE Aol tEt B S dRbFo® ¢hdsta olsiE 4 e
O R APFE WolEole WA O R frolo] AL T S WrolEolal o]dfdh= 0113114«1 5
2rolglal 7]= g tHAstor, 1998, p.12). WEFA Fordhamo] <l
I #HHESt oy e FEAke] AA-sta olsfstr] 41 whgo] A4
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THUrban, 2005, p.587)

WP olojzitkhE Aol
AFFe MBS 2 A7 HAE B AGel o3 olsiHm, FEHE FHL
Mshs Zolw, WAsE L 4712 AFTY FBe YA, PAH TEss B 7}

SAASTL] £Azh BAF G2k of Asel Aibh A, A o)Az
FAE I AA Azt o)Ro] od WeE d2jo] FHF met obF A A
Az} o5 AA hF A zto] Rt 9w FYHW Fols A9k 2717} of
d AS 3T 3RS #ole] AAHY AlF o] tHFordham, 1994, p.78).

olgfgt afA B AT HAS BT LEE HAY SAHAA Froprt ALY Al A

E AES 6 S3E Yu|oA W“ AAS} Al BAE Pe T U B
538 AHAAHOZE o]o]F 4 ArHFordham, 1994, p.78). Fordham®] Ay oA F Q3 A
“golo] A7|= Folr} W= AL WETP(Astor, 1998, p.ll)= Zo|H A= 7
frob7b AldE sk Ao WstE olojx ol ARH O F Aol gk Apile] 7]
T4 Z ot (Astor, 1998, p.12).

2 @ o &

2. X{Ot(ego) LE

Fordham(1969; 1985a)0] A|HeE LAx}2] 247] “1ejar #A QoA siA 2 A5

B3 BAHAA 2 A A A T AHe A @ @ Aol g SHolA 7]
Aotk I+ frobe] YA A7 S o] BA SRl dE Aol FS5Arete] A
3 Aol W Fx3be} FEA2E WAL Ao} e 7o ok A2 T Astor
1998, p.10).

Jung & Aol Z o|Alo] FAl O 2 Ho|5h A Whjung, 1936/1968b, para. 44) A T 27] @

T B Aohs AR o m Fojxe] AP FEof v Hola, Foha, ¥&3ta,
FHA 77 2L P35 He o2 RE A5 TE A Qg THFordham, 1994, p.71). Tl H3H
AA) 2)7Zh A AZ vbo], 719 2 AHAFH Y8 2R3 A4 Aol RojAHe =
ol Atk AT, Fordhamol| Al “Apol= lold wjF-E] A 8l Aok o|A)2 HE
she Ao I w27 e FHEHAT, fAet AsdS FAT o Eif& 2ol
539 Aotz FHRA T (Urban, 2022). Fordham Zpolr} <z47]ollA Ejojym Ayo] o]
AR AAZE A= BEFsla Ar)E Aopol] REA o wnt gHATP et B
CHUrban, 1996, p.69). °1A2 7HQ] 7o) A & FZF49 27 FEHo 2= AYolA
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FEERE a3 AS BAAWHEA FEE 279 P9l Fogth i 7]& A tKAstor,
1995, p55) Urban& Fordham©] ‘H]$- o8] folx AFZ Ry mewls 3o N

< PAkst ALl o) W] oEgA ZldstEAE AFP L A5 TdE A
*611/‘1 e RS A FRoe] AAA 181 A4S eSS FEAT 3
TP (Utban, 2015, pp.17-18)x= A 1|3l ‘Aok= 2719 s & WEaAoA 27| 2 5-E
@%b 31 AF A KUrban, 2015, p.11).

AARZ oA FAS oulste=rk AolE AR, AAotes 271, By, BA,
ks 27, Hﬁézié}ﬂ i x}7] gl a]g} B9 Es AAH AMH o= A
AA A, A2 F33 A T8l ot
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4. oft{L| /%St Y

Fotel A7) shAlel hF olMu/SAe] W EHL wde] we TRk ol
e

§75 A3 olsistEe W WS ol Mol HelE YA @ AAH §T9) P
o AFY F A4 el hE Bz ABFE FALTh James Asors olof Th3)
et 2ol AUk

ANAAAL Bal YA 2rlske] AA-AAH GANZRE BDs) YLerh of
U] w3t e @79 WS ASHHE AP dIHoz Aojo] wgw
olol A, Folrt AlFIIA Ao FANT EAS AP ule} Ariste] B
Al oA Aoyl wrEsHAl HthAstor, 1995, p.53).

ER 2B AL ofrU/FSAt ote] STE At olsfshe W 4 AL
344 erethE 2l colzle] ofel W wEETH Yofd gl Yoo Aoje] ¥
(splicing) (Astor, 1998, p.14), Z WHE-e] BEo] RAMSAL FUAY 0 LhBe] BT
Al Folek. olzle SrhAolAY FHAQ ke AP Foht 1A %e Yol
wEoA] Fasith L Gobol §TIE FHHA @t AL odvishd, Frhe BE A
wol ST 2L AEstel A7) ZHe] AFR fobh A WET ME AT
AT olAE frobrt AT Ao Hohds) A FF Aoke] BA7 A7|ole] W

zeath A7) SWo] F2HA WAL HHo] HEHA U] wWEel olFol} A
3 & oe)@ oo Avjolr,

27 ARelA This WEASL ofFolE H2lolE Uwbdow Rwi} FgAsle]
AN Aol o AL HUA EAT Y¥E WHD, ARE Egsl @ sy
B Ao, 9¥E 2% 288 o B FWESATL fobe] Bao] ALsh Fo
£ 7129 & YUY Zow OJ%H LEWIT. olHF Ad F URE Asir] S8 49
WAske] X 2Ag] 7hew 94 o

Celiat= 27410) AR EE AZET T1de] ofrUs TU7t Hold F 9252 Uk

A Celiae FAHJT CeliaZt A 2E AIARE o) IUE 84 J4°] s A4S &
AL TUNA adt AL AFshA s Aol el Fre}h Aol st v Ae 2

2 A Y83 AT FEsin ARk
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73l Wz 299 olE et a7l RES wrgsiFd 1y
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dokth A5 27]dd Jve AAle] OH FES A
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5. X}712| 2t0{(Defences of the Self)

Celia®] ool 4], 19| o] A7l AAET §h&S AA ZF7] wEel 1¥=
2 AEs] S8 £, o133 B ArIE HASolEks BolE EeAzd dot
S e T A BEAY tgo]l FHEE o), At AFdE F
FEHE E7] wEel siAl 2 AlSEe Wallshs A1e] Wb A-sTH(Urban, 2015).
A719] A2} B3 (disintegration) F EHsplicting)e] 2}o]E F23H= Ao] Ta31LE B

s HE A A=A AgelA Weloly ErpeutE Qe Aolrl FAX1 whd
shE]= 237l dojd 4 QTHUrban, 2022). Fordhame ‘H-F& z7|e] REOo 2 Y=z ¢F
I AAe Uz REOZHE HWoXAY EEEHe AS 9v|sh (Urban, 2022) E+

‘HelH oz A7 AA HolX|= Z’(Fordham, 1947; Urban, 1996, p.65)S oJH|gicta H 3k
otk AEFe AW E 2Yste 28 Wole AT ol TS AW, webA dg
580 S v HTHUrban, 2003, p.172). Hold A5 2A7)E BEsE LS a4 5
ARk AL FF B2l 29w Algd S el @b (Urban, 1992, p.422).

Fot WA HAY StRAY EgkeutE A@she A&else o o] afAvt o
AR FIl=s waElsks, A A e 28t T2 F fle AP EASH

(Urban, 2003, p.172). Utbane E&}$-0lE ZAs= T8 QAES o2 2o €AY

(e}

E2 9B Aol EA UHEAAL EA 9 F 71X
- wEbA Egppubs R Aol HA Y Ze Foigh
2o ®Bo} d4ARl ahe] AR o whet =3

Egbgnie] Q1elo] Rl 1 A A9 WolE WAL P HAsH A
B 2ok Zolth ABTD 9l 2T AW 1Y =
ot 9% AAR FAET ARHOE vhge] a Fxsh wdst A7) FH
2719 BAH Aoke] Wz b2 ABH

AR Aok A7k 4T WYL FO8 FodhamE frobrl WelH 4o H2e

3 =
Aol wEHW - o] AzxEle A&HQ B W] dolur] ART 4 Utk
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T THFordham, 1976, p.91). Wilkinson(2006)2 ‘oj® Z7171F A& F v d=2A 4
Hol| S o, B YFo] WAL o A= MAZEE TE(p.36)2F A9
A Wol2 2FAlS BE8T T 319 THFordham, 1976; 1985b). McFarland-Solomon(1998)-2

o] A& A=zt ojd AHO Eft9uprt & AREIH] BAOA BFoR olojd &
e APS 3 Ao AgAo g st AL ofd AotolA 7lEXHE Are &
B ZAFd =E2EHI 228 g2 s A o tE HE itk A5 THp.237).

Fordham®] 7] AJZ}2 Junge] A7|I/NES frof 22 gAsta z7]e] dFo] siA|
2 A5 AHE T FA o|FHEH MAsE i{]?‘&r/}% Zlolt}. Fordham ‘2p7|& £
Ao g FAoly dA9 st 7|es ¥ Fordham, 1985a, p.31)1L AZ}g| o
‘A EgtollA gre® Xldste Aol A 04@%] dHAA FiL & F gle FEHE Fof
A= Aal Fxo] A olgkal A thFordham, 1985a, p.32).

Astor = Fordham®] W7l del o3l th53 Zo] dgdith

-
1y
=

(
ox
o

~

Fordham ko] F% 'ATAL 5¥A Y mefi 2 $7 Swo] Fgh=
dl el e AE ot o3l A3 B AU Fordhame o] HHNA
PASE FUTE DAAY BYOR WAL, ol foll 5] fro} A

Ql
Folm olejd WA OR 'Fote] AV frobrh Wekshs

Stern(1985)& @ o] U0} oji5e] Bg T10] ATelA ofel Tls) =BT ‘ool
A3 BYE Q43 HE 2 ofuUel oeAel ARH 28 FalA T A
(p46). THEHA Fordham] o] £& $hEE bl T Zlo] ohuie} Pole} FRAre] 7
FEAEe Fol wge] Yojua Yok @zl AAA EARA AAA AU
A AY F Aok wde] o] Foigol whet UFol Aushrlel AR & Yt 7]
e 9E 4 e wEe 231 At AL BT o)A Axsls &
Lo Zlo|thAstor, 1998, p13). olAE Folt A4S AP A BT 5 UEF
Jautolol s, STk A & QES TE Aeh dubEow ojuiye] Ael 2 A
g0 Bas.

01 F4e A%Hole folrt A7lo) oa) Tela e A BAstel YHHE A
59 45 Fal WPl whet A/G Aolgo] FABT 1AL WA olH]

o

OB gl oox
o 2 oro o
Dot
B
X

m\l
N
o

o
JZ‘..

lzl

A

>‘1
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12

xy

#AH 45AE R 9Ee] An) FAolth 2005Me] ALH =ToIA Urbane

o A
et 2ol =Rt
Aol A7k B B fote] mhgelx BF Hgol SAlUTh: Ae B
oFE PUF FA7F lor, ot TolutkE # A o2A ] 717l T A
22 91402 ojojzlth o] ZAL Fordhamo| Ao}E FAT B o S
3 Qe s AAY F4 AFO NG 2o FES LERATHUsban, 2005,

Fordhamel| ©J31%0 slAlek ABH] 45 B4 BASHE Zolth. ol Re A7) o
Hodiobieey s Mol AAE U3} o ¥ A7, AEL DHE AU B4 5

HE o7 UHtHUrban, 1996, p.69). ©]7H L =9 953 2] 1/ LA J)F
(Jung, 1958/1969)° &3t Junge] 7d 3 75%@. HAo &5 FAA o]y dF A
7] kA dTFES Tty =S 1% FHE A8ty EZA8Es AYE + de

Azel ANE FEF 5 YA Atk ol B ALHE Aol Sol A Fobr e A
R ]

mza &
shAlsh BT HFe B Uoldth Fordhame] oS olF|E FEI F IR
Aze] BHAA Aol o3l ZAHE 4B T3 APL AT AT WL
gelalzEn) ol AL nheTt Aol W, Aolsl BRle] i@ 4ol BT @ H@e
FA, BAH ASFOE oo ALt Ubano] AFF wle} o]
w9} AFHel AsHol e} mr} kAl R Tz} FHo] Bl
9 2 B440] wEwh ol Eof, AF 1de] AUw opl: dnpt £rletes
R drph BoleltE RES omdths AE olssly] Agwth olzle
S Aol e ol oldn $2i A8l Adols, olZAl Foks ofelu
7h Aol 570, O R A2 sk Urke 2, & 1wl 29 4F o] vpgol
Aths 2 QAT 5 glom, ol ofwuzt Ao PheE A Yrks 1A
o] Z7}9} A x)FtKUrban, 2005, p.578).
Fordhame] 712 A7 70d s)A 2 ASF e Ar] ZHe) 9AH ¥ 9 5
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3 A7) 2 ERlze] BACA Thee WIT 5 Wl S HYS FANE Fordham
A4st gol A AFTS 45 5 ks e

sge AgHolw AA o ue GET} A Rw % Fad eRlsel Al
JFL Wk SUE AUOE FYSHIL AN HYL FAsH Ao BAANA

[e)
g

o) MAA Tl 7ko] AR s AL old@ WA YN 1 olelF WAE ED
52 Aale] EHol.
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