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ABSTRACT

THE ANATOMICAL AND CULTURAL DIMENSIONS
OF SEXUAL SYMBOLS

by Kenneth J. Lessler

On the basis of previous research and theoretical
formulations directed toward the understanding of sexual
symbolism it has become increasingly apparent that symbols
are complex, rather than simple stimuli. An extensive
discussion of sexual symbolism concluded with eight assumptions
about symbol complexity, origins, and functions. The
assumptions about symbol complexity provided the point of
departure for the experimental phase of the research.
Specifically, the postulated Freudian and cultural aspects
of sexual symbols were chosen for investigation.

Over 480 college students and 6 expert judges were
utilized in the three phases of the investigation. The
first phase was directed toward constructing a set of symbols
(line drawings) which were empirically understood in respect
to the ambiguity and sex-association of their cultural referents.
as well as in respect to their Freudian sexual referents.

From an initial pool of 720 drawings, 190 were selected and
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divided into 22 categories based upon different combinations
of their levels of ambiguity, and their cultural and Freudian
sexual referents.

Experiment I was oriented toward determining if
college Ss would sort symbols as masculine or feminine as
was predicted from their postulated cultural and Freudian
referents. A group procedure was used. The results demon-
strated the presence of cultural symbolic elements as well as
their relative dominance over Freudian elements in complex
symbols. The results also showed that Freudian elements of
symbols are present and play a role in the determination of
behavior, even when they are not the dominant stimulus elements.
Two explanations for the effect of the Freudian referents on
the sorting of symbols were discussed.

It was observed that males tended to sort symbols with
feminine Freudian referents more accurately than females, and
females tended to sort symbols with male Freudian referents
more accurately than males. No sex differences were observed
when the cultural referents of the symbols were realistic.
Finally; it was noted that symbols with masculine referents
tended to be sorted more accurately than symbols with feminine
referents. Interpretations of the sex differences and of the
disparity in the sorting of male and female symbols were

considered with reference to the population sampled. A
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considerable amount of the discussion of Experiment I was
devoted to methodological problems. Some possibilities for
further research were suggested.

The final phase of the research (Experiment II) related
the self-sorting of symbols to two aspects of sexual identity
as measured by two exercises from the Terman-Miles Attitude
Interest Inventory. The correlations between symbol sorting
and the M-F exercises tended to relate femininity with an M-F
scale of emotions, and masculinity with an M-F scale of
interests, although the correlations were quite low.

The symbol scales which were constructed for Experiment
II showed some signs of being a useful measure of M-F. Males
and females could be differentiated by the self-sort of
symbols with social sexual referents. The two sexes could
also be differentiated on the basis of the self-sort of
anatomically feminine symbols, although not on the self-sort
of anatomically masculine symbols. Males sorted more
anatomically feminine than masculine symbols as like-self,
and more socially masculine than feminine symbols as like-
self. Females sorted both more anatomically and socially
feminine symbols than masculine symbols as like-self.

The methodological difficulties encountered in the

attempt to measure sexual identity by the use of symbol scales
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were discussed. Also, some ideas about the theory and conceptual-
ization of sexual identity which were stimulated by the results
of the research were briefly sketched. The discussion was

terminated with some general suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

The Freudian hypothesis that unconscious thoughts are
represented symbolically has stimulated a variety of investi-
gations. In 1909 Silberer (1959) employed an introspective
technique to investigate the symbolic process. Later, hypnosis
was used by several investigators (e.g., in 1924 by Roffenstein,
1959; and in 1911 by Schroetter, 1959) to elicit and inter-
pret symbols. Most recently, the research on symbolism has
been conducted through nomothetic experimental methods
(e.g., Levy, 1954; MacBrayer, 1959; Rabe, 1949). The results
of the majority of these studies tend to support the hypo-
thesis that a person indirectly or symbolically expresses
thoughts of which he is not aware.

Many applications were found for Freud's theory of
symbolism, e.g., the interpretation of dream productions, and
the interpretation of clinical instruments such as the
Rorschach and the Bender Gestalt. More recently, the rationale
of techniques such as Buck's (1948) House-Tree-Person

Technique, Franck and Rosen's (1949) Drawing Completion



Test, and Krout's (1950) Symbol Elaboration Test have been
rooted in Freud's theory of symbolism. The interpretation
of these instruments rests mainly on Freud's hypothesis
that elongated and pointed objects represent the male genitalia,
and that rounded and enclosing objects represent the female
genitalia. It is clear from the studies of A. Jones (1956),
Lessler (1962), Starer (1955), and others that abstract
forms similar to those described by Freud are identified as
predicted from the Freudian hypothesis. In all of these
studies there were some "resistant" symbols which did not
conform to the Freudian hypothesis, and these should not go
unnoticed. Freud himself noted that some symbols did not
conform to his expectations. He stated, "It is open to you
to ask why this should be so" (1954a, p. 165).

The symbols used in the experimental studies mentioned
were generally quite abstract and seemed to have been designed
to avoid any resemblance to real objects. But Ss in the
studies by Lessler (1962), Starer (1955), and Winter and
Prescott (1957) often identified the abstract figures as
specific objects. It was suggested by Lessler that the
object quality which the Ss attributed to these figures
might have influenced the manner in which the symbols were

categorized.



Barker (1957), and Schonbar and Davitz (1960) argued
that it is not the anatomical (Freudian) aspect of a symbol
to which Ss respond, but cultural cues. These authors showed
that realistic drawings were categorized as male or female
on the basis of sex-role associations of the object rather
than on its shape. The implication of their finding is that
the studies of A. Jones (1956), Starer (1955), and others
achieved positive results because the Ss responded to the
cultural elements of the symbols, although these were
certainly vague. That is, a gun is a male symbol, not because
it is elongated (the Freudian hypothesis), but because men
use guns (the cultural hypothesis).

The present research was focused upon the postulated
cultural and Freudian dimensions of symbols. Special consid-
eration was directed toward whether these dimensions may be
differentiated and, if so, whether the two dimensions are
responded to differentially. An exploratory step was then
taken toward relating the postulated symbol dimensions to a
personality variable, sexual identity, in order further to
investigate symbol dimensionality and the possible usefulness

of symbol dimensions for studying personality.



Symbolism

Theoretical Background

Since the goals of the present study necessitate a
theoretical as well as empirical understanding of symbolism,
a rather extensive review of the theoretical literature will
be presented. The review will be organized around five

topics: (1) Definition of "symbolism," (2) Psychological
functions of symbolization, (3) Origins, universality., and

cultural relativism, (4) Characteristics of a symbol, and

(5) Concepts and assumptions.

Definition of "Symbolism"

The difficulty in specifying what is meant by the
term "symbol" was nicely phrased by Warburg. He said that
the term is a "shapeshifting Proteus, difficult to seize and
to pin down" (Stein, 1957, p. 73). As far back as 1912
Schlesinger collected hundreds of different meanings for the
term symbol (E. Jones, 1923). Philosophers, psychoanalysts,
anthropologists, linguists, and the common man have added
many meanings since that time.

"Symbolism" will be traced from the meanings attributed
to it by the average man, the linguists, the nonanalytically

oriented theorists, the orthodox analysts, to the modern



thinkers within the psychoanalytic framework. Although this
survey is not complete, some important meanings assigned to
the term symbolism over the past years will be recorded.

In common parlance the term symbol is typically used
to mean "something that stands for something else." In the
past the "something" was specified as a moral or spiritual
thing (Urban, 1939), and currently, the dictionary (Merriam-
Webster; 1960) states that the something is ". . . invisible,
as an idea, (or) a quality. . . ." Stein (1957) listed two

meanings for the common use of the term. A symbol

". . . represents or typifies another thing," or is "an
outward sign, an emblem, an object referring to another object,
to a person or to an idea of a person, principle, ideal,

etc. . . . . A symbol is also "a graphic character, figure or
sign as used in writing or mathematics" (pp. 73-74).

Probing the term etymologically, Stein (1957) appro-
priately wrote that "The form of the word 'symbol' shows that
it holds many passports, i.e. 1t is a Greek immigrant which
has been naturalized in many lands, and its meaning has
consequently been tinged by the verbal community in which it
has acclimatized"” (p. 73). Baatz (1956), after analyzing the
Graeco-Roman meanings of the word symbol, described their

communality as a "coming together" or "fitting together."

Merriam-Webster (1960) defined the Greek term symbolon as



n "

. . . a sign by which one knows or infers a thing. . . .
All of these definitions have in common the association or
connection of two things.

A review of the definitions of symbolism by non-
psychoanalytically oriented thinkers will be presented next.
The writers will be placed along a continuum, from those who
impute the least psychological meaning to a symbol-referent
relationship, to those who attribute greater psychological
significance to this relationship. It is recognized that the
continuum is somewhat artificial in as much as some authors'
views on the subject overlap one another.

The behavioristically oriented theorists imputed the
least psychological meaning to a symbol. They regarded a
syﬁbol as a substitute stimulus or a conditioned response.
Floyd Allport, like Watson, specified that "'. . . the term
"symbol" is . . . used to denote primarily an actual response
which is used in place of other responses, rather than a
"conscious idea" standing for other ideas'" (Morris, 1927,

p. 261). Hollingworth (1923) moved closer to attributing
psychological meaning to a symbol than did his behavioristic
predecessors. He indicated that a symbol is that portion of
the original stimulus situation which serves a redintegrative

function, "i.e., if a situation xyz has a consequent c, one

only needs to be reminded of 'the symbol' x to recall the



total sequence." Morris (1927) questioned the validity of
Hollingworth's distinction between the redintegrative function
of a symbol and its function as a substitute stimulus, stating
that the former idea is contained in the latter.

Other theorists suggested that a symbol is a
special type of a sign; a sign which is used to communicate.
This specification adds little to our knowledge of the universe
of potential symbols, and does not extend the function of a
symbol far beyond its use as a substitute stimulus. Ogden
and Richards (1956), for example, indicated that a sign may
be anything which stands for something else, and that a symbol
is but a special case in which a sign is used to communicate
meaning. They suggested that symbols may include words,
images, gestures, drawings, and sounds. Perry (1954, pp. 480-481)
stated that "any datum may be a symbol if it means something
or operates as a sign." The only requirement is that the
datum ". . . direct expectation or interest to something other
than itself" in order to be classified as a symbol. The
most general statements indicate that all language is symbolic,
e.g., Stebbing (1933, pp. 13-14) noted that ". . . a word is
a special kind of sign called a 'symbol.'" She stated that

. « . to understand a verbal symbol is to know what it

"

refers to. . .



Morris (1927) did not limit the universe of possible
symbols, but he did indicate that symbols must have a personal
meaning which allows them to reinstate the original or a
similar stimulus (the referent). He is thus a "middle-of-the-
roader" on our continuum. Quoting Morris's less formal
definition, ". . . a symbol is any portion of experience that
has become a substitute for and a reminder of some other
portion of experience" (1927, p. 284). Morris distinguished
two types of symbols: the active symbol and the passive
symbol. The active symbol has a redintegrative press, whereas
the passive symbol is merely a substitute stimulus and does
not have the inherent personal meaning involved in an active
symbol. Morris was not quite able to grant the possibility
that symbols are meaningful beyond their denotative value.

Whereas the authors reviewed to this point have
increasingly attributed meaning to the symbol-referent
relationship, there is no delineation of what may or may not
serve as a symbol. The symbol-referent relationship is wholly
coincidental. The pole on the continuum opposite the behavior-
ists is represented in this discussion by such philosophers as
Cassirer, Langer, and Urban, and the psychologists Rabe and
Hall. Each of these writers has given greater attention to

the symbol itself. Cassirer ". . . asserts that a symbol must

display some form of likeness with its referent. In other



words, not just any item can function as symbolic repre-
sentation. Thus, symbol usage becomes a special form of
conveying, or realizing, meaning” (Rabe, 1949, p. 5).

Susan Langer (1942) differentiated a sign and a symbol
by specifying that "a sign indicates the existence . . . of
a thing, event or condition" (p. 57). She went on to state
that the logical relation between a sign and its object is
based on some type of association. Symbols, on the other

hand, are ". . . vehicles for the conception of objects."”

She emphasized that ". . . it is the conceptions, not the

things, that symbols directly 'mean'" (pp. 60-61). Langer

stated that a symbol does not present the ". . . constituents
successively, but simultaneously, so the relations determining

a visual structure are grasped in one act of vision" (p. 93).

'

She called this type of symbolism "non-discursive," noting

that it is ". . . peculiarly well suited to the expression
of ideas that defy linguistic 'projection'" (p. 93).

Urban (1939) specified that a symbol is a special kind

of sign. « « « In the sign, strictly so called, the natural

attributes of the intuition and the connotation of which it

is a sign, have nothing to do with each other'" (Hegel,

quoted by Urban, p. 408). The symbol, on the other hand,

. . . is always a presentation, though indirect, of the

concept" (p. 409). Urban further stated that



10

. « . to identify the symbol relation with all
relations of meaning is to make the symbol notion
useless. It is precisely the nature of a symbol
that it takes the primary and natural meaning of
both objects and words and modifies them . . .

in certain ways so that they acquire a meaning
relation of a different kind. All symbolic
relations are meaning relations, but not all
meaning relations are symbolic (p. 405).

Urban continued,

Certain kinds of substitutional signs have
gradually come to be called symbols, but they are
not . . . genuine symbols. They are merely
operational signs, in which no intuitive relation
to the object for which they stand remains. I
agree with Cassirer that, strictly speaking, these
signs are not symbols. In all genuine symbolic
relations, Cassirer tells us, some form of
likeness is to be found (p. 406).

Urban divided symbols into three classes. Extrinsic
or arbitrary symbols, which include the symbols of art and
science, arise by a process of contiguous association. The
second type of symbol, the intrinsic symbol, has a partial
coincidence with the thing symbolized which is of such a
character as to make analogous predication possible. The
third type of symbol, the insight symbol, has the qualities
of the intrinsic symbol but also allows us to see the deeper
meanings.

Rabe (1949), whose treatment of symbolism has much in
common with that of Urban's, stressed that symbols convey

meaning. He designated four attributes which distinguish a

symbol from other forms of representation:
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1. A symbol refers to something.
2. It refers to something other than itself.
3. It functions in the development of insight, i.e.,
the conception of meaning.
4. It bears a partial likeness to the thing it
describes (p. 8).
Rabe's attribution of psychological meaning, and his notation
that a symbol must have some special qualities, separates
a symbol from a sign. Calvin Hall (1953) elaborated upon the
symbol's function of transmitting meaning as opposed to its
disguise function which is emphasized in psychoanalytic
literature. The psychoanalytic theory of symbolism will be
considered next.
To the best of this writer's knowledge Freud began
writing about symbolism in 1895, although Brill (1943)
opined that Freud was aware of symbolism earlier. The
definition of "symbol" that Freud (1954b) presented during the
pre-analytic period established the symbol as a substitute
stimulus formed on the basis of association in an individual's
lifetime. This definition differs little from that of the
philosophic writings already discussed. Freud's (1954Db)
1895 definition stated thats
B stands in a particular relation to A. For
there has been an event which consisted of B + A.
A was a subsidiary circumstance, while B was well
calculated to produce & lasting effect. The
production of this event in memory now occurs as

though A had taken B's place. A has become a
substitute, a "symbol", for B (pp. 406-407).
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After 1897 Freud specified that a symbolic relation-
ship is one which exists between the latent thought and its
conscious, but disguised, representation. This relationship
was thought to be a relatively constant one and one whose
roots were not accessible to the symbolizer (Freud, 1954a).
After 1909, Freud's notions about symbolism changed little,
although he remained unsure of the total meaning of the
concept. In his 1915-1917 lectures Freud admitted that
". . . we cannot at present assign quite definite limits to
our conception of a symbol; for it tends to merge into substi-
tution, representation, etc., and even approaches closely to
allusion" (1954a, p. 159).

The definition of symbolism accepted by the orthodox
analytic school, as represented by Ferenczi, E. Jones, and
Rank and Sachs, is essentially an elaboration of Freud's
thinking. Ernest Jones (1923) listed six attributes which
he believed characterize the nonpsychoanalytic use of the
word "symbol":

1. A symbol is a representative or substitute of

some other idea from which in the context it

derives a secondary significance not inherent in

itself.

2. It represents the primary element through having
something in common with it.
3. A symbol is characteristically sensorial and

concrete, whereas the idea represented may be a
relatively abstract and complex one.
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4. Symbolic modes of thought are the more primitive,
both ontogenetically and phylogenetically, and
represent a reversion to some simpler and earlier
stage of mental development.

5. In most uses of the word a symbol is a manifest
expression for an idea that is more or less
hidden, secret, or kept in reserve.

6. Symbols resemble wit in being made spontaneously,
automatically, and, in a broad sense of the word,
unconsciously (pp. 156-157).

According to E. Jones (following Rank and Sachs), those
attributes which define "true" symbolism emphasize unconscious
and archaic origins as well as symbol universality. True
symbols have the following attributes:

1. representation of unconscious material:

2. constant meaning, or very limited scope for
variation in meaning;

3. non-dependence on individual factors only:

4. evolutionary basis, as regards both the individual
and the race:;

5. linguistic connections between the symbol and the
idea symbolised:;

6. phylogenetic parallels with the symbolism as found
in the individual existing in myths, cults, religions,
etc. (E. Jones, 1923, p. 207).

Ferenczi (1952) added that it is the displacement of
affect which distinguishes the analytic from the nonanalytic
theories of symbolism. He said,

Only such things (or ideas) are symbols in the
sense of psycho-analysis as are invested in conscious-
ness with a logically inexplicable and unfounded affect,
and of which it may be analytically established that they
owe this affective over-emphasis to unconscious identifi-
cation with another thing (or idea), to which the surplus
of affect really belongs. Not all similies, therefore,
are symbols, but only those in which the one member of
the equation is repressed into the unconscious (pp. 277-278).




-
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William Allison White (1916), writing in the same
year as Ferenczi and E. Jones, and also writing from a psycho-
analytic frame of reference, recognized the difficulty and
the arbitrariness of rigidly defining the symbolic process
in terms of repression and displacement alone. He observed
that clear-cut distinctions do not occur in nature, and
therefore, one should not expect a clear distinction between
conscious and unconscious symbolism. White stated that a
continuum exists from those relationships in which the symbol
and the symbolized are closely related (as would be the case
in an analogy) to those expressions in which the relationship
is less evident (analytic symbolism).

Thirty-seven years later Kubie (1953a) wrote,

. . . the symbolic process is a continuum from the
conscious literal symbolism by means of which we
ordinarily think, speak, act, and communicate with

one another, through the preconscious allegorical
symbolic forms of artistic and indeed of all creative
thought, to the unconscious symbolism of the dream and
of pathological symptoms. This last is the restricted
usage to which the word symbol has been confined in
analytic terminology; but I believe that such a

restricted use of the term is both invalid and misleading
(p. 39).

Kubie used the term "symbol" to characterize three related

processes:

a. There is the symbolic function by means of which
in thought and in speech we represent abstractions
from experience.
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b. There is the symbolic function . . . in figures
of speech, metaphores, slang, poetry, obscenities,
puns, jokes, and so forth. Here the concept behind
the symbol is translated into some other mode of
expression; but the relation between the original
concept and the symbol remains relatively transparent,
except where it is obfuscated in varying degrees
for "artistic" purposes. . . .

C. . . . the more limited psychoanalytic use of the
term . . . where the symbol is a manifest represent-
ation of an unconscious latent idea. Here the link
between the symbol and what it represents has become
inaccessible to conscious self-inspection (p. 39).

Although Kubie spoke of a continuum, the processes he described

seem fairly discreet. Rycroft (1956), using ego analytic

concepts; integrated the various modes of symbolization.
Rycroft (1956) defined symbolism as ". . . a general

tendency or capacity of the mind, one which may be used by

the primary or the secondary process, neurotically or realisti-

cally, for defense or self expression, to maintain fixation

or to promote growth" (p. 142). He stated further (in partial

agreement with Langer and Urban) that it is not the object

symbolized which is important, but its function or process.

A symbol results from a ". . . displacement of cathexis from

the idea of an object or activity of primary instinctual

interest on to the idea of an object of less instinctual

interest" (p. 143). The object of displacement may be

derived from associations based on a part-whole relationship;

resemblance, or contiguity. Rycroft thus included symbols

based on an iconic relationship with the object, as well as
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symbols which are completely individualistic. A further
step was taken toward integrating various types of symbols
into one system when he stated that "Once a symbol has been
formed it may be used by the primary or the secondary
process" (p. 144). 1If a symbol is used by the primary
process it functions as an equivalent of the object or activity
represented (Fenichel, 1945). If a symbol is used by the
secondary process it can serve adaptively since it channels
interest to the outside world. Words are an example of
symbols which function mainly on the basis of the secondary
process. These symbols are both conventionalized and neutral-
ized, but at times they may operate like archaic symbols.
Rycroft, White, and Freud, while stipulating that an
individual's cultural environment is important to symbol
choice, were not as explicit on this matter as Fromm.
Fromm (1951) defined a symbol as that part of the world out-
side which is used to reflect the world inside. He recognized
that one type of symbol, the "conventional" symbol, requires
specific cultural experience. He also identified an
"accidental” symbol which is formed as a consequence of ex-
posure to an object or experience contiguously with a particular
inner experience. Finally, Fromm specified a "universal"
symbol which is based upon an intrinsic relationship between

the symbol and its referent.
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Before formulating a definition of symbolism, the
meanings attributed to the term will be retraced. The every-
day usage of the word "symbol" has much in common with its
linguistic derivation. Both imply that a symbol signifies
something other than itself. The behavioristically oriented
theorists define a symbol as a substitute stimulus. Other
theorists specify that a substitute stimulus must be used
to communicate before it may be given the name "symbol."
While accepting that a symbol is a substitute stimulus, some
theorists point out that a symbol must have meaning for the
individual in addition to signifying a specific referent.
Theorists, typified by Langer, Urban, Rabe, and Hall, have
asserted that a symbol not only must have some relationship
to the thing or event symbolized, but must elaborate or
clarify the meanings associated with the referent. Freud
specified that the symbolic relationship exists between
conscious and unconscious referents. The symbol itself is
invested with an interest (cathexis) which was once attached
to the unconscious referents for which it now serves as a
disguise. Freud's position is elaborated upon in the
orthodoxy of E. Jones and Ferenczi. White conceived of the
possibility that the symbolic relationship between the
symbol and its referent occurs on various psychic levels.

White's idea was placed in ego analytic context by Rycroft.






18

Finally, Fromm pointed to the role of culture in symbol
selection.

The differentiation between a sign and a symbol which
will be used in this study is stated here in its simplest
and unelaborated form and will be expanded later in the
discussion. A sign signifies an object or event, but is
unimportant in itself, and does not imply any meaning beyond
the object or event signified. A symbol, on the other hand,
refers to more than the object, event, or feeling for which
it stands. For example, an abstract figure which is shaped
similarly to a penis and elicits an association between the
drawing and a penis, is a sign since no other meaning is
implied. However, if the figure which looks like a penis
signifies maleness, strength, sexuality, or repressed infantile
fears or desires, then by definition it is a symbol. This
writer agrees with Urban (1939, p. 409) who stated that
". . . the symbol is always a presentation, though indirect
of the concept," or with Langer (1942, p. 61) who said,

. . . i1t is the conceptions, not the things, that symbols

directly 'mean'."
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Psychological Functions of Symbolization

Symbolism as Conceptualization

Is symbolization a specific mode of thinking which
may be distinguished from other forms of thought? There
are essentially three views on this matter. One group of
theorists conceptualizes a symbol as a form of abstraction.

A second group suggests that a symbol is a manifestation of
archaic thinking. The third group of theorists indicate that
symbolism operates on both of the above levels and varies
between these two levels.

Philosophers such as Ogden and Richards (1956),
Hollingworth (1923), Whitehead (1927), and Eaton (1925)
conceived of symbolization as a process of conceptualization
which frees man from the concrete and allows him to communicate
and work with abstraction. It is this view of symbolization
which led to the conclusion that it is the "symbolizing"
capacity of man which is instrumental in separating him from
the rest of the animal kingdom (Cassirer, 1953; Eaton, 1925;
Langer, 1942).

The orthodox psychoanalysts state that symbolization
is a primitive or archaic mode of thought in which there is
an identity between symbol and object, and full affective

cathexis on the symbol (Fenichel, 1945). In 1909 Silberer
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(1959), in his auto-symbolic experiments, supported the
analytic hypothesis by showing that symoblization becomes
extant with the lowering of active mental functioning
(apperceptive insufficiency). He stated that symbolization
can occur with less psychological energy than higher forms
of thought, and therefore symbolization occurs under cir-
cumstances where the higher modes of thought have not been
developed or when they are inhibited. 1In this regard E.
Jones (1923) stated that:
Symbolic modes of thought are the more primitive,

both ontogenetically and phylogenetically, and

represent a reversion to some simpler and earlier

state of mental development. They are therefore

more often met with in conditions that favour such a

reversion; for example, fatigue, drowsiness, bodily

illness, neurosis and insanity, and, above all, in dreams,

where conscious mental life is reduced almost to a

minimum (p. 157).
E Jones accepted Silberer's notion that lowered states of
functioning are a necessary condition for symbolization, but
he believed that it is not a sufficient condition. E. Jones
believed that a true symbol originates from unconscious
processes and expresses ideas which otherwise would not be
allowed representation in consciousness. Since archaic
symbols are based on primary process thinking, the "true"
symbol is not an appropriate vehicle for higher-level thought.

Jones's (1923) view is similar to that of Rank and

Sachs whom Jones quoted as follows:
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"Psychologically considered, symbol-formation
remains a regressive phenomenon, a reversion to a cer-
tain stage of pictorial thinking, which in fully civilised
man is most plainly seen in those exceptional conditions
in which conscious adaptation to reality is either
restricted . . . or seems to be completely abrogated
« « " (p. 176).

Although Rycroft (1956) accepted the idea that symbols
are formed when cathexis is withdrawn from external reality,
he also noted that the mind is never totally under the influence
of the primary process. Freud himself, while he stated that
symbolization occurs on archaic psychic levels, said that
he was not sure just where symbolization leaves off and some
other form of conceptualization begins (1954a). Likewise,
in 1925 Nachmansohn (1959) concluded that the psychological
processes observed in dreams also occur in waking life.

Rycroft's objections to the relegation of symbolism
to the unconscious developed from the later psychological

understanding of the psychic apparatus presented by Freud

(1927) in The Ego and the Id. In this work Freud theorized

that the ego grows out of the id as a result of contact with
the environment, i.e., the psyche is developed out of a

common matrix. The concepts developed in The Ego and the Id

led Rycroft (1956) to state that the mind is ". . . a unitary
Structure which acts as a whole. It is therefore illogical
to conceive of the mind as being subdivided into two subsidiary

structures. . . functioning in entirely different ways" (p. 140).
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Outside of the psychoanalytic framework, the relation
of symbolic thinking to conceptualization was clearly stated
by Piaget:

Condensation and displacement represent here
almost functional equivalents of generalization and
abstraction--the process of logical conceptual thought.
Condensation involves giving a common meaning to a
number of distinct objects. It expresses the
assimilation of different situations and is thus akin
to generalization. In the same way there can be no
condensation without effective displacement, so dis-
placement corresponds to abstraction on the cognitive
level. One can say then that unconscious symbolic thought
is an extension of normal thinking. . . (Freeman, Cameron,
& McGhie, 1958, p. 82) [italics mine].

Freeman, Cameron, and McGhie (1958, p. 78) regarded ". . . in-
direct representation and fully developed symbolism as oppo-
site poles of a continuum, including both as elements of
symbol formation."

Possibly the best developed and best integrated
presentation of symbolism as a process which takes place on
various levels of psychic functioning was presented by Kubie
(1953a). He observed that ". . . evefy moment of thought and
feeling involves simultaneously the activation of a literal,
an allegorical, and a dreamlike meaning of the symbolic repre-
sentative of all of the percepts and concepts which are

relevant to that moment of psychic activity" (p. 41).
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Symbolism as Disguise

The primary function attributed to symbolization by
most analytic thinkers is that of keeping painful or affect-
laden ideas from conscious recognition. Fenichel (1945, p. 48)
stated that ". . . a conscious idea may be used as a symbol
for the purpose of hiding an objectionable unconscious idea:;
the idea of a penis may be represented by a snake, an ape,

a hat, an airplane, if the idea of penis is objectionable."
Rank and Sachs (E. Jones, 1923, p. 163) defined a symbol

as"'. . . a substitutive, perceptual replacement-expression
for something hidden. . . .'" Jones (1923) himself sub-
scribed fully to the disguise function of symbolization as
evidenced by his well-known statement, "Only what is repressed
is symbolised; only what is repressed needs to be symbolised"
(p- 183).

Freudian psychoanalysts believe that a symbol functions
mainly to aid the forces of repression by keeping the referent
of the symbol from awareness. According to this view the ego
must control the manifestations of the primitive impulses so
as to allow maximal gratification, while at the same time
adapting to environmental demands (Palm, 1956). The symbol

itself is a compromise formation in which there is a partial

expression of affect along with the socialization of content.
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White (1916) wrote,

The unconscious . . . knows no . . . restraints,
it would go direct to the goal, but by so doing would
offend mortally that within us which has been built up
by civilization. Its demards may thus be anti-social
and offensive to our conscious personality and then
it can only play its part upon the stage under suffi-
cient disguise not to be recognized. This disguise
is the symbolism--a symbolism unrecognizable to the

subject and so a means of defense, protecting him from
a realization that would be painful (p. 9).

"The disguise, " according to White, "is the greater the
farther the individual has advanced on the path of cultural
developmenﬁl the greater and the deeper the mass of material
that overlies the simple primitive instincts" (p. 10).

Freud (1954a) observed that the disguise does not yield to

ordinary analytic exploration (free association), and that the

analyst is forced to rely on his knowledge of symbol referents.

Symbolism as an Expression of Meaning

It is apparent from the earlier discussion of the
definitions of symbolism that everyone does not agree that
disguise is the primary function of a symbol. Those who
accept a broader definition of the term symbol, such as
Urban (1939) and Langer (1942), believe that symbolism is a
vehicle for the expression of meaning rather than its
disguise. Hall (1953) and Rabe (1949), while not rejecting

the idea that a symbol may serve a disguise function, argued
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that a symbol serves the more important function of emphasizing
or clarifying the attitudes and feelings toward the referent
of the symbol. Hall (1953) concluded, after studying many
dream productions, that dream symbols reveal rather than
conceal. Rabe argued that a symbol is "selected" because of
its adequacy in giving concrete expression to the meaning
which the referent has for the symbolizer. Thus the referent
"penis" could be symbolized by the symbols "gun" or "withered
tree." These symbols are not merely alternate expressions
of the idea symbolized, but emphasize different meanings of
the referent. Rabe (1949) concluded that "The keynote of
symbol usage is not the avoidance or obliteration of the
referent, but rather the most adequate representation of the

referent" (p. 29).

The Redintegrative Function

Can a symbol, once formed, be psychologically meaning-
ful to someone other than its creator? Can a symbol (the
product) elicit the same or similar emotions, or facilitate
the recall of experiences or ideation associated with a
particular object or event in someone who has not formed the
symbol? Anyone who employs symbols in poetry, graphic arts,
projective techniques, or in research must rely on the

assumption that these symbols (words, forms, or events)
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will elicit feelings, defenses, or experiences in those
who perceive them.

Early theoretical support for the concept that symbols
have a redintegrative function was presented by Hollingworth
(1923). He posited that a symbol is a portion of an event or
experience which calls forth the remembrance of that event or

experience. Morris (1927) wrote, "A symbol is any given or

experienced substitute stimulus that leads to a reinstatement

of the original stimulus. . ." (p. 284). He further stated

that an "active" symbol continually presses to evoke its
referent.

Support for the concept of redintegration is gained
from the psychoanalytic reflex arc model (Rapaport, 1959Db).
This model indicates that psychic energy flows in either of
two directions. The progressive or "topologic" course begins
with sensory stimulation, passes through the Systems Unconscious,
Preconscious, and Conscious, and terminates in motor action.
On the other hand, the stimulation may run in the opposite
or regressive direction. Freud (1938) stated in this regard
that regression is

. . . assuredly one of the most important psychological
peculiarities of the dream process; but we must not
forget that it is not characteristic of the dream
alone. Intentional recollection and other component
processes of our normal thinking likewise necessitate

a retrogression in the psychic apparatus from some

complex act of ideation to the raw material of the
memory-traces which underlie it (p. 492).
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It is apparent that the postulation of a redintegrative function
of symbols is altogether consistent with the writings of
Freud and the later thinking of those steeped in ego psychology.

Hartmann (1959) proposed that some ego functions may
eventually lose their instinctual ties. This "secondary
autonomy" of ego functions is similar to Gordon Allport's
(1937) conception of "functional autonomy." It seems but
a small extension of Hartmann's thinking to expect that a
symbol may lose its ties with its archaic or impulse-laden
roots. Such "autonomous" symbols would not be expected to
elicit unconscious conflicts or affects. Many words, for
example, may have become "autonomous." Hartmann (1959)
postulated that few, if any psychological functions are com-
pletely free of conflict. Applying Hartmann's concept of
"relative autonomy" to the theory of symbolism, it is
suggested that symbols are differentially involved in
conflict, and therefore elicit varying ideational or affective
connections.

Once it is accepted that symbols may elicit a psycho-
logical reaction on the part of the perceiver, one must
inquire into the nature of this reaction. Redintegration,
as presented by Hollingworth (1923), and later by Morris
(1927), refers to the reinstatement of concepts or experiences,

and not to the reinstatement of affect. It seems likely
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that cognitive redintegration occurs in many symbols, parti-
cularly in those which have been neutralized or partially
divested of cathexis.

One may object to the formulation that cognitive
elements of a symbol are redintegrated since many symbols
are meaningless to those who perceive them. It was, in
fact, this group of "meaningless" symbols which E. Jones (1923)
was inclined to call "true" symbols. In a true symbol the
cognitive element is repressed which allows the affect to be
expressed. The fact that affect may be transferred to a
symbol, while the disguise afforded by a symbol keeps its
referent from conscious representation, allows a symbol to
aid in the discharge of affect.

Up to this point one may have gained the impression
that the symbol itself is the sole determiner of what will
be reinstated. It seems probable that many conventional or
cultural symbols tend to elicit ideation, whereas universal
symbols elicit affective connections, but the dynamic and
defensive structure of the individual must also play a role
in what is redintegrated. Some individuals, for example,
isolate affect whereas others deny or repress content. Still
other individuals repress both content and affect. It is
posited, therefore, that not only do different symbols

elicit different responses, but that there are individual
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differences in what will be redintegrated. Individual
variations will be particularly apparent in idiographic studies
or in clinical work. In nomothetic studies the symbol

elements themselves come into focus.

Symbolism and Affect

The emphasis on the affective component of the symbol
characterizes the psychoanalytic concept of symbolization
(Burstin, 1947; Casamajor, 1929; Fenichel, 1945; Klein, 1930).
Although Jones (1923) believed that a true symbol has both
the property of similarity to the referent and the investment
of unsublimated affect, Ferenczi (1952) postulated that the
latter characteristic distinguishes the symbol psycho-
analytically. He stated, ". . . one was formerly inclined to
believe that things are confounded because they are similar;
nowadays we know that a thing is confounded with another only
because certain motives for this are present; similarity
merely provides the opportunity for these motives to
function" (p. 281). He further specified that:

Only such things (or ideas) are symbols in the

sense of psycho-analysis as are invested in conscious-
ness with a logically inexplicable and unfounded
affect, and of which it may be analytically established
that they owe this affective over-emphasis or to
unconscious identification with another thing (or

idea), to which the surplus of affect really belongs
(p. 277).
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Rycroft (1956) likewise stated that the cathexis moves from
an idea or object of primary instinctual interest to one of
less instinctual interest, with the latter operating as a

symbol for the former.

Multiple Determination of Symbols

The psychological functions of symbolism accepted by
the present writer are similar to those proposed by Kubie
(1953a; 1953b). A symbol serves a variety of functions at
any given moment. It seems incompatible with a dynamic theory
of personality to believe that any single motivating force,
or any single psychological process, may be pinpointed as the
only one operating at any moment of time. A single symbol
may disguise its referent and thus aid the forces of
repression while simultaneously allowing the expression of
affect. The same symbol, at the same moment, may also
contain elements which would, if understood, clarify the
psychological meaning of the referent to the symbolizer.
Another symbol may facilitate communication, and concurrently
aid the forces of repression by the isolation of affect.
Furthermore, a symbol may be formed on the primary process
level and still be useful as a tool for conceptualization when

somewhat disenfranchised of its affect.
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Origins, Universality, and Cultural Relativism

For those who believe that symbols originate from
learned associations, or that symbols are signs for an object
or a mode of communication, questions concerning origins and
universality of symbols are not difficult to answer. These
theorists believe that symbols originate from accidental
associations in which any object or response can serve as
a substitute for any other. The applicability of these symbols
is limited to individuals, or at least to cultural groups.
Those who regard the symbol itself as important and who posit
panhuman drives as the motivating forces in symbol formation
are forced to consider how the symbol originated and to postu-
late its universality. The speculations and assumptions of
this latter group of theorists will comprise the content of

this section.

Origins

Freud's thinking concerning the source of symbols
changed only to the extent that what he stated tentatively
in 1900 was stated with assurance in 1925 and 1937. In 1900
Freud wrote, "Things that are symbolically connected to-day
were probably united in prehistoric times by conceptual and
linguistic identity" (1956, p. 352); and in 1937 he stated,

"Indeed, analytic experience convinces us that particular
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psychical contents, such as symbolism, have no other source

than hereditary transmission. . ." (1959, Vol. V, p. 344).
The linguistic origin to which Freud referred is that proposed
by Hans Sperber in 1912. E. Jones (1923) presented Sperber's

theory as follows:

. .« « the earliest speech sounds were those that served
the purpose of calling the mate, . . . while the further
development of speech roots accompanied the performance
of work. Such work was done in common and, as isstill
customary enough, to the accompaniment of rhythmically
repeated speech utterances. During this, sexual interest
was attached to the work, as though, so to speak,
primitive man reconciled himself to the disagreeable

but necessary task by treating it as an equivalent of,
and substitute for, sexual functioning. Words used
during these common tasks thus had two meanings,
denoting the sexual act and the equivalent work done
respectively. In time the former meaning became
detached and the word, now applying only to the work,
thus "desexualised." The same would happen with other
tasks, and so a store of speech roots gradually accumu-
lated, the original sexual significance of which had
been lost (p. 177).

The hypothesis that symbols are rooted in bodily needs,
appetites, and conflicts was developed by Kubie (1953b) into
a theory of symbol origins. He believed that an infant
initially lacks differentiation between the I and the non-I
so that what is internal and what is external are not distin-
guishable. Things outside can, therefore, be used to rep-
resent things inside, and vice versa. As a person develops,
the relationships become more discrete and distinct, but also

less consciously manipulatable. The difference between the I
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and non-I never becomes absolute and so the symbol has two
referents, one external and one internal.
Ferenczi (1952) presented Beaurain's theory of the
ontogenesis of symbols which is similar to that of Kubie's.
There can be no doubt that the child (like the
unconscious) identifies two things on the basis of the
slightest resemblance, displaces affects with ease from
one to the other, and gives the same name to both. Such
a name is thus the highly condensed representative of
a large number of fundamentally different individual
things, which, however, are in some way or other (even
if ever so distantly) similar and are for this reason
identified. Advance in the knowledge of reality
(intelligence) then manifests itself in the child in
the progressive resolution of such condensation-products
into their elements, in learning to distinguish from

one another things that are similar in one respect
but otherwise different (pp. 276-277).

Universality

E. Jones (1923) made an observation about the univer-
sality of symbols which is gaining acceptance (cf. Rabe, 1949;
Rodrigué, 1956; Rycroft, 1956). Jones (1923) posited that
the universality of symbols is a function of the ". . . uniformity
of the human mind in regard to the particular tendencies that
furnish the source of symbolism--i.e., to the uniformity of the
fundamental and perennial interests of mankind" (p. 165). A
similar explanation was postulated by Fenichel (1945):; he
concluded that the archaic nature of the symbolic process

accounts for its pervasiveness in man.
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Likewise: Rodrigue (1956) believed that we need not
resort to the postulation of paleological ties in order to
explain recurring symbolic motifs which appear in dreams,
nyths, and jokes. Rodrigué's explanation, like E. Jones's
(1923), directed attention to the similarity in human needs,
conflicts, phantasies, and anatomy. Rabe (1949, p. 35)
stated that ". . . the similarity between contemporary
dream symbols and symbolic forms from antiquity would be
the function of identical needs operative in both cases."”

In addition, the universality of symbols may be accounted
for by man's common exposure to natural shapes and phenomena
which lend themselves to the symbolization of primary objects

(Rodrigué, 1956).

Cultural Relativism

Jones (1923) struggled with the concepts of symbol
universality and origin. Whereas Rank and Sachs and many
other orthodox analysts defined a symbol in terms of its
universality, ancient phylogenetic origins, and consequent
constancy of meaning, Jones modified this interpretation of
a symbol in order to take greater cognizance of individual
and cultural variations. Jones (1923) said that "A preference
for one of these meanings can sometimes be correlated with

the social class, the mental circle, or the race to which
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the individual using the symbol belongs, or it may depend on
purely individual constellations" (p. 164).

Freud was aware of cultural influences on some symbols
and that the cultural milieu may serve as a reservoir of
material from which to form symbols. In a 1914 addition to

the Interpretation of Dreams, Freud (1956) wrote, "A number

of symbols are as old as language itself, while others
(e.g. 'airship', 'Zeppelin') are being coined continuously
« « " (p. 352). 1In fact, Freud indicated an awareness of
three types of symbols: (1) those which are universally
disseminated (1954a); (2) those which are restricted to a
cultural or linguistic group (1952); and (3) those which are
idiosyncratic (1952). Beyond a few scattered statements
Freud did not give much attention to the cultural aspect of
symbols. A final quotation clearly establishes Freud's
position in regard to universal symbolisms

. . . we have actually to believe in unconscious

knowledge, thought-relations, and comparisons

between different objects, in virtue of which one

idea can constantly be substituted for another.

These comparisons are not instituted afresh every

time, but are ready to hand, perfect for all time;

this we infer from their identity in different

persons, even probably in spite of linguistic

differences (1954a, p. 173).
In contrast, Horney (Krout, 1950) and many others believed

that cultural and individual variations are so great that it

is not possible to assume that symbols have a universal
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significance. Fromm (1951) in a conciliatory fashion identified
three types of symbols: conventional, accidental, universal
(cf. Freud, 1952; 1954a). The universal symbols are those
which possess an isomorphism between the physical and emotional
worlds. The accidental symbol is idiosyncratic, while the
conventional symbol has cultural currency.

This writer believes that a symbol has both its
universal and its individual-cultural components. As Kubie
(1953b, pp. 73-74) stated, ". . . every symbolic unit hangs

like a hammock between two poles, one internal or bodily . .

and one external . . .;" and Silberer (1959, p. 214) wrote that
a symbol ". . . never hangs by a single thread, rather it is
part of the weave of a whole fabric." Determining the inter-

action between the cultural-individual and the universal
aspects of symbols will be one of the major tasks of the

present study.

Symbol Characteristics

Defining the characteristics of a symbol, or specifying
the universe of objects which may function as symbols are only
problems for those who attribute special significance to the
symbol itself. The ensuing discussion would be irrelevant
for those, like Ogden and Richards (1956), who believe that
the only relationship between a symbol and its referent is that

one is used to stand for the other. In contrast, Urban

(1939, p. 406) stated that, "In all genuine symbolic
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relations . . . some form of likeness is to be found" between
the symbol and its referent. The characteristics of symbols
assume their particular importance for those individuals who
interpret symbolic relationships in order to find meanings
beyond those which are directly signified.

Freud's writings on the formal characteristics of
symbols will be the main focus of this section since later
elaboration, deviations, and experimentation emanate from his
statements. According to Freud, the number of things symbolized
is limited to those which are subject to censorship (later
repression): sexual objects and relations, the human body as
a whole, parents, children, brothers and sisters, birth, death,
and nakedness (1954a). Freud stated that symbolic phenomena
are not limited to dreams but similarly dominate myths,
fairy tales, jokes, folklore (1952), poetic and colloquial
usage in language (1954a), and even extend beyond the use of
a common language (1959, Vol. V. p. 1l6).

Those authors who accept Freud's idea that only what
is repressed is symbolized (e.g., E. Jones, 1923; Klein, 1930)
would limit the number of things which are grist for the
symbolic mill. Others believe that symbols are used more
generally as an expression or projection of inner feelings
or motives. Burstin (1947) said that symbols are an

expression of analogy between ". . . felt things and subjective
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experiences." Similarly, Fromm (1951, p. 12) stated that
"Symbolic language is language in which the world outside
is a symbol of the world inside. . . ." From a different
point of view, Jung (Hall & Lindzey, 1958, p. 101) added
that the ultimate goals of man also provide material for
symbolization.

It has been indicated that symbols, as referred to in
psychoanalytic literature, must in some way resemble the
primary object. Calvin Hall (1953) found in Freud's writings
references to several types of associations or resemblances
that a symbol may have to its referent. A symbol may
resemble its referent in shape, function, action, color,
value, number, sound, quality, personal quality, physical
position, and status; or may be associated with its referent
through contiguity, part-whole relationship, or contrast.
Freud (1954a) placed the heaviest emphasis upon the similarity
in form between a symbol and its referent.

Freud stated explicitly that ". . . the penis is
symbolized primarily by objects which resemble it in
form. . ." (1954a, p. 161); "The female genitalia are symboli-
cally represented by all such objects as share with them the
property of enclosing a space or are capable of acting as

)

receptacles. . ." (1954a, p. 163). €Although Freud believed

that most symbols always represent the male or the female
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genitalia, he has pointed out repeatedly that ". . . a whole
number of dream symbols are bisexual and can relate to the male
or female genitals. . ." (1952, p. 109).

Many symbols which Freud specified as male are also
objects associated culturally with men. In 1911 Freud (1956)
indicated some awareness of the coincidence between anatomy
and culture when he wrote, "In men's dreams a neck-tie often
appears as a symbol for the penis. No doubt this is not only
because neck-ties are long, dependent objects and peculiar
to men. . ." (p. 356). Freud (1956) further stated that
there is no ". . . doubt that all weapons and tools are used
as symbols for the male organ. . ;" (p. 356). Both the cultural
and form characteristics of the symbols mentioned by Freud
allow a symbolic association with maleness. There is no
doubt, however, that Freud believed that the most compelling
characteristic of a symbol is its shape. In this regard he
wrote that ". . . the imagination does not admit of long, stiff
objects and weapons being used as symbols of the female
genitals or of hollow objects . . . being used as symbols for
the male ones" (1956, p. 359). A hat, Freud stated,
". . . usually has a masculine significance, though occasionally
a feminine one. . . . It is open to you to ask why this

should be so" (1954a, p. 165). A possible response to Freud's

challenge is that there is an incongruence between the form
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and the cultural association to hat, i.e., a hat is shaped

like a container (particularly if it is seen sitting top down),
but may be worn by men. A consideration of the interaction be-
tween the cultural and shape characteristics of symbols
comprised a major part of the present investigation.

Freud's view concerning the characteristics of symbols
has been essentially unchanged in psychanalytic writing
(cf. Fenichel, 1945; A. Freud, 1956; Rodrigué, 1956; Rycroft,
1956). Ferenczi (1952) added a clarifying and useful point
when he stressed that the similarity between the object and its
referent merely provides the opportunity for symbolic displace-
ment but does not in itself establish a symbolic relationship.
Hence, a stick does not necessarily symbolize a penis, but if
there was a need to symbolize the male genitalia, a stick,
because of its shape, would be a good candidate. One cannot
assume, for example, that the top projection of Card VI on
the Rorschach or the Washington Monument is a "penis symbol"--
only that they have the qualities which would allow them to
serve as symbols.

In contrast to the Freudians, Jung (1925, p. 249)
believes that there is ". . . no fixed significance of things."
He thus implied that the symbol characteristics themselves
are not important in determining the meanings attributed to

them. If that is the case, the only proper method of
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interpreting a symbol is vis-a-vis the subject. Paradoxi-
cally, Freud said that symbols can be interpreted without
reference to the symbolizer (1954a, p. 157; 1956, p. 214
footnote), but also cautioned that one's understanding of

the symbolizer must be utilized for accurate interpretations
(1954a, p. 158; 1956, pp. 352-353). The difference between
Jung and Freud is clear. Freud stated that with some symbols,
and under some circumstances, one can interpret directly

from the symbol to the referent, and Jung said that this is

not appropriate.

Concepts and Assumptions

This writer's ideas, which have been scattered passim
throughout the preceding pages will be integrated in this
section. For purposes of the present study a symbol is
distinguished from a sign by the assumptions that a symbol
is important in itself and serves some psychological function,
whereas a sign merely signifies an object or event. This
broad definition is suggested in order to allow the latitude
necessary for the specifications and assumptions which follow.

1. A symbol is multiply determined:; it serves many
functions simultaneously. For example, the symbol

"gun" may disguise the thought "penis," it may

emphasize aggressive feelings about male sexuality,
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and it may at the same time allow the venting of
affect.

There are universal, culturally restricted, and idiosyn-
cratic symbols and symbol elements. The universal
elements (those which are cross-culturally valid)

have their basis in the common needs, conflicts,

and anatomy of mankind. Idiosyncratic aspects of
symbols are formed by a coincidence between an inner
idea or experience and an external object or event,
with the result that the latter becomes a symbol for
the former. In the culturally restricted elements of

a symbol either the symbol or the referent is rooted

in cultural artifacts or experiences.

A symbol may simultaneously have universal, cultural,
and idiosyncratic elements. A screwdriver, for example,
is shaped like a penis (universal), is culturally
associated with men, and may at the same time have
idiosyncratic referents.

Universal symbol elements share some form of similarity
with their referents. A sexual symbol is often

similar in shape to its referent, although a symbol

and its referent may share other qualities (cf.

Rycroft, 1956).
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Individual and culturally restricted aspects of
symbols may not have qualities in common with their
primary objects. Object-referent similarity is not

a necessary quality of these symbols. There are,
however, many cultural and individual symbols which,
like universal symbols, share common elements with
their referents.

Symbols may be formed on a primary or secondary
process level, and once formed may be used for either
type of thinking. Those symbols formed on the secondary
process level become invested with individual psycho-
logical meaning, and those formed on the primary
process level become neutralized. Since an individual
never functions completely on either the primary or
secondary process level, no symbol can be considered
totally free of one or the other type of thinking.
Symbols vary in the degree to which they are

invested with affect. Symbols may be formed initially
on archaic psychic levels and later partially lose
their primary process ties through neutralization.
Symbols may also be formed on a secondary process
level and later become invested with affect. Those
latter symbols are then indistinguishable from those

formed by the primary process.
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8. Symbols have a redintegrative function. A stimulus
which impinges upon an individual from the outside
world can reinstate within him affective or ideational
responses associated with the stimulus. To the extent
that a stimulus achieves this effect, it serves a
redintegrative function and may then be called a
symbol. (a) 1In some cases the affective associations,
and in other cases the ideational associations to a
symbol may be redintegrated:; but the ideational and
affective connections are not recognized simultaneously.
(b) A symbol will simultaneously stimulate those
meanings which are universal, culturally restricted,
and idiosyncratic. The relative weight of the
cultural, universal, and individual meanings which
are redintegrated will depend on the stimulus as
well as on the receptive individual's personality,

experiences, and temporary state.

Review of Symbolism Studies

Early experimental and clinical studies were concerned
with whether the symbolic phenomenon, as described by Freud,
was valid. Possibly it is more correct to say that many of
the early studies were geared to demonstrate that symbolism

actually occurs. There were also some attempts, mainly of a






45

clinical and academic nature, to show the generality or
universality of symbolic expression.

Within the last twenty years, and especially in the
last ten years, there has been a surge of theoretical and
experimental work on symbolism. While the theoretical work,
particularly that of Kubie (1953a; 1953b) and Rycroft (1956)
has gained a great deal of sophistication, the experimental
investigations are still na{ve. The naiveté is not manifested
so much in experimental design but, as Rapaport (1959a)
complained, in theoretical understanding. The present review
will be restricted to the studies on (a) the validity of sym-
bolism, and (b) symbol universality, although there are other
aspects of symbolism being studied, e.g., symbol meaning
(Arey, 1960; Rabe, 1948; 1949; Rychlak, 1959), and the
affective cathexis of symbols (Dixon, 1956; Gardner, 1955;

Goldman, 1960; Rabe, 1949).

Validity

Schroetter (1959) in 1911 demonstrated that some of
his subjects, when asked to dream under hypnosis, produced
symbols which were consonant with those expected from the
Freudian theory of symbolism. In 1924 Roffenstein (1959)
found a na;ve; but symbolizing subject. Under strong direction

to disguise the contents of the situation about which she
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was to dream, the subject produced dreams vividly illustrative
of the symbolic transformations Freud described.

In 1925 Nachmansohn (1959) used a procedure similar
to that used by Schroetter and Roffenstein, but added a new
touch. He asked Ss to compose symbolic dreams about a situation
in the waking state and found that they could not, or would
not, perform this task. Under hypnosis the same Ss produced
elaborate; and occasionally, symbolically rich dreams about
the same stimulus situation.

Farber and Fisher (1943), like the experimenters
before them, became aware that not everyone would dream
under hypnosis. Five of their twenty-five Ss, however,
could not only transform a situation into a symbolic dream,
but could translate the symbolic dreams of others.
Farber and Fisher observed that the sexual nature of the
symbolic transformations may have been due to the
sexualized transference of the Ss to the hypnotists. They
further demonstrated in a crucial dream that symbolic
transformations of a non-sexual stimulus may not be distin-
guishable from those which have sexual referents. If one
accepts the evidence of the previously cited authors concerning
the symbolic transformation of sexual material, one is also
forced to accept the conclusion that a symbol may sometimes

be used to symbolize sexual material, and at other times to



Irdir

32CoU

wa
5
-
wn
(46}

irive
Ciblele
(5:'0'&
catic
iltho
% de
wd b
occur

Tinin;

»learJ
9 ir
SIn1]
Merp

$bo}

%)

Rty



47

indirectly represent material of a less sexual nature.

In 1912 Silberer (1959) showed in his introspective
accounts that symbolization may occur without intent to dis-
guise, and without sexual or other socially reprehensible
drives motivating the transformations. His symbolizations,
which occurred under a reduced state of ego functioning
(drowsiness), were directed toward the solution and clarifi-
cation of intellectual problems which were bothering him.
Although Rapaport (1959a) questioned whether any symbol can
be devoid of impulse, the demonstrations by Silberer (1959),
and by Farber and Fisher (1943) showed that symbolization may
occur when the sexual and aggressive motivations seem to be
minimal.

The demonstrations by the above authors showed
clearly that some subjects under altered states of ego function-
ing indirectly represent ideas or situations in a manner quite
similar to what Freud observed. Furthermore, symbols may be
interpreted by individuals who are unfamiliar with Freudian
symbol theory. The experiments of Farber and Fisher (1943),
and Silberer (1959) indicated that some symbols may not have
sexual referents. The observation that some symbols are
relatively free of impulse cathexis supports the postulation

of relative autonomy presented under the theoretical discussion.
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Krout (1950) took a clinical-experimental approach
toward the construct validation of her symbol test. She
accepted the Freudian hypothesis that long objects refer to
the male genitalia and rounded ones to the female genitalia,
and then proceeded to construct a projective test based on
Freud's theory combined with her own isomorphisms. She found
that the interpretation of her protocols strikingly matched
those of clinical reports and impressions. Although it is
difficult to evaluate the methodology in this study, one is
at least impressed by the productiveness of the symbolic
hypothesis as a clinical tool, as well as by the evidence
which seems to favor the Freudian interpretation of line
drawings.

The experimental approaches toward the validation of
the theory of symbolization will be discussed next. Some of
the early studies were directed more toward discovering whether
words may function as substitute stimuli rather than toward
studying symbolism as conceived of by the psychoanalytically
oriented thinkers. Kapustnik (1934) in 1930 found that
conditioned behavior was retained when words were substituted
for the conditioned stimulus. 1In 1934 Smolenskaya (1935)
obtained similar results. Wells was interested in whether
Ss could match musical compositions with their titles.

Wells's (1929) study, although poorly conceived and executed
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by modern standards, is the forerunner of many studies of the
representational adequacy of art forms.

One wonders, as did Farber and Fisher (1943), how
much the experimenter unconsciously or unwittingly influences
the productions and interpretations of symbolic material.

The studies of Greenspoon (1955), Quay (1959), Rogers (1960),
and many others showed how subtly the productions of Ss may be
influenced by the values or interests of the experimenter.
Since 1954 several authors have attempted to determine whether
objects and words have the referents assigned to them by®
Freud and his followers. Although the studies which will
follow have many methodological and theoretical flaws, the
experimenter influence is greatly reduced, and there is a
greater attempt at methodological, if not psychoanalytic,
sophistication.

. Levy (1954) stimulated many investigations by his lack
of positive findings in a study he entitled "Sexual Symbolisms
A Validity Study." Levy found that his fifth-grade Ss did not
match male first names with elongated or pointed objects,
nor femaie first names with rounded or containing objects
differently than would be expected by chance. He also found
that the learning of paired associates (an abstract figure,
and a boy's or girl's first name) was not facilitated by both

members of the pair having like-sexed referents. Furthermore,
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the errors made on the recall test were not consistent with
the sex referents of the symbols, i.e., the Ss did not make
errors associating male names with male symbols any more than
would be expected by chance.

MacBrayer (1959) had male college Ss look briefly at
symbol-name pairs and then attempt to recall them. She found
no difference in the ability of the Ss to recall the names of
symbols with like-sexed as opposed to opposite-sexed referents.
In contrast to Levy's (1954) results, however, MacBrayer
noted that the errors were in the direction of the supposed
sex referent of the figures with which the name was to be
paired. Since the Ss' guesses were in the expected direction,
she concluded that her evidence supported the Freudian hypo-
thesis.

Contrary to the findings of Levy (1954) and MacBrayer
(1959), Rabe (1949) found that a symbolic connection between
a symbol and its referent (Rabe used words) facilitated paired
associate learning. Many of the symbol pairs that Rabe used
were more closely associated than those of Levy and MacBrayer.
Compare the pair "cave-womb" with the pair "pointed object-Jack."
Cave and womb have a common shape, whereas "Jack" and the
pointed object do not.

MacBrayer found that like-sexed symbol-name pairs

did not facilitate the recall of specific names. The names
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recalled by the Ss tended to have the same sex referents as
the symbols. Thus the association is "pointed object-male"
and not "pointed object-Jack."

Experimental support for the hypothesis that children
and adults identify long and pointed objects as male, and
rounded and containing objects as female has been reported
in several studies utilizing line drawings as the stimuli
(Acord, 1962; A. Jones, 1956; Lessler, 1962; Moos & Mussen,
1959; Stennett & Thurlow, 1958; Winter & Prescott, 1957).

The data from four studies, however, did not support the
Freudian hypothesis. Acord and Levy did not find that
children could match first names with symbols. Either the

use of a group procedure, or the use of first names as

labels for the symbols could account for their lack of positive
results (Lessler, 1962). The present writer (1962) found that
children, when seen individually, could sort sex symbols
correctly into male and female categories.

Barker (1957), and Schonbar and Davitz (1960) demon-
strated that the sex-specific shape of the object would not
influence the Ss' responses if the stimulus was a representa-
tional reproduction of a culturally sex-related object, i.e.,
a tobacco can would be classified as male even though it was
round. These writers reasoned that if the cultural element of

a symbol determines the response to it, then the Freudian
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hypothesis must not be valid. Rather than accepting these
results as evidence for the nonvalidity of the Freudian
hypothesis, this writer believes that Barker's, and Schonbar
and Davitz's results indicated that an individual will function
on a secondary process level when reality cues are available.
The fact that Ss respond to reality cues does not mean that
affective roots are not present.

In none of the studies reviewed have all of the symbols
been correctly identified. Jacobs's (1954) Ss identified only
seventy per cent of his word symbols "correctly" as male or
female. Austin Jones (1956), who used line drawings as the
stimuli, reported 82 per cent correct identification.

Lessler (1962) speculated that some of the misclassifications
in symbol sorting studies may have been due to a conflict
between the anatomical and cultural elements of the symbols.

Indirect or symbolic representation has repeatedly
been found in experimental and clinical studies--the question
remains whether the representation is the result of cultural
associations, anatomical similarities, or both. It is pre-
dicted that when sufficient cultural cues are provided, the
Ss' responses will be culturally oriented. When these cues

are withdrawn the responses will be impulse oriented.
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Universality and Cultural Relativism

The crqgs-cultural and intracultural constancy of
symbolic meaning is beginning to receive experimental
attention. The studies of Jacobs (1954), A. Jones (1956;
1961), Starer (1957), Winter and Prescott (1957), and many
others demonstrated that symbol meanings are predictable with
a variety of samples in the United States. The studies of
Barker (1957), and Schonbar and Davitz (1960) indicated that
the agreement on symbol meaning in the previously cited studies
might have been due to cultural sex-type associations, rather
than "universal" symbol referents.

A few studies outside of the United States have come
to this writer's attention. McElroy (1954) gave 779 Scottish
children from nine to sixteen years of age a choice between
symbols and found that they generally preferred those which
had the characteristics (roundness or elongatedness) of the
opposite sex. McElroy discounted Sir Cyril Burt's remark
that many of the symbols had cultural meanings because he
believed that the symbols were chosen on the basis of their
universal referent, i.e., the shape of the human body.

Jahoda (1956) used McElroy's figures with the Ga tribe
in the region of Accra in Africa. He found that both males
and females preferred female symbols. In that culture both

Sexes live exclusively with women until puberty. Jahoda's
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evidence, rather than contradicting that of McElroy's, may
show that symbol choice reflected basic psychological processes
such as identification and object choice.

Another cross-cultural comparison of symbolization may
be made between the results obtained by Osgood (1960) and
those of Kagan; Hosken; and Watson (1961). Kagan, et al.,
studied American children, and Osgood studied Anglo-Japanese,
Navajo, and Mexican-Spanish adults. Both authors found that
the Ss most frequently attributed angularity to males and
roundness to females. Kagan, et al. believed that the similarity
in symbol meanings may be due to "universal" experiences of
his subjects as well as to a common exposure to the mass
media.

Other evidence bearing upon symbol universality is
of a more academic character. For example, Brill (1943)
and Niederland (1956) traced specific symbolic representations
through mythological, historical, linguistic, and anthropo-
logical literature. Other methods of demonstrating the
universality of symbols have included the exposure of
particular symbols in ancient writings or drawings (Gotz,
1931; Andrianova-Perete, 1935), and the analysis of a poem
showing its ancient and universal roots (Barron, 1947).

It is believed by this writer that a symbol's dimension-

ality must be understood before one can conclude that a symbol
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has universal referents. It is conceivable that some qualities
of symbols have universal meanings, but these meanings must

be differentiated from those which are culture bound or
idiosyncratic. It is the intent of the proposed study to
establish that symbols have both universal and cultural

meanings.

Sexual Identity and Sexual Symbolism

In the present study an exploratory step has been
taken toward relating symbolism to sexual identification.
Some justification for such a procedure was gained from two
sources. First, the perception of symbols (line drawings)
has been experimentally related to personality variables
by such authors as Franck and Rosen (1949), Jahoda (1956),

A. Jones (1961), Krout (1950), and McElroy (1954). And
secondly, Freud (1956, p. 359) in 1925 observed that the
inversion of sexual symbols in dreams may express the dreamer's
wish to be of the opposite sex.

The term sexual identification has many meanings even
within Freud's writings. Bronfenbrenner (1960) has reviewed
and integrated Freud's scattered references to sexual
identification. According to Bronfenbrenner, Freud treated
identification as a process in which a child models himself

after his parents because of a dependent relationship
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(anaclitic identification) or a fear relationship (aggressive
identification). Sometimes Freud emphasized the process and
motive of identification and at other times the result. While
accepting much of Freud's theory of sexual identification,
other writers conceptualize the process and product of identi-
fication differently, e.g., Lazowick (1955) emphasized the
learning aspect of identification, Mowrer (1953) the develop-
mental and defensive aspects, Sanford (1955) the motive; and
Brown (1958) the result.

In a paper evaluating the measures of sexual identifi-
cation, Bronfenbrenner (1957) differentiated 'sexual identifi-

cation" from"sexual identity." Sexual identity is defined as
the end product of the influences of the identification and
socialization processes. The socialization process includes
the emulation of teachers, relatives, and <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>