2 Anthropology of Consciousness [13n)

Experience, Coherence, and Culture:
The Significance of Dilthey’s
‘Descriptive Psychology’
for the Anthropology of Consciousness

C. Jason Throop

Department of Anthropology
University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA)
Jjthroop®ucla.edu

Abstract

This paper explores Dilthey's“descriptive psychology"anditssignificance for the anthropology
of consciousness. To do justice to the complexitiesof Dilthey’s project asignificant portionofthe
paperis devoted to anexposition of the basic tenets ofhis“descriptive psychology.” Most notably,
his views on“experience,™consciousness,™introspection,”and“objectified mind”are discussed
before turning to examine his concept of the“acquired psychicnexus.” After outlining these basic
tenets the paper turns to explore how Dilthey’s “descriptive psychology”can serve to shed light
oncurrentanthropological research on the experience of pain. Finally, the paper concludes with
adiscussion of the contemporary relevance of Dilthey’s project as it explores how his ideas may
furtherinform current theoretical perspectives in anthropology about the relationship between
consciousness, culture, and experience. Key words:Wilhelm Dilthey, descriptivepsychology, experience,

pain

‘All science, all philosophy is experiential. All experience derives its coherence and its corresponding validity
_from the context of human consciousness. The quarrel between idealism and realism can be resolved by
psychological analysis [which recognizes that]...I am a being that does not merely represent, but also wills and

feels’
Wilhelm Dilthey 1883

Introduction'

In the German language, the words for anthropology (anthropologie) and psychology
(psychologie) canbe usedinterchangeably (Makkreel 1992). That the German philosopherWilhelm
Dilthey was well aware of this semantic overlapis evident in his concerted effort to establisha
“descriptive psychology”that is informed equally by history, culture, and the functioning of the
human psyche. Diltheysattempt to balance historical, cultural, and psychological perspectives
in his study of the structures of human consciousnesshas contributed to the fact that, not only
ishe (with Schleiermacher) heraldedby many scholars asa key figure in the foundation of modern
hermeneutics (see Gadamer 1975; Heidegger 1962; Ricoeur 1 991), but he is also widely
acknowledged asa thinker whose work anticipates the later phenomenologicnl approaches of
Edmund Husser] and his many students (see Rickman 1976;Tillman 1976).
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With its inception around the turn of the century, the discipline of anthropology has
beencomprised of anumber of anthropologists who have, similar to Dilthey, alsobeen interested
in exploring the interface between culture, consciousness andhuman psychology (see Barnouw
1985; Brereton 2000; Bock 1980, 1988, 1994; Bourguignon 1979; Cohen and Rapport 1995;
Csordas 1994, 1994b, 1997; D’ Andrade 1995; Desjarlais 1992; Hollan 2000; Hsu 1961; Ingham
1996; Laughlin 1992a, 1992b; Laughlin etal. 1990; Laughlinand McManus 1995; Levy 1973,
1984; Obeyesekere 198 1; Shore 1990, 1996; Stigler, Shwederand Herdt 1990; Strauss and Quinn
1997;Shweder and Levine 1984; Shweder 1979, 1980, 1991 ;Strathern 1997;Winkeiman 1986;
1993;1994). With what often appear to be overlapping projects, itissurprising, however, that
more anthropologists have not turnedback to examine how Dilthey’s“descriptive psychology”
might serve to inform their work.” This paper is meant to address this apparent oversight as it
explores Dilthey’s “descriptive psychology”and its significance for current theorizing about
culture, consciousness, and psychological processes in the discipline of anthropology.

In order to do justice to the complexities of Dilthey’s project a significant portion of
the paper is devoted to an exposition of the basic tenets of his “descriptive psychology.” Most
notably, his views on“experience,”“consciousness, ™ introspection,” and “objectified mind”are
reviewed before turning to explore his concept of the “acquired psychic nexus.” Due to the fact
that there s certainly no one canonical reading of Dilthey’s corpus of work, I have decided to base
my exposition of Dilthey’s ideas on both primary sources (Dilthey 1977, 1985 [1887], 1989
[1883]) and the exegesis of afew key commentators (Ermarth 1978; Makkreel 1992). Ibelieve
that this will help not only to clarify my own reading of Dilthey’s“descriptive psychology,” but
will further serve to situate my reading in the broader context of Dilthey scholarship.’ After
outlining the basic tenetsofhis“descriptive psychology,”I will then turn to explore how Dilthey’s
descriptive approach can serve to shed light on current anthropological research devoted to
studying the cultural patterning of the experience of pain. Finally, I will conclude the paper with
adiscussion of the contemporary relevance of Dilthey’s project as I explore how his ideas may
further inform current theoretical perspectives on the study of consciousness, culture, and
experience in the discipline of anthropology.

Descriptive Psychology as a Foundation for the Human Sciences

Inhis Introduction tothe Human Sciences (1989[1883]), Dilthey argued that a“descriptive
psychology”isanecessary “reflective starting point”for the human sciences. Indeed, he believed
that it is only within the context of an approach that is grounded in the careful and systematic
description of the structures, contents, and properties of human consciousness that it will be
possible todevelopavalid theory of knowledge (Ermarth 1978:141).* Early inhis career, Dilthey
called for establishing just such an approach to consciousness with his “descriptive” or “real”
psychology which sets out, as Michael Ermarth states, to “treat the actual ‘inner’ content and
meaning of mentalimages andideas, not merely the‘external’ andformal orderin which they are
related” (1978:148). )

Before moving on to explore the basic tenets of his approach, it isimportant to first
understandhow Dilthey sidea ofa“descriptive psychology”differedfrom the traditional empirical
psychology of hisday. Whereasempirical psychology focused on experimentation inan attempt
touncover formal causal explanations for the structuring of psychological experience, as Rudolf
A. Makkreel makes clear, Dilthey's“descriptive psychology” was based on the assumption that
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causal connections between psychical, social, and physical phenomena cannot be established
before there isan adequate description of subjective experience*in termsof the overall pattern
of an individual 'sbehavior and of the relatively stable structuresof ... [the individual’s] professed
valuesandends” (Makkreel 1992:311). In thisrespect, Diltheybelieved thatem pirical psychology
was under the “spell” of methods and models derived from the natural sciences and, as such, its
abstract and hypostatized rendering of experience wasoften little more than a caricature of the
replete quality oflived experienceasiitis given to the mind momentby moment. Itisimportant
to note that Dilthey's position is not one which concludes that explanations of psychological
processes can never be achievedbut, rather, without rigorousdescriptive methods scientists will
be premature in theirrace toformulate explanatory theoretical frameworks. Without this initial
descriptive work which pointsto the inherent complexity of any particular mental act, Dilthey
feels thatitisimpossible tobegin to postulate normative or generalizable hypotheses. For Dilthey,
then, true understanding can only emerge through careful attention to the description of the subtle
complexities encapsulated in the immediate apprehending oflived experience.

Dilthey’s ‘Description’ of Experience

A central component of Dilthey’s“descriptive psychology”liesin adetailed descriptive
analysis of the structures of“livedexperience.” In contrast to Kant's view thatexperiencearises
only with the conceptual patterning of sensation, Dilthey assertsthat lived experience (Erlebnis)
should be understood as a primordial “given” to human consciousness (Dilthey 1989). From
Dilthey’s perspective, experience is granted a certain primordial structure, coherence or self-
givenness that exists prior to the active conceptual patterning of sensation seen as central to
Kantian formulations of synthesis (Makkreel 1992). Put differently, for Dilthey the coherence
of experience is given directly in experience itself and is not solely a product that is actively
constructed by acts of consciousness. Much like James® whose radical empirical doctrine calls
for researchers to recognize that conjunctive relations are as much a part of experience as
disjunctiverelations (James 1996 [1912]; see also Laughlin and McManus 1995;Throop 2000),
and like Husserl® who proposes a “passive” synthesis already given to consciousness in pre-
predicative experience (Hintikka 1995; Husserl 1948), Diltheyalso recognizesthat“connectedness
isnot merely the transcendental phenomenological background of experience, but isim plicitin

the foreground of ordinary experience itself ” (Makkreel 1992:185).

One of Dilthey s basic assumptionsunderlying his understanding of Erlebnisisthat even
though itis“given”to consciousnessasa coherence or structure, the structuring ofexperience is
notnecessarily fixed. Here Dilthey isstruggling to express what he viewsto be an ever-present
tension between the perpetual flux of life and the fact that our psyche strives for some semblance
of order, stability,and coherencein that flux. As Ermarth makes dlear, for Dilthey, lived experience
is ““becoming’ rather than static ‘being’ but [as such] it develops in patterns and coherences”
(1978:117; see also Makkreel 1992:389).

Again, unlike Kant whoargues fora“capacity modei”of the human psyche thatisbased
onalimitednumber of apriori categories of understanding that exist prior to experience and which
serve toprovide anunderlying framework from which experience isthought to emerge, Dilthey
seeks to explain the formation of categories as originating within experience itself (Ermarth
1978:41). According to Dilthey, it is not universal a priori categories of the human mind but
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common psychical structures derived from shared experience that provides the basis for the
common form ofhuman consciousness (Ermarth 1978:221). For instance, as Makkreel points
out, Dilthey believes that the category of causation “cannot be explained by means of outer
perceptions, which only disclose how different states of things follow each other” (1992:437).
Instead, Dilthey assertsthat we find the origin of the category of causation in the lived experience
of our functioning “will,” which “can direct our representation and set our limbs in motion”
(Dilthey 1989:201). Moreover, Dilthey also believesthat the category of substance canbe traced
back to our direct experience of “self-sameness.” As he puts it:

...thelived experience of the selfis thebasis for the very concept of substance. The concept
of substance arose when the lived experience of self was applied and adapted to external
experiences on the basis of the principle of sufficient reason. We see, therefore, that the
doctrine of mental substance merely transfers back to lived experience a concept of
substance which was originally derived from it. (1989:60)

Muchlike James (1996 [1912]), therefore, Dilthey attempts todevelop aposition that
serves as a third alternative to the polemical formulations of Kant’s apriorist and Hume's
associationalist philosophies. In this attempt to navigate between Kantian and Empiricist
perspectives, Dilthey can also be compared to Emile Durkheim who, in his Elementary Forms of
Religious Life (1995 [1912]), was interested in establishing an experientially based social
epistemology that grounds the formation of mental categories, such asthe ategorj of causation,
in the experience of“effervescence”accrued in the context of collective ritual’ (see Rawls 1996,
1997;Throop and Laughlin 2002).

Axiom of Phenomenality

Again, like James whose radical empiricism wasbased on theassertion thatall varieties
of experience must beadmitted s facts withinreality since every factin reality is part and parcel
of “pure experience” and thus experienceable (1996:81), Dilthey suggests an “axiom of
phenomenality ‘which affirms that “everything existing for me mustbe afact of my consciousness”
(Makkreel 1992:216,429). In Dilthey’s own words:

Facts of consciousness are the sole material from which objects are constituted. ... The
resistance that objects exert, the space they occupy, their painful impact as well as their
agreeable contact - all are facts of consciousness. Thus I only appear tolive among things
that are independent of my consciousness; inreality, my self distinguishesitselffrom facts
of my own consciousness, formations whose locusis in me. My consciousness isthe locus

which encompasses this seemingly immeasurable external world. (1989:245)

Because Dilthey believes that everything experienced must be considered a fact of
consciousness, healso reasonsthat everything experienced mustalso be subject to the “conditions
of consciousness” (Makkreel 1992:428). Furthermore, as Makkreel makes clear, the selfsame
“piece” or “fact” of my consciousness can be interpreted “as physical facts f they are placed only
in the context of outer experience and as spiritual facts if they are either directly or indirectly
related to the context of inner experience” (Makkreel 1992:222).



6 Anthropology of Consciousness (13()

Here, Dilthey clearly attempts to distance himself from advocating a strictly
representational theory of consciousness. With Dilthey’s “axiom of phenomenality” facts of
consciousness are not thought to be merely“representations”ofaworld that exists independent
of our experiences. Instead, much like Husserl who argues against the Kantian notion ofa
“transcendental object” and who believes that there is an immediate grasping of “objects”in
consciousness—aconfluence of consciousness andits intentional object (Husserl 1950:62; see
also Hintikka 1995:82-83; Philipse 1995:267) —Dilthey also argues against a solipsistic
rendering of the human psyche. This is not to say that there is no reality existing beyond our
perception of it, but to say that there is no separation of subject and object in experience since
there is animmediate grasping of reality by consciousness.

Dilthey further ties the “axiom phenomenality” to his belief that a descriptive
psychology is necessary as a foundation for the human sciences. As he states:

Because whateverexistsfor me - things, persons, axioms, concepts, feelings, actsof will
-isapprehended in the psychological nexusof the totality of my consciousness, where it
primordially and originally exists, the concept arises of a general foundational science
which will analyze the nexus of the facts of consciousness and ground the system of the
individual sciences (1989:265).

Itisimportant to make clear that Dilthey always accords primacy to experience while
relegating the operations of thought toasecond order of abstraction. Dilthey firmlybelievesthat
once“the grey cobweb ofabstract essencesis tornaway” what remainsare the experiences of human
beings whoare related to one-another in amultitude of ways (1989:216). In thisregard, Dilthey
contrasts Erlebnis translated as“lived experience,” with Erfahrung / Lebenserfahrung translated as
“ordinary experience.” Whereas Erlebnisis viewed to be immediate experience in which there s
the possession of “givens,” “ordinary experience” (Erfahrung) is, in contrast, where we are
“confronted”with“givens”(Makkreel 1992: 147). Ermarthdescribes thisdistinction asone where
Erlebnis is an“immediate and unreflected experience, whereas Lebenserfahrung is reflected and
articulated experience” (1978:226).

Due toour intimate experiential possession of“givens”in Erlebnis, the“phenomena of

Erlebnis aregiven with certainty, whereas the objects of external experience [Exfahrung)areatleast
partly productsofinference”(Makkreel 1992:147). In Ermarth’s words, Dilthey argues that we
are acquainted with experiential reality directly and that we “know thisreality firstand foremost
notby elaborate chainsof inferenceand hypothesistesting, butby personal experience” (1978:98).
Althoughitis conceivedas distinct from Erfahrung (external experience), it would be a mistake
to interpret Erlebnis as limited to“inner”experience. As Makkreel points out, Erlebnis does not
exclude external experience since it“is not restricted toa consciousness of our state of mind, but
also involves our attitude to, and thus awareness of, external reality” (1992: 148). Again, the
distinction is not between the internal and the external, but, more precisely, between the
prereflective andthereflective.

Varieties of Experience

In a more detailed descriptive analysis Dilthey asserts that within Erlebnis we can
distinguish between a number of different modes of conscious experience?® (Dilthey 1989. 300).
Ermarth asserts that these various modes of conscious experience can be arranged along a
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continuum that ranges from “ initial givenness’ to full ‘clarification’ and objective knowledge”
(1978:130). Makkreel andRodi (1989:36) note that these variousmodes of conscious experience
allow Dilthey to explain how it is that we can have experiences that are fully conscious yet are
not attentively observed. Moreover, this careful description of different modes of conscious
experience provides Dilthey with a means to account for “the so-called dark regions within
consciousness without positing a separate realm of the unconscious” (Makkreel and Rodi
1989:36). Varyingin intensity in accordance with the functioning ofour “attention”and “interest,”
Dilthey observesthat facts of consciousnesscan be present, yet“unnoticed,” at the fringesof our
awareness, while stillbeing considered properly conscious, albeit of adifferent degree (1989:300,
305). As he argues:

All those facts that were supposed to be explained by the hypothesis of unconscious
representations or, more generally,unconscious psychicacts canbe explained by psychic
actsavailable asfacts inexperience whose effects canbe confirmedbby a variety of instances.
These psychicacts are conscious, butnot attended to, noticed, or possessed in reflexive
awareness. (1989:311)

The firstof these modes of consciousnessisthe “simple having of experience” (Erleben).”
Thisisapre-predicative awareness, which, asErmarth describesit, ser vesas the“most rudimentary
level of experience prior to the analytical separation of subject and object” (1978: 130). Makkreel
and Rodi (1989:6) explain that this pre-reflective mode of consciousnessisa simple awareness
of a“given”prior to theabstractand theoretical standpoint of self-consciousness. In other words,
this“initial givenness”isunderstoodasthe underlying ground ofexperience “behind”which nothing
liesand out of which every fact of consciousnessmust ultimately emerge (Ermarth 1978:130).

Moving from moments where there is the“simple having of experience”and where a
fact of consciousness can be present in consciousness without it being “there for me,” we are
confronted witha second“prereflective mode”of awareness which Dilthey calls Innewerden. For
Dilthey, Innewerdenisamode of awareness thatisbasedin a primordial prereflective“self-feeling”
or“feeling-for-oneself"thatisalso considered tobe prior to the experienceof aclearly articulated
distinction between subject and object (Makkreel and Rody 1989:26; Makkreel 1992:430). it
is,asOwensby asserts, aconsciousness thatdoesnotact to objectify the“given”(1987:565). Like
Owensby, Makkreel cautions that Innewerden should not be confused with an“objectifying self-
consciousness,” for even though Innewerden “involvesa mode of self-givenness in which there is
self-feeling (Selbstgefubl) [itishowever still amode ofawareness that exists] withoutan explicit
sense of self” (1992:430). Inits most basicsense, Dilthey describes Innewerden as“animmediate
prereflective mode of self-givenness in which the dichotomies of form and content, subject and
object characteristic of reflective consciousness do not yet exist” (1989:247). In contrast to the
“simple having of experience,”however, Innewerden does entail primordial cognitiveacts suchas
comparison, gradation, separation, association, relation, and reproduction (Ermarth 1978: 131).

From Innewerden Dilthey movesto InnerWahrnehmung, which Ermarth characterizes as
a “stabilizing attention” that acts to isolate and stabilize specific elements of experience
(1978:131). According to Ermarth, Dilthey believes that thismode of consciousness givesrise
to a unique type of knowledge—objective grasping™—which brings into focus distinctive
contents of consciousness without altering the “given” form of those contents (1978:131 ).
“Stabilizing attention”is, in other words, the ability to selectively focusattention on the contents
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of consciousnessas they arise in the flux of lived experience. In this sense, thegrasping ofa“given”
can occur without transforming the patterned structure of dlat"given"withthe actof grasping,

“Stabilizingattention”isfollowedby full fledged“inner observation”or “introspection”
(Innere Beobachtung). In introspection Dilthey asserts thatisolated featuresof experienceare fixed
with deliberate attention. This “fixing” results in the modification of the observed features of
consciousnesssince these features must necessarily be abstracted from the prereflective flow of
lived experience (Ermarth 1978:131).While Dilthey believes that it is possible to use introspection
without destroying the psychicstate to whichit isdirected, inmost instancesintrospection does
alter the psychic state in question. With the exertion of our will in inner obser vation “any state
of the free play of representations is canceled” (Dilthey 1989:378).

Finally, Dilthey concludes his fine grained description of the various modes of
experience by outlining the levels of “memory” (Erinnerung), “methodological self-reflection”
(Selbsbesinnung), and“anthropological reflection” (anthropologische Besinnung). He characterizes
these variouslevelsas movingprogressively fromthe ability torelate elements of experience into
ameaningful coherence, to our ability to be conscious of the self-consciousness of othersin the
context of an ever-expanding historical and cultural perspective (Ermarth 1978: 131).

Tripartite Structure of Consciousness and World View

According to Dilthey there is atripartite structure to consciousness. Notunlike James
who believes thatall thoughtis intermeshed with“purposefuiness”and“non-imagisticfeeling” (see
Bailey 1999), Dilthey assertsthat in every moment oflived experience we are confronted with
the integration of representational, affective, and conative elements. In contrast to those
philosophers who accord priority to the cognitive capacities of the mind, Dilthey argues that
“feeling”and“will”play equally importantroles in our psychiclife (1985, 1989). Dilthey asserts
that while each moment of our experience varies in the extent to which cognitive, affective or
conative elements are present in our awareness, experience is always permeated with some
combination of representations, feelings, and acts of will. As he explains, we must come to
recognize that regardlessof context“every impression [representation] contains, together with
an image, adetermination of the life of feeling and impulse [will]”(cited in Makkreel 1992:353).
Furthermore, heholds that it isimportant to accept the fact that, due to this integration, we must
come to recognize the significantrole which feeling and will play in influencing an individual’s
perceptual, conceptual, and representational functions'®(Ermarth 1978:118).

Connectedwith Dilthey s tripartite division of the psyche ishis “theory of world-views”
(Weltanschauung). As Makkreel explains, for Dilthey a world-view is thought to be “an overall
perspective on life which encompasses the way a person perceives the world, evaluates and

respondstoit”(1992:346). Dilthey divides world-views into three categories that correspond
tothe degreeto whichrepresentation, feeling or willing serveto inform those views. These indude:
(1) naturalism, which serves to express a fundamentally cognitive attitude to the world; ?
subjectiveidealism, whichis basedon the predominant ﬁmctjoning of the will; and (3) objective
idealism, which in its appreciative contemplation is predicated on the life of feeling (Makkreel
1992:346; Ermarth 1978:119).

Of considerable interestfor anthropologistsis Dilthey s contention that there is 5 dose
connection between world view and character. With obvious affinity to later ‘"d‘fopologi aal
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theorizing about the relationship between culture and personality, Dilthey understands world
view and character to be mutually informing." As Ermarthasserts, Dilthey arguesthata world-
view is often little more than an “articulated and objectified form of the acquired coherence of
personality® (1978:325). Ermarth also points out that Dilthey believes that the formation ofa
“world-view” is an elementary function of a mind that constantly strives to establisha stable,
reliable framework in the midst of the “imponderability of life” (1978:328).

Introspection, Cultural Expression and Objectified Mind

In his descriptive psychology, Dilthey is well aware of the limits of introspection and
accordingly triesto outline waysinwhichinsightsderived from introspection canbe complemented
by insights drawn from the examination of “objectified” projections of human consciousness
(objectiver Geist and Ausdrucken). Dilthey callsthe end product of mental activity “objectified mind”
(objectiver Geist) or“cultural expression™"? (Ausdrucken), which he understands literally as mental
life thathas become “transfixed into things”(1989). In his own words, “objectified mind”is“the
distilled summation of component mental contents and the mental activities to which these
contents are related” (cited in Ermarth 1978:123).

Even while acknowledging the limits of introspection Dilthey argues, however, that
to attain a“full knowledge” of the psyche one must still cultivate an “attentive perception” or
“observation” of our inner experience (Makkreel 1992:213). For Dilthey, then, introspection
shouldbe seen as an important but never self-sufficient means by which to gain insight into the
intricacies of the human condition. As we saw above, Dilthey was well aware that introspection
is often associated with a retrospective or retroactive stance that is likely to introduce new
components into the original act of consciousness. Assuch, Dilthey held thatintrospection should
always be considered a potentially effective but ultimately limited methodology.

Thelimitsof introspectionare understood by Dilthey primarily inreference to the more
inaccessible realms of our psyche. As Bulhof (1980:152) points out, Dilthey believes that the
central coherence of our psychic life, our “acquired psychic nexus” (erworbener seelischer
zusammenhang)," is seldom given to our consciousness in its totality. Itis due to this fact that
Dilthey asserts that the contours of our“acquired psychic nexus” can only be determined once
introspection is supplemented with the examination of the projective end products of mental
activity. In other words, heargues thatthe examination of the creations orexpressions of the mind
areanindirect means by which to access those parts of psychic life that are not given directly to
the purview of consciousintrospection (Turner 1985:213). With this stress on the importance
of investigating the expressions of Erlebnis, Dilthey attempts to expand his focus on immediate
experience in orderto include culturally mediated experience (Ermarth 1978:276-77). Even with
this focus on expression, however, as Ermarth makes clear, Dilthey maintains that “although
experience has a‘natural tendency’ to pass into expression, this expression can never be fully
identical with the immediate awareness of experience” (1978:281).

Makkreel pointsout that Dilthey views the “expression of experience” (Ausdruck Erleben)
tocomplement“reflective experience” since, where “reflective experience givesinner experience
anobjective reference, expression makesinner experience public” (1992:258). Inother words,
asTillman explains, “expression”provides Dilthey with apalpable“link between the inner psychic
structure and the outer structure of the socio-historical world”(1976:124). Because expression
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is seen asa pivotal link between internal and external structures, Dilthey believes that we can
use expression as ameans by which to access both mental and cultural facts." In this light, the
process ofunderstanding (verstehen) is construedto be the principle means by which we canmove
to“reconstruct”mental life asit is crystalized in the expression of experience in its various forms.
As Ermarthputsit,“verstehen accomplishes the re-translation of the expression backintothe mental
life from whichit [was first] issued” (1978:249).

As one of the few anthropologists to have seriously reexamined Dilthey’s thought,
VictorTurner arguesthat aspecificcommunity’scollection of“expressions”assembled under the
auspicesof“objectifiedmind”is nothing other than Dilthey's version of “culture” (1982). Although
equating culture and “objectified mind”is perhaps an oversimplification of Dilthey’s position,
which asserts that“objectified mind” can be equally discerned at three levels—the individual,
aggregatesof individuals, and/ or broader cultural systems'* (Makkreel 1992:313)—Turner’s
insights are nevertheless quite significant.'® Turner points out that interpreting Dilthey's
“objectified mind”as culture lends legitimacy to the anthropological enterprise whilesimultaneously
pointing to how anthropology might benefit by incorporating introspectivemethods. InTurner’s
own words, this view of culture is predicated upon the assumption that:

...we can know our own subjective depths as much by scrutinizing the meaningful
objectifications ‘expressed’ by other minds, as by introspection. In complementary
fashion, self-scrutiny may give us clues to the penetration of objectifications of life
generated from the experience of others (1982:14).

As such, Turner believes that Dilthey’s understanding of cultural expression as the
“crystallized secretion of onceliving human experience” (1982:17)accounts forhow itis possible
for an individual to gain accessto what wouldotherwise be the methodologically private realm
of another individual’s subjectivity. As Edward Bruner (1986:21) points out, Turner’s and
Dilthey’s ideas provide us with a model that accounts for how it is that individuals (and
anthropologists) are able to transcend their subjectivity through the objectified expressions of
other minds such that they come toat least partially partake in the “experiential worlds”of those
others. Dilthey’s triadic formulation of“lived experience”(erlebnis), “expression” (ausdruck),and
“understanding” (verstehen) constitutes, therefore, adynamicoutline for the possibility of mutual
intelligibility through the process of translating “lived experience into form and form into lived
experience” (Makkreel and Rodi 1985:22).

Acquired Psychic Nexus and External Reality

For Dilthey the psyche is patterned according to a socio-hi storically acquired “inner
continuum or nexus” (1985 [1889]). According to Dilthey, individuality isnot innately given but
aoquired througha processof’ developmentthatarisesin thecontext ofthe“intersection (;f cultural
systems and the external organization of society” (Makkreel 1992:201). The “acquired psychic
nexus” is thus understood by Dilthey to be the foundation of our individuality."” He sees the
formation of this psychic nexus asbeing closely connected to the functioning of the human will.
In his estimation, the formation of the psychicnexusoccurs early on in life with the experience
of resistance which results from the pressure felt when our “vital impulses”are thwarted. Not
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unlike Max Scheler’s (1971:52-53) view that“reality assuch is given only in an experience of
resistance,” Dilthey similarly argues that it is in the experience of felt resistance that we are
confronted with the original source for our ability to distinguish between self and world. As
Makkreel puts it, it is the “recognition of resistance as limitation of impulse that produces a
consciousness of self as distinct from the other” (Makkreel 1992:217)."

In Dilthey’s view, the trans-individual world thought to exist beyond the boundaries
of our being can therefore be understood asarising experientially from the inefficacy of our will.
Asheputsit,an“Other resists my will, rendering it unable to change my impressions; this Other
isgivenalso tomy feeling, whichsuffersfromit....Itis thusgiven inmediately - notas something
inferred butaslife”(1989:229).Withour experience of efficacy and resistance we cometo develop
adistinction between selfand other that gradually leads us todiscriminate between our “inner”
and “outer”modes of perception (Makkreel 1992:433). As Dilthey explains:

My self, however, asan object in space, as it isgiven through external perception, or my
body, constitutes the point of transition from outer perception and experience to inner
experience. The space which my body occupies, as given in outer perception, is
progressively filled, so to speak, with inner states through accumulating experience,
through practice, throughthe establishmentofacontext forthefeeling of life, the exertion
ofthe will, muscular sensations, and avariety of specifically localizedfeelings (1989:269)".

This experientially derived distinction between self and world also importantly
provides the foundation for the gradual emergence of an acquired psychicnexus which“ser ves
both asastorehouse of experience and asa guide to action in our surrounding world” (Makkreel
1992:217).

Acquiring the Acquired Psychic Nexus

Dilthey believesthat the“acquired psychicnexus®arisesfrom therelationshipbetween
“centripetal”or sensory pathways and“centrifugal”or motor pathways, which articulate adual
function of “receiving impressions from the external world and reacting back on it” (Dilthey
1989:286). Through the repeated functioning of these afferent and efferent pathways, “traces”
of sensation, feeling, and volition crystalize in the formation of distinctive habit patterns (1985
[1887]:97). As these sensory, affective and volitional habits accumulate “an independently
functioning psychiclife [is gradually able to] insertitself between these two parts of the psychic
process. ... [such that]A central nexus is formed which co-determines and sometimes channels
perceptions and feelings into desire and action” (1989:287).

Shaped through the sedimentation and patterning of direct experience, the “acquired
psychic nexus”is thus thought to inform the operation of perceptual and attentional modalities
asitorchestrates the functions of feeling, will, and representation (Makkreel 1992:115, 117).
In other words, the“acquired psychic nexus”isunderstood to be a mental structure that serves
to direct an individual’s interactions with external and internal reality by establishing the
parameters within which an individual’s mental, physical, and social life become organized
(Bulhof 1980:150).
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Flexibility, Indeterminancy and Individuality
According to Bulhof, Dilthey believes that the “acquired psychic nexus”emerges only
after a period of initial indeterminancy which accounts for why psychic developmentis ableto
proceedaccording toamultiplicity of alternate roots (1980: 150). While Dilthey doesnotbelieve
thatindividuals differ from each otheraccording to qualitatively different®determinations,”he
does feel, as Makkreel makes clear, that “the intensity of each quality may vary from person to
person”(1992:139). AsMakkreel explains, each“individual is thusa structural configuration of
certain dominant qualities in tension with a base of subordinate qualities” (1992:140). Put
differently, Dilthey's position holdsthat there are common“psychological properties”or“qualities”
that are shared by all humans, but, are differentially organizedin each individual. Here, mutual
intelligibility rests onthe possibility that individuals are able toreference those qualitiesthat are
found within themselves and that are yet shared with, and expressed by others (Makkreel
1992:249).
Dilthey explains that the “acquired psychic nexus” not only acts to pattern the
individual’s psychic processes but is simultaneously shaped by those selfsame patterns (Makkreel
1992:99). Moreover, he holds that the acquired psychic nexus does not stand over-against
experiencebut servestoarticulate the coherences that are situated within experience (Dilthey
1985[1887):97). As partand parcel of experience, the“acquired psychic nexus”cannot, therefore,
be mistaken for a Kantian transcendental ego which lies apart from the phenomenal realm.
Similarly, Dilthey’s view of the “acquired psychic nexus” should not be confused with the
associationalist writings of Lockeand Hume. Incontrast to these empiricist philosophers, Dilthey
argues that psychic life is nota composite or construction of independentelements, but s instead
given to usin experience as an “encompassing unity” (Makkreel 1992:133).

According to Dilthey, the“acquired psychicnexus,”while individually variable, is not,
however, disconnected from wider cultural systems. He feels that it isimportant to recognize
the fact that the “acquired psychic nexus”incorporates both personal and cultural ideals, values,
images, and conceptualizations. In thislight, the“acquired psychic nexus®should be understood
assomething whichisbuilt from the“systematic intersection of innerand outer, the psychological
and the historical [cultural]” (Makkreel 1992:108). By viewing the psychic nexusasintegrating
both personal and cultural ideals and values, Dilthey claims that it must, therefore, beseenasa
central framework for grounding understanding in the human studies (Makkreel 1992:101).

Well in line with his attempt to see the “acquired psychic nexus” as simultaneously
personal and cultural, is Dilthey’s long acknowledged concern “with the relationship between
the mind’s creativity and the constraints imposed upon the mind by the external [and internal]
world” (Bulhof 1980:137). Even with his stresson the importance of culture in the structuring
of the individual’s psychic nexus, Dilthey also holds that individuals are never completely
determined by any one particular cultural system (Ermarth 1978:125; Makkreel and Rodi
1989:18-19; Makkreel 1992:68). Moreover, even though Dilthey often makes allusions to a

common “human nature”based upon ashared setof attributes, cultural and otherwise, he isalso
careful to point out that “in addition to this universal set of attributes, the individual acquiresa
distinctivecore of personality whichis unique and irreducible” (Ermarth 1978:120). Dilthey’s
view ofthe “nature of man”is, asMakkree! pointsout, “something determinatebut nondeterminable,
enduring but not fixed”(1992:391). In Dilthey’s own words, we“find everywhere a limitation
onwhat is possible. Yet we have the freedom tochoosealternatives,and aCCOI’dingiy the wonderful
feeling of being able to progress and realize new possibilities of our own existence” (cited in
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Makkreel 1992:391-92). According to Ermarth, Dilthey therefore characterizesthe will asfree
inas muchas individualsare able*to respondto amultiplicity of conditions as mediated through
consciousness and cultural forms” (1978:121).%

Descriptive Psychology and the Anthropology of Pain

Having outlined some of the central tenets of Diltheys“descriptive psychology, I will
now turn tofocusspedifically on how Dilthey’s in-depthanalysis of multiple levels of experience —
ranging from pre-predicative“simple having”to fullblown culturally mediated intersubjectivity—
might serveas auseful framework for recent attempts inanthropology to gain greater insightinto
the experience of pain.

Culture and Pain

Because biomedical modelshave long considered painto be purely bodily, scholarshave
traditionally viewed pain to be a physical phenomenon that is relatively free from cultural
conditioning (see J. Jackson 1994). Beginning with the work of Zborowski (1952, 1969) in the
early fifties,however, there hasbeena growing number of anthropological studies that point to
the fact that culture seems to play an important role in shaping the experience of pain along a
number of dimensions— including itsintensity, expression, response, and interpretation (Daniel
1994; Das 1997; Garro 1992; Good 1994; Good et al. 1992; J. Jackson 1992, 1994; Kleinman
and Good 1985; Laughlin andThroop 1999:342; Levy 1973:308-310). In addition to these
findings, whichsuggestastrong connectionbetween culture and the subjective experience of pain,
therealsoseems, however, to beanemerging consensusinanthropology regarding pain’stendency
to actively “resist” the cultural patterning of linguisticand interpretive frames.

Forinstance, Valentine Daniel argues that pain’sresistance tolinguistic, representational
andcultural elaborationreflects something more thana mererepresentation of conventional views
of therelationship between the “pre-cultural body”and“cultural mind.” Citing Elaine Scarry’s
influential book TheBody in Pain (1985), Daniel explains that “pain does not simply resist language
but actively destroys it, bringing about an immediate reversion to a state anterior to language”
(233). Using Peircestripartite framework of “firstness,™secondness,”and “thirdness,™' Daniel
points out that while the experience of pain is indeed “world-destroying”in its pre-reflective
immediacy, “this‘firstness’ of pain is [often] overwhelmedby...secondness’ - the experience of
radical othernessin which ego and non-egoare precipitated outagainst each other inunique and
absolute opposition®(1994:246). Inits“secondness”pain istruly a crystalized Peircian sign that
lies“stuck™at the brink of language” (1994:246).

Like Daniel, Good, Brodwin, Good and Kleinman (1992) also assert that pain“occurs
onthat fundamental level ofbodily experience which language encounters, attem ptstoexpress,
andthen failsto encompass™(1992:7). While acknowledging thatregardless of cultural context,
pain seems to be resistant to symbolization, these authors further point to the fact that the

“experience of chronic pain includes much more than raw physical sensations: pain creates
problems of control and meaning-making”(1992:8). Asthese scholars seeit, the totality of the
experience of pain, which encompasses levels of narrativity and performance is, therefore,
fundamentally intersubjective.
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Writing in opposition to“representational views of language™and“corr espondence
theories of truth,” Byron Good (1994) also explores how pain is shaped through a number of
culturally constituted“formative processes.” Drawing on the ideas of Ernst Cassirer andAlfred
Schutz, Good examines how pain’s resistance to objectification does not, however, prevent the
gradual reconstitution ofthe pain shattered life-world through®symbolization”and“narrativization”
(1994:133).

Dilthey’s Descriptive Psychology and the Anthropology of Pain

As these studies show, there seems to be an inherent ambiguity to the experience of
pain which can often defy conceptualization while also occasionally succumbing to culturally
shaped systems of categorization, classification,and narrativization. Itisprecisely thisambiguity,
sofundamental to the experience of pain, that makes pain especially useful for demonstrating the
benefits of Dilthey’s“descriptive psychology”for anthropological inquiry into the structuresof
consciousness.

In those“world-destroying”moments when pain engulfsthe sufferer to the extent that
subject-object distinctions collapse asthe linguistic, reflexive, and conceptual mediation of pain
dissipates in a wash of sensation, we are confronted with an experience that seems to reflect
Dilthey’spre-predicative level of Erleben. Moreover,attemptsto“objectify”pain throughnarrative,
discourse, categorization and imagination all point to the gradualmovement throughthe initial
coherence of pain as“given”toexperience, to the formationand confrontation of an emerging self-
awareness with aresistant “other,”and finally, to the full-blown attempt to mediate and objectify
pain in culturally mediated moments of self-reflection and personal expression.

Ibelieve that aquote from one of Byron Goods informants, “Brian,”may be illustrative
here. As Good notes, Brianat timesstruggles to describe his experiences of pain. For example:

Itgoesinto thehead. ..the maxillary muscles. ... Anditgoes downhere, and people would
describe it asbeing choked or having this lumpof. . .. this sensation of being restrictedall
the way through here. [He gestured to his throat and chest. ]. And it starts going down.
And then your anxiety builds, ...and you start feeling other things....” (1994:123)

While this disjointed description outlines the pathways of pain through the body there is
little attempt to describe the sensation of pain itself. Indeed, itis often only possible for Brian
to admit that “there are times when I, when a lot of things are ineffable about what goes on
internally” (1994:129). However, there are a few examples provided by Good where Brian
attempts to describe his experience of the sensation of pain, and in these momentspainisfelt to

be:

...like a pressure building up. It starts to move around and travel as it were a hot streak,
lightning orsomething like that....I'll feel twingesin my shoulder, in the vertebrae that,
that run down the neck and the spinal column. (1992:38)

It’s [like] being bound up, ah, just having a pained body and not being able to adequately
explain itor interpretit. Knowing | can't, it’s so pervasive, I can’t really say, yes it’s like
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aheadache, but it’s not like a headache either. You have to have it to really understand
what it's like. ... There’s a sensation you have, you have it’s atotal thing. I've had these
sensations, and the head isbeing clampedinside a vice, and something’sjamming me on
one side or the other and just a wheel is being cranked all the time....(1992:40-41).

Good argues that while these experiences threaten to destroy Brian’slife world, Brian uses
two illness narratives, one based on “T'MJ” (temporomandibular joint) and the other based on
“depression” to“find or fashion meaning, [in order] to reconstitute the world” (1994:128).

Ibelieve that Brian’s experience of pain, which Good insightfully interpretsaccording
toageneral distinction between “world-destroying”and“world-rebuilding"moments, isgivenan
even more revealinganalysis in the context of Dilthey’s descriptive framework. As mentioned
above, when pain is reportedly experienced as an ineffable sensation defying classi fication and
categorization, this seems to be in acoord with Dilthey’s Erleben as a“simple having” that exists
prior to subject/object distinctions. With emergence of pulsations, flashes and aches that
eventually come to constitute a“headache that isnot aheadache” we see momentsof “self-feeling”
(Innewerden) erected upon the comparison, gradation, separation, and association of sensations
that still elude “objectification.” As the sufferer begins to focus on distinctive moments of pain
in the head, the spine, and the shoulder we see the functioning of “stabilizing attention” (lnner
Wharnehmung) that servesto stabilize specific elementsof experience without directly altering the
“given” formsof those elements. Here pain has still managed to defy objectification and yet we
arestill far from the realm of narrativity and symbolization that serves to construct meaning and
reconstitute the world. A more reflectiveattention to those painful moments brings conscious
introspection (Inner Beobachtung)and the alteration ofthe “given ” Pain isnow completely distinct
from the introspecting self and yet is still without a clearly articulated meaning or form. With
conscious attemptstoarticulate these introspective moments of pain with culturally constituted
narratives, images or symbols we see the gradual movement toward the incorporation of the levels
of memory (emmerung), methodological self-reflection (selbsbesinnung) and anthropological
reflection (anthropologische besinnung), as pain becomes fully objectified and integrated in the
intersubjectiverealm ofrecognition, meaning, and morality.

Withthe experience of pain we are thus confronted with ahorizon of experience where
the struggle betweentheattribution of meaning and the coherence of the givenis evidenced. While
painprovidesanthropology witha particularly dear view of the complex interplay of these various
modesof experience, itis certainly not the only place where thisrelative transparencyisrevealed.
Even where the horizon of indetérminancy is more significantly obscured by the cultural
patteming of attentioninreflectiveawareness, these same elementsof. experience are present.
Indeed, Ibelieve that it is the responsibility of the anthropologist to gain abetter understanding
of these processes througha more detailed exploration of these various modesof experience. It
is my position that Dilthey’s “descriptive psychology” can provide anthropologists with a
framework that is detailed enough to help us in this endeavor.

The Limits and Benefits of Dilthey’s Project

Whilelbelieve that Dilthey’s descriptive psychology can provide anthropology with
a number of important and useful theoretical insights into the relationship between culture,
consciousness, and psychological processes, I feelthat thereare also some areasofhis thought that
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may pose problemsfor scholars who might otherwise be interestedin Dilthey’s work. Inthis final
section of the paper | would like to address some of the potentially problematic dimensions of
Dilthey’sdescriptive psychology whilealsoturning to outlineafew ofthe most important nsights
that anthropologists can draw from his writings.

Some Potential Limits

To begin, there is some question about Dilthey’sattempt to propose the existence of
amode of purely “pre-predicative” experience that is non-reflexive and prior to distinctions
between subject and object. What is important to note here is that, while there are anumber
of scholarsinanthropology who subscribe tothe existence of a“pre -objective” mode of experience
(see Csordas 1994a, 1994b; Desjarlais 1992; Good 1994; M. Jackson 1996; Strathern 1994), these
anthropologists are often careful to point out that this“pre-objective” mode is noless permeated
by cultural contingency than objective or reflexive varieties of experience. Inresponseto those
critics whobelieve that Dilthey’s understanding of“pre-predicative experiencefails to recognize
this fact,  argue that while Dilthey s understanding of “pre-predicative experience”is certainly
questionable, there isas of yetstill no definitive evidence to suggest thata less culturally mediated
variety of pre-predicative experience is necessarily untenable. Moreover, as Laughlin and
McManushave notedin the context of their discussion of James’s postulate of“pure experience,”
there seemsto bea number of thinkers who do indeed argue for the possibility of using descriptive
methodsmuch likethose foundin Dilthey's“descriptive psychology”in order to phenomenologically
access just such an“unsullied field of sensory immediacy upon which is builta more and more
extensive picture of the worldas the hierarchy of cognitive acts mold and produce order on that
field” (1995:35).

Ultimately,however, 1 believe that we, as anthropologists, are compelledtotryto move
beyond purely theoretical debates over the pervasiveness of the cultural patterning of “pre-
objective”experience by turning to confront thisquestion directly through studies that explicitly
attempt to assess the validity of this putative mode of “pre-predicative® experience. Asbriefly
indicated above, Ifeel that this particular question can best be explored through more detailed
investigations into such ambiguous experiences as pain.”? Ibelieve that itisonly in ambiguous
experience that we will be given clearer access to the processesunderlying the cultural patterning
of the given in consciousness. Itis in thisrealm of ambiguity, where our informants struggle to
articulate their sensations, perceptions, and feelings, thatIbelieve we will ultimately beable to
discover an adequate “data set” to assess the existence of these various modes of experience.

Second, as alluded to above, it is potentially problematic to postulate a direct link
between expression, language, and experience. Anthropologistshave long noted that cultural,
cognitive, and linguistic processes need not necessarily overlap (Duranti 1997; Obeyesekere
1990:221,230). Moreover, because it is possible for language change (especially grammatical
change) to lag behind cultural change, there isalwaysa possibility that linguistic categories will
notreflectcurrently salientexperiential or cultural referents (Kroskrity 1993, 1998; Salzmann1993).
Also,due to the fact there seemsto existWhorfian“cryptotypes”inall languages (1956) — those

covert or latent concepts that are not necessarily marked by overt lexical denotation —it would
also be quite problematic to infer that the absence of a certain lexeme necessarily indexes the
absence ofa culturally salient concept/ideaor experience (Needham 1972:128).

In thislight, itseems fair to be critical of any simplisticrendering of| Dilthey’sinsights
into what he certainly understood to be the complex relationship between lived experience and
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itscrystallization in linguisticand cultural artifacts (“objectified mind”). Whilel believe that these
kinds of criticism must certainly be heeded, lalso believe that Dilthey striadicframeworkof lived
experience, expression and understanding, if employed with careful attention tothese potential
complexities, can nevertheless serve to support and guide our attempts to gain insight into the
life-worlds of the individuals we work with and learn from in the field.

Third, I believe that some scholars will take issue with what appears to be Dilthey’s
somewhatabstract rendering of the“acquired psychic nexus”— that culturally and individually
shaped psychic structurein which previous experience sediments and thereby ser vesto selectively
filterandmotivate laterexperiences. Inresponseto thispotential critique, I feel thatitis important
torealize thatthere will alwaysbe difficulties inherent in ensuring that our theoretical constructs
remain“experience-near”(Geertz 1983; Hollan 2001;Wikan 1991).” Dilthey himselfbelieved
thathis descriptive psychology providesa methodological foundation upon which to erect more
“experience-near” theoretical constructs, and he most certainly felt that the acquired psychic
nexuswas based upon hisown“experience-near”obser vations and descriptions of the functioning
of the human psyche. Furthermore, I believe that there are a number of advantages to turning
to Dilthey’sconstruct of the acquired psychic nexus inlieu of more deterministic constructs such
as Bourdieu’s iotion of habitus™ (Bourdieu 1977, 1990; Throop and Murphy 2002). For even
though Dilthey’s “acquired psychic nexus” may seem for some to be equally as “experientially-
distant”as Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, in the end it provides us with amuch more satisfying
model since it enables us to account for those culturally and personally informed residues of past
experience that are sedimentedin individual minds and bodies, while also leaving plenty of room
for the creativity, intentionality, and agency of the individual human actor.

A final critique that can be launched against Dilthey’s work lies in his tendency to
presenttypologies andmulti-level models of feeling, experience, and mind. Here the question
that can be asked by criticsis why seven modes of experience and not four? While it is certainly
fair to argue that the designation of “seven modes of experience” is not comprehensive, it is
important to realize that since Dilthey views these “modes” to index experientially verifiable
psychological processes, these multi-level modelsare not arbitrary designations. That s, while
“sevenmodes of experience” certainly do not exhaust all of the possible ways in whicha theorist
may chose todistinguish between various levels of psychological functioning that might pertain
to"feeling,”“sensaﬁon,’“cogniﬁon,” or“volition,” this does not then perforce entail that these
designationsare empty constructs withoutreferents. Ofimportancehere isnot the exact number
oflevels proposed, buthow Dilthey’sdescriptive method canserve toilluminate the various layers
of experience that may underlie particular processes and structures of consciousness in the
interplay of sensation, feeling, emotion, volition, and cognition.

Some Potential Benefits

Moving beyond these potential criticisms, I feel that it is important to outline a few
of the ways that Dilthey’s work can provide the anthropology of consciousness with critical
insight. First, I believe that Dilthey’s ideas point to the fact that anthropologists should try to
take seriously the discernment that may be garnered from the active introspection of conscious
experience. While introspection haslong been recognized as aflawed methodology (a position
that Dilthey himself clearly articulates in his writings), Dilthey’s work also makes clear how
introspection can be understood as a potentially useful method for gaining insight into the
functioning of one’s own, and another’s, psyche. Without someform of careful self-observation
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which focuses upon the experiential properties of the functioning of one’sown consciousness,

it seems highly likely that investigators will be at asignificant disadvantage in their attempts to

understand the psychological frameworks and models found in unfamiliar cultural contexts. Put

differently, without adequate attention focused on the nuances of one’sown conscious experience

itseemsunlikely thatan anthropologist willbe able to gain adequate insight into the psychological

realities that are described by individuals who are drawing from radically different cultural
) premises."s

Even thoughintrospectionist and empathetic models for anthropological researchare
widely heralded as problematicand are currently unpopular, there is still agreat degree to which
anthropologist tacitly rely upon the assumption that they can come to understand cultural
phenomena through an empathetic process of comparing one’s own conscious experience to the
expressionsofanother-mind. The very method of participant obser vation is predicated upon such
assumptions; namely, that through actively participating in the life-ways of another culture the
anthropologist will work to approximate the perspective of those individuals who have been
raised in that particular culture (see Desjarlais 1992; Fiske n.d.). Dilthey's work points to the
importance of beginning this process with an attentive focus to the functioning of our own
consciousexperience. Ashis“axiom of phenomenality”clearly spells out, because all aspects of
reality are ultimately part and parcel of consciousness, itis essential that anthropologistswork
to explore the constraints given by their own consciousness to the perception of that“reality
Itseemsevident that this kind of introspectiveinsight will help tobetter foreground any alterations
that may occur to the researcher’s conscious experience in his/her attempts to approximate the

sensations, perceptions and behaviors of “an-other.” Dilthey’s project thus points to the
importancefor anthropologiststo explicitly work tore-integrate introspective, obser vational and
empathetic perspectives in their attempts to develop more accurate interpretations of the
psychological realities underpinning the understanding of what constitutes“consciousness”in
othercultural contexts.

Lastly, Ibelieve that Dilthey’s framework can ser ve as the foundation for transcending
polemical debates in anthropology between active and passive models of the human psyche.
Dilthey’sframework recognizes that coherenceis notonly afunction of the cognitive and cultural
patterning of the “given”but s also, at least partially, a function of the field of sensory activity.
Just as Laughlin and McMannus found for William James’s doctrine of radical empiricism,
Dilthey's projectsimilarly assumesthat thereis a“primordial field of sensorial activity thatis itself
ordered prior to any cognitive operations upon that field” (1995:44).

Dilthey argues that it is the articulation of the active “acquired psychic nexus”with the
passive reception of the“given”in the sensory field thatallows for various degrees of interpretive
and perceptual patterning of thatgiven fieldmomentby moment. The degree to which this nexus
is brought to bear on the primordial field of sensory activity is thus what determines the extent
to which“cultural”and“personal™processes are able to shape and interpenetrate with the “given”
in conscious awareness. From this perspectivethen, we are able to simultaneously postulatea

“given"thatis passively received in consciousnessandan active grasping of that “given”within the
personal and cultural patterning of our variousattentional modalities (see also Csordas 1993).
As we saw above in our brief exploration of how Dilthey’s ideas might further inform the
anthropology of pain, Ibelieve thatthereissome evidencethat supports Dilthey s notion of Erleben
and the conceptual overlays which serve to pattern and give meaning to that initial “giveness.”
Ifeel that this struggle to articulate, andactively grasp the“giveness”of the experience of pain,
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grantsus potential accessto the very processes of formation and categorization that underpin the
personal and cultural patterning of thispre-predicative experience.

Inlight ofa Diltheyan turn, I hold that future work in the anthropology of consciocusness
should focusgreater attention to those experiences, like pain, whichreside on the fringesof our
abilities to articulate, verbalize, and interpret. By turning to exam inethe experiences that seem
to be the most resistant to the patterning of cultural interpretive frames I believe that we will
eventually be able tobetter judge the empirical validity of“pre-objective”modesof experience.
Ultimately, I feel therefore that Dilthey s work points to the need to establish an“anthropology
ofambiguity” that will allow researchers to investigate in finer detail those modes of experience
that lie on the peripheries of the patterning imperative of our attentional modalities.

Conclusion

Inconclusion ] would like to suggest that Diltheys“descriptive psychology”can provide
the anthropology of consciousness with a viable framework that can serve to complement,
complete, andexpand many of itsmost current theoretical perspectives. Dilthey’swork provides
anthropology with the outline of a mature phenomenology thatlinks the subjective experiential
realm to the wider cultural world through the medium of expression and objectified mind.
Moreover, while anthropology hasrecently been overwhelmed withan abundance of references
to"experience”itis,in my opinion, lacking an adequate theoretical account of what it is we actually
mean when we use this term. In accord with Desjarlais (1997), Mattingly (1998), and Scott
(1991), Ifeel thata“common sense”rendering of the meaning of “experience”is nolonger tenable
inanthropological theorizing, and I believe that Dilthey’s work can provide anthropology with
much needed conceptual clarification in thisregard (see Throop forthcoming). Finally, Ibelieve
that Dilthey’s careful attention to the fine grained description of various qualitatively different
types of “experience” —from experience as a pre-predicative “simple having”to a culturally
mediated intersubjectivity — broadensand sharpensthe scope of the anthropological lensas it
providesthe necessary conceptual clarity and specificity required forany truly accurate account
of the structures of consciousness and the oftenillusive intricacies of“lived experience.”
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'Considering the fact that her ic and ph logical approaches are gaining greater currency in
anthropology (see Csordas 1994a; Desjarlais 1992, 1997; Jackson 1996), it is surprising that more scholars have not
turned back to Dilthey’s pioneering and influential work.  As far as 1 have been able to ascertain, the only

ist to have explored Dilthey’s thought with any rigor is Victor Turner (see below; see also Turner
1982:12-19; 1985; 1986). Close to the end of his career, Turner began outlining the contours of an “anthropology
of experience” that relied heavily on Dilthey’s work, especially on his concepts of “lived experience” (Elebnis) and
“objectified mind” (Objectified Geist). Unfortunately, neither Turner's insights nor Dilthey's original formulations
have found their way into contemporary theoretical discussions of “experience” and “consciousness” in the discipline
of anthropology.

*The reader should note that there has traditionally been much debate in Dilthey scholarship over the extent to
which his early “psychological” framework was carried over into his later hermeneutical writings. This paper focuses
primarily on what is considered to be Dilthey's early “prychological phase® and as such runs counter to many
contemporary readings of Dilthey's work. 1t is for these reasons that 1 have decided to support my reading of Dilthey
with Makkreel and Ermarth’s interpretations, which both argue for a basic continuity between Dilthey’s
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“psychological” and *hermeneutical® works. Indeed, as Paul Ricoeur notes, “Dilthey still belongs to the generation
of neo-Kantians for whom the pivot of all human sciences is the individual, considered, it is true, in his social

relations, but fundamentatly singular. It follows that the foundation of the b i must be psychology,
the science of the individual acting in society and in history” (1991: 60). In d\h respect, Ricoeur asserts that
Dilthey’s entire hermeneutical enterprise is grounded on the fund i logical problem of

understanding “by transference into another [mind]” (1991: 61). Thus, “the countcrpm of abermeneutical theory
founded on psychology is that psychology remains its ultimate justification® (Ricoeur 1991: 61). That mid,

Ricoeur explains that Dilthey’s hermeneutics, while always clearly informed by psychology, avoids fallq prq
to mere Romantic subjectivism since “the essential role of hermeneutics consi in: *To establish th ically,
against the constant intrusion of romantic whim and skeptical subjectivism..., the universal validity of
interpretation, upon which all certainty in history rests’ (1991: 61).

“Dilthey is perhaps best remembered for his distinction between the patural and human sciences (Apel 1990;
Makkreel 1985; Scharf 1976). As Kornberg (1973) makes clear, this distinction can be understood as a response to
the ideal of a unified science proposed by the likes of Herbert Spencer and Auguste Comte at the mid-point of the 19*
century. Dilthey argues that the problem with this ideal lics in the fact it is based upon the flawed assumption that it
is possible to simply apply abstract categories originating from the physical sciences (i.e., atoms) to the study of
human behavior and meatal life (1973:300). 1n contrast to this view, Dilthey feels that there is some serious question
as to whether a single scientific method should be used for investigating, what he believes to be, twopotmﬂy
different objects of study. Central to Dilthey’s distinction is his assertion that where the | sciencesare predi
upon explanation (Erklarend), the human sciences are focused, in contrast, on understanding (Verstehen). Whave the
natural sciences seek out causal explanations that are based on linking discrete representations drawn from “external
experience” through hypothetical generalizations and abstractions, the human sciences look to understand the
coherence and structure given directly within lived experience itself (Makkreel 1995). As Makkreel makes clear, in
Dilthey’s view “explanation involves subsuming the particular data or elements that can be abstracted from our
experience to general laws, whereas understanding is more concerned with focusing on the concrete contents of
individual processes of experience to consider how they function as part of a larger continuum” (1992:135). It is
important to note that while Max Weber’s call for “interpretive explanation” has often been credited with attempting
to mediate what Dilthey’s distinction between the natural and human sciences supposedly split apart (Apel 1990:
138), Dilthey himself never claims that these two “sciences” are incompatible. 1n contrast, Dilthey argues that “both
sorts of knowledge always intermingle fin such a way that knowledge]....of the natural sciences overlaps with that of
the human sciences” (Dilthey 1989 | 1883]:70). Moreover, it is only with a recognition of the mutual compatibility
of these two kinds of science that Dilthey believes that we can ultimately move toward resolving the opposition
“between the transcendental standpoint for which nature is subject to the conditions of consciousness and the
objectivist empirical standpoint which regards the development of the human spirit as subject to the conditions of
nature” (1989 |1883]:71-72).

*As Ermarth notes, not only did James and Dilthey meet in Berlin in 1867, but, each was highly respectful of
the other’s work. Ermarth asserts that Dilthey felt that *he and James were working on parallel paths in the theory
of mind and the empirical study of mind® (1978:33).

¢ There is also a close connection between Dilthey and Husserl. In fact, Dilthey’s early writings on “descriptive
psychology” were beralded by Husser! as an important precursor to his own phenomenology. Ultimately, however,
there was a falling out between the two men as Husserl became increasingly critical of Dilthey’s later hermeneutical
writings (see Tillman 1976).

"1 believe that Dilthey's experiential grounding of the categories can also be fruitfully compared with the recent
work of Lakoffand Johnson who argue for the sensorimotor structuring of subjective experience and the experientially
grounded mapping of metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1999; see also Throop and Laughlin 2002).

'Dilthey defines consciousness as a “being-there-for-me” which e believes serves to “help us avoid restricting
its meaning to rep ional and intellectual p 5 (1883:246).

? It is interesting to note that in his discussion “On the History of the Word Erlebnis,” Gadamer argues that the
verb erleben suggests “the immediacy, which precedes all interpretation, reworking, and communication, and merely
offers a starting point for interpretation — material to be shaped™ (1975:61). In contrast, the noun erlebnis, which
became commonplace only during the 1870’s, is und d to d “an ‘experience’ not only insofar as it is
experienced, but insofar as its being experienced makes a special impression that gives it lasting importance” (ibid).

"“Even though Dilthey asserts that represcntation, will, and feeling are always intimately interconnected in
each moment of experience, he also asserts with focused attention and interest in intrespection we are able to parse out
the various elements that come to coastitute “complex representations” in experience (Makkreel 1992; :168),

' The strong resonances here between Dilthey’s thinking and the “Culture and Personality” school in American
Anthropology should not be viewed as merely coincidental. lndeed, not caly was Boas directly influenced by




2002 Experience, Coherence, and Culture 21

Dilthey's “historical method” (Stocking 1974:11), but, his student Ruth Benedict, famous for her assertion that
culture could be uaderstood as “persomality writ large,” often drew heavily from Dilthey’s writings (sce Benedict
1934:52).

"Bulhof(mszszs) lates Ausdruck as “cultural expression.”

“Bulbof translates er lisch hang as “soul str . Other renderings include “inner
peychic structure” (Tillman lmﬁ),‘-hﬂe:dl‘(Komberg 1973), “acquired psychic nexus® (Makireel 1992; Scanlon
1989), and “acquired coberence of the individual persomality” (Ermarth 1978:231).

it is important to note, that Dilthey does not restrict his notion of “cultural expression” to the realm of
language but sces it as including “bodily gestures, physical actions, or any form in which life manifests itself in the
sensuous world” (Makkreel 1992:293).

*Dilthey also makes an interesting distinction between culture and the external organization of society which
are both grounded in the realm of lived experience. He understands these as two different perspectives in which “one
considers bow the psychic elements of different individuals in a purposive nexus relate to a cultural system; the other
considers how wills are bound together, in accordance with the fund. tal relationship of ity and
dependence® (1883:114).

“Turner's connection between “objectified mind® and culture finds some support in Ermarth’s reading of
Dilthey. Ermarth describes Dilthey’s “objectified mind” as “the vast sphere of cultural content.” Also of interest is his
assertion that Dilthey’s concept of culture should not be mistaken with idealist renderings of Kultur found at the turn
of the century in the writings of the “Baden School” — Windelband (1848-1915) and Rickert (1863-1936) — for “he
insisted that it [culture] contained not simply high culture’ but practical life-values, sublimated drives, and technical
arrangements” (1978:277).

""Makkreel has suggested that in a dinical context Dilthey would perhaps suggest that schizophrenia and
maltiple personality disorders arise when “the acquired psychic nexus is split into several partial systems.” (1992:157)
He also points out that Dilthey believed that madness is caused by an inactive acquired psychic nexus which is no longer
able to assimilate the complexity and diversity of experience within the representational framework provided by the
aoquired psychic nexus (Makkreel 1992:157).

“While this may also sound reminiscent of G.H. Mcad’s (1934) assertion that the formation of the “self” is a
p that is dependent on the confrontation with, and subseq internalization of an “other,” upon closer
examination Dilthey’s and Mead's perspectives are quite distinct. 1t is important to recall that Mead’s understanding
of self formation is advanced as a purely coguitive function of “internalizing” otherness, whereas Dilthey’s experience
of “feit resistance” is understood to be a function of the thwarted “will® as immediately perceived in the sensorium.

PDilthey also argues that the concept of matter is similarly deduced from our immediate experience of the
“facticity of tactile sensations in which resistance is experienced” (1883:62).

™ Makkreel points out that Dilthey’s view of creativity is closely connected to the operation of the imag
which is itself tied to the functioning of the acquired psychic nexus. In Makkreel’s words “For Dilthey the imagination
differs structurally from other mental processes jonly] in that the control of the acquired psychic nexus is unimpeded
by any physiological conditioning or theoretical and practical ideals of adaptation.” (1992:164).

Peirce’s distinction between firstness, secmdnexandthrdmxanbeundemoodmdtpnycholog:almlm
asa distinction between simple feelings (firstness), sensations of resi e (secondness), and g concep and
rules governed by habit (thirdness) (see Peirce 1958:150-152).

nOfcm,uDongHolhnlmpointcdom(penomlcommumoﬁon),culturemyplayamlcindcﬁning
which “experiences” are d d to be “ambig * For ple, as Levy's (1973, 1984) work on hypercognition
andhypocogliﬁoninTaliﬁm:kudar,emoﬁonsanbediﬂ' ially elab d culturally. Those ions that
are not salient (hypocognized) in a particular culture may be d d “ambiguous” in the sense 1am using it here. These
kypocognized emotions may then also be uscful to an investigation into the putative existence of a “pre-predicative”
realm of experience. Conversely, it may also be the case that in a culture where pain is extensively conceptually
elaborated (hypercognized), that the experience of pain may prove to be relatively less “ambiguous® than the studi
cited in this paper intimate. In this case, pain may prove to be less ble to the i igation of “pre-predicative
experience” than 1 bave otherwise suggested here. That being said, 1tend to agree, bowever, with the scholars cited
ia this paper who have argued that “pain” seems to be particularly resistant to the processes of “objectification” and
‘iy-boliﬂion'dhtnndu{iehyperwgnidon,mdaswch,mybeq;edaﬂywcﬂmwdtod:etypeohmlydslam

ng.

YThe distinction between “experience-near™ and “experience-distant® concepts was borrowed from the
peychoanalyst Heinz Kobut by Clifford Geertz in his essay “From the Native’s Point of View: On the Nature of
Anth-oyobgid Understanding” (1983). As Geertz explains, an “expericnce-near concept s, roughly, one that

neone — a patient, a subject, in our case an informant — might humself naturally use and effortlessly use to define
what he or his fellows see, feel, think, imagine. ...[where-as] An experience-distant concept is one that specialists of
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one sort or another — an analyst, an experimenter, aneﬂmognpha...qnploytofomrdlciendﬁc,ﬂihloﬂkﬂor
practical aims” (1983:57).

“While Bourdieu’s concept of habitus bas certainly provided the field of anthropology with an abund: of
theoretical fodder — serving to address the problems of relying exclusively on an overly intellectualized vison of
enculturative processes — it has, h , been criticized by a ber of scholars (see Al der 1994:130-136;
Calhoun 1993:72; DiMaggio 1979:1467-68; Frow 1995:2747; Gernham and Williams 1980:222; Jenkins 1982,
1992:82, 90; Strathern 1997:28, 36; Strauss and Quinn 1997:47) for dismissing the agency, creativity, and

intentionality of the conscious human subject. For an ded discussion of Bourdieu’s determinism in light of his
critical dialogue with ph logy see Throop and Murpby (2002).

BSupport for this perspective can be found in Laughlin et al. (1990:21-32) in reference to Humerl’s
pb logy and Laughlin and McM (1995:42-43) in reference to James's radical empiricism.
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