
   PSYCHODYNAMIC VIII: PROJECTION

FREUD'S (DARWIN'S) “PROJECTION-introjection”
In 'Psychodynamic I: Repression', we noted that, although “repression” is the

“cornerstone” of psychopathology, it still has a useful 'stop-gap' role in psychological
development. The same can be said for “projection” i.e. although it is pathological to
permanently project one's unconscious psychical contents onto someone (something)
else, “projection” still has a 'stop-gap' role to play in psychological development e.g.
the infant is unable to self-care, so s/he needs to project his/her “inner mother” onto
his/her “outer(=actual) mother” to prevent the “delusion” that s/he can self-mother.
And, as Melanie Klein added, babies also “identify” with their respective projections
to, thereupon, as Freud would say, “seal the maternal instinct on both sides” (we will
review Melanie Klein's “projective identification” next month: 'Psychodynamic IX').
Indeed, Freud extends projection's 'stop-gap' developmental role in the last chapters
of “Introductory Lectures: Pt.I” by noting that, for psychoanalysis to succeed, there
needs to be a “positive transference” (the psychoanalytic term) 'from' the analysand
'to' the analyst. Ironically, a case in which an analysand dislikes his/her analyst (i.e.
there is “negative transference”) is more positive than a case in which the analysand
has no feeling for his/her analyst (i.e. there is “no transference”) because the skilled
analyst will uncover the +ve projection that resides 'underneath' the –ve projection.

So much for the similarity between repression and projection. The difference
between repression and projection is revealed by the evolutionary backstory i.e. with
the term “projectile” invoking spears, bows & arrows, rifles etc., no-one gets a prize
for guessing that projection is a derivative of 'hunting'. Returning to our example of
the hungry sea-gull, we realize why there is evolutionary pressure to turn repression
back onto itself i.e. repression is more advantageous when it is able to 'short-circuit'
from 'hunting' back onto 'running' (i.e. onto itself) when the coast is clear because it
generates a 'secondary' projection of (now, “unconscious”) 'running' onto prey that,
as Freud would say it, “seals 'hunting' on both sides”. This points to why projections
are difficult to “retrieve/introject” (±“integrate”) even when it is high time to do so.

Freud leaves his discussion of projection until the very end of his introduction
because, without preparatory understanding of the underlying concepts, his readers
would not have been able to tell the difference between the manufacture of a positive
transference to achieve an authoritarian influence (e.g. hypnotism, 'fatherly advice',
collective politics) and psychoanalysis. The difference is that, in psychoanalysis, any
positive transference (i.e. “transference neurosis”) is to be analysed in the same way
that the analyst analyzes the “presenting neurosis”. For example, the analysand who
likes his/her analyst won't be keen to discuss anything offensive and, as a result, s/he
won't want to obey the basic 'rule' of analysis i.e. say everything that comes to mind,
no matter how nonsensical, trivial, irrelevant or embarrassing a thought may appear
(this, by the way, is why nonsensical, trivial, irrelevant and embarrassing dreams are
so helpful). This 'secondary' analysis opens the analysand's way to an understanding
of  his/her personal unconscious (that, ironically, 'stands' 'under' his/her conscious),
allowing him/her to (re)-construct his/her “inner (grand)-parents”... prerequisites, of
course, for any successful journey into “outer (grand)-parenting”.



ASTROLOGERS' (ARCHETYPALISTS') “PROJECTION-introjection”
Insofar as Freud viewed projection as not automatically pathological, Jung's

writings on projection can be seen as parallel to Freud's i.e. in the same way that the
infant is not encouraged to “introject” parental images until s/he has the capacity to
parent him/herself, so the adult is not encouraged to “introject” images and/or ideas
of the collective unconscious until s/he realizes that these have nothing to do with the
personal sphere. If s/he were to take these 'eternal' ideas and images personally, they
would “inflate” the self-(ego) and, in turn, disengage the cogs of development and, in
turn (again), close off the path to successful (grand)-parenting.

Projection's repression-like, 'stop-gap' role can be summarized schematically
in the zodiac as follows...

   … showing that FA aligns projection with '1'. Our reason for (i) describing
the 'action-at-a-distance' projection from '1' to '4' (solid arrow) as 'semi-projection'
is that '4' shares its stage with identification, (ii) describing the 'action-at-a-distance'
projection from ('1' to) '4' to '7' as 'bi-potential' is because the astrological tradition
tells us that 7th house as not only the “house of marriage” but also the “house of open
enmies”, & (iii) describing the 'action-at-a-distance' projection from ('1' to '4' to) '7'
to '10' as 'neutral' is because a true 270º development will 'neutralize' what, up unto
then, would have been a 'negative' projection onto '10' i.e. the task of the 2nd-half-of-
life Jungian analyst is to show his/her analysand that the '11/12' impersonal ascends-
(descends) into the extra/inhuman so readily that it is altogether wiser to 'neutralize'
his/her 'negative' projections (typically, onto the “bad cop” parent) and, when this is
achieved, s/he can set about “introjecting” (±“integrating”) his/her “shadow”.

Just as we can see 'action-at-no-distance' with “repression” – Capricorn and
Saturn, 11/12ths of the time, are 'beyond' the M.C./10th house – so, with “projection”,
we can see 'action-at-no-distance' – Aries and Mars, 11/12ths of the time, are 'beyond'
the ascendant/1st house. Moreover, just as Saturn isn't necessarily “malefic”, neither
is Mars. One of the “benefic” qualities of Mars is that it is a 'cure' for boredom.
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FREUDASTROLOGERS' “PROJECTION”
As Freud & Klein explained, the virtual irreducibility of projection's +ve/-ve

dichotomy means that it is necessarily accompanied by “splitting” of the “(self)-ego”
into “good (breast)” and “bad (breast)”. If, in addition, we focus on our definition of
life, we can identify a “split” that occurs prior to the baby's experience of the breast
i.e. the “split” of the '1 head' away from the '12 masochistic-uroboric tail' (in doing
so, we re-emphasize that biologists are without a satisfactory definition of life... and,
although FA's definition of life has its flaws, we do at least place '1 self-recognition'
that prevents heads from eating tails at its 'front'). 

With Aries being 'in front' of Taurus, the Freudastrologer takes the view that
'self-recognition' is more important than '2 feeding'. Therefore, the first task for the
mother is to accept and facilitate her newborn's 'attacks', away from him/herself, on
the material world (as it were, 'through' mother). A baby may seem to be the passive
recipient of the nipple, but Aries implies two rams locking horns i.e. the baby's sense
of '1 self' is bolstered not only through his/her “projection” of “self-objects” but also
through his/her mother's 'counter-attacks'. In other words, during the earliest stage,
'projection retrieval' isn't critical but 'baby-mother engagement' is. 

We do remain 'classically' Kleinian, however, insofar as we have no argument
against the shuffling between the '11-12-1-(2/3)' “paranoid schizoid position” and the
'(2/3)-4' “depressive position”. The leading “integrator” of Jung and Klein, Michael
Fordham (1905-1995), has called this the “de-integration/re-integration cycle”. This
can be schematized as follows...

 … in other words, “de-integration/re-integration” is more a sawtooth than it
is a cycle. It is also a reason why astrologers pay so much attention to the ascendant
i.e. it symbolizes both (i) the attitude to 'attacking' the material world, and (ii) what
is expected 'straight back' from the material world. FA's longstanding readers know
that we add, (iii) ignorance of the other '11/12ths' of the world (i.e. the other 11 signs)
that leads us call this “de-integrating/re-integrating”, “self-persona-mask”, the 'ig'.
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EXAMPLE IX (FA's “introjection”)
Now, to the curved-solid line drawn in the zodiac's 'right hemisphere' (scroll

back up to the 7th house)...
The key Freudastrological point about the “persona-mask-self” is that, being

little more than, as Jung said it, “a slice cut from the collective loaf”, it is not capable
of “introjection” in an 'objective', 'reflective', consciousness-making way. Rather, the
'1 self' is usually “inflated” via “introjection”. As Plato would likely have agreed, the
baby 'forgets' the archetypal realm for a very good reason. If, alternatively, the baby
is able to develop all the way through his/her 'lower hemisphere', s/he will encounter
half of the world (6 signs of the zodiac) directly and, if s/he can do so with 'diametric
insight', s/he encounters all of the world (12 signs of the zodiac)... this is the “ego-ic”
location from which s/he can “introject” without becoming “inflated”. Thus, we note
the reason for marrying a '7 equal' i.e. someone who assists “introjections”. And, so,
given the number of unequal marriages in the world these days, it is easy to see why
“projections” tend to remain “projected”...

… perhaps, dear reader, you can recall our first example in this series, James
L. Brooks, and our comments about the midlife transition because they also apply to
the director of a film that was released in the same year, 1983, as James L.s' “Terms
of Endearment” i.e. Bruce Beresford was born in the same year, 1940, as James and
his movie of that year, “Tender Mercies”, was also his breakthrough (agreed, back in
1980, he had already garnered some critical raves for “Breaker Morant”, a film that
recalls Stanley Kubrick's similar survey of military pitilessness, “Paths of Glory”).

The difference between James and Bruce is that James L, like Freud, is a Sun
in Taurus and Bruce, like Jung, is a Sun in Leo. It may be this shift to the masculine
that points to why Bruce focuses on a male character, “Mac Sledge” (Robert Duvall),
a ne-er-do-very-well, mid-life country singer still searching for a creative identity. In
any case, the film nicely illustrates the irony embedded in “positive projection” i.e. a
group of country musicians, viewing Mac as the epitome of creative identity, project
their plans for success onto him. Mac's biography, however, tells us that Mac, like so
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many singers, songwriters and shark-hunters, wasn't up to reeling in the song-fishes
of the collective unconscious into his '1 self boat' without 'cost'... as his also-leaky ex-
wife, “Dixie” (Betty Buckley), reminds him, he was a mean drunk.

Freud would not have agreed with us about wherefrom songs are written, but
he still would have seen this film as a worthwhile showcase for that therapy-resistant
psychodynamic, “unconscious guilt”... after his daughter, “Sue Anne” (Elen Barkin),
dies in a car “accident”, Mac despairs, “I don't trust happiness, I never will”. Mac's
“Self”, however, seems to be intent on t/Telling him to forget about writing hit songs
and, instead, learn more about that Solar (for want of a better word) psychodynamic
that non-depth psychologists dub fatherhood.

The collective unconscious, not only a treasure chest of popular songs, is also
a treasure chest of popular films. As 1989, that Saturn-in-Capricorn year, revealed,
the collective unconscious swirled around the issue of racial prejudice (we discussed
Spike Lee's “Do The Right Thing” in 'Psychodynamic II'; 29yrs later he followed up
with “Black KKKlansman”). For those who saw Spike's approach as too incendiary,
Bruce's “Driving Miss Daisy” was their viable alternative... not since “Guess Who's
Coming to Dinner” had Hollywood been so genteel about race. Nonetheless, this one
nicely illustrates the psychodynamic, “conflation” i.e. “Miss Daisy” (Jessica Tandy)
is attached to Saturn-in-Capricorn control and this attachment blinds her to the way
that control feeds her prejudicial attitude, specifically toward her African-American
driver, “Hoke” (Morgan Freeman). Jung had always cautioned his training analysts
against any ambition of 'curing' analysands – this would be too much “power” – and
this is nicely illustrated both by Hoke and his employer, “Boolie” (Dan Ackroyd).

With Saturn rolling one sign further along into Aquarius (and into opposition
to Chiron in Leo), Bruce's Sun in Leo would struggle against something darker. It is
appropriate, perhaps, that he would direct (arguably, his best film), “Black Robe” in
the '10-11' year, 1991. Although it doesn't have the Jeremy Irons/Robert De Niro star
power of Roland Joffe's “The Mission”, Bruce's North American parallel is nearly as
good and even surpasses Roland's when considered from a Jungian angle because of
the portrayal of the native Americans' dreams. Astrologically, Saturn's opposition to
Leo is more likely to 'resonate' with Jung than Freud...

“Black Robe” – the name that the native Americans have given the 'demonic'
missionary priest, “Father Laforgue” (Lothaire Bluteau) – deserves some respect for
his confession, to his not-so-honest pre-preisthood 'brother', “Daniel” (Aden Young),
that he too lusts after the native “Annuka” (Sandrine Holt). To this extent, we would
say that Father Laforgue retrieves his projection... but his solution to his problem is
self-flagellation i.e. by replacing 'mating' with '(self)-hunting', he forces his instincts
into a regressive attitude. The film-goer, knowing that Father Laforgue, living in the
17thC, was without access to of depth psychological insights, could only conclude that
he, like all others living in that century, is a tragic figure... deserving the forgiveness
that he can't find within himself. These days, of course, it isn't so easy to access one's
'forgiveness archetype'. Then again, one of his seniors could have directed him to the
opus of St. John of the cross, “The Dark Night of the Soul”, written centuries earlier.
If so, he may have 'reflected', as he does in the movie's flashbacks, differently on the
battle between pride and lust that had flowed through his veins as a young man. 




