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Abstract
In this article, I will use the two truths doctrine from Buddhism to explicate transformative social change as a transmodern moral
framework for critical psychological research. The two truths doctrine, a teaching from the Madhyamaka, or Middle Way, school of
Mahāyāna Buddhism founded by Nāgārjuna, nondualistically collapses the ontology of transformation (absolute truth) and the
epistemology of social change (relative truth) in the name of soteriology. At their core, dualistic problems and reductionist solutions
are based upon the reification of concepts, which can result in devastating effects, such as the objectification (and oppression) of
research participants—not mentioning moral relativism. This article attempts to offer a transmodern moral framework for
qualitative and theoretical researchers in critical psychology outside the confines of the modern–postmodern debate.
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What is already known?

Researchers in critical psychology today are very aware of the
ethical guidelines – usually outlined by a university’s Institu-
tional Review Board at least in the USA – that they have to
follow when they are conducting a research project with human
subjects, such as not only doing no harm but also benefiting
society. However, as Charles W. Tolman argues, “ethics” are
prudential and legally binding, but vary from discipline to
discipline; in other words, they are not as universal as “morals”
(e.g., human rights).

What does this paper add?

This paper addresses the question of morality in critical psycho-
logical research, which is inherently the problem of universals-
particulars. Said differently, how can we employ universal moral
principles in our research without moralizing (which according
to Tolman’s model would fall under “values”)? Building on the
work of Tolman then, the author proposes a translogical/trans-
modern moral framework for qualitative and/or theoretical
research in critical psychology – a bricolage, which draws prac-
tical insights from engaged Buddhism, social constructionism,
and existential phenomenology among other areas of knowledge.

Preface

Preparing for this article was an incredible task, to say the least,
because I found myself attempting to condense not only 3 years
of doctoral coursework but also around 2,500 years worth of
knowledge and wisdom, which we can think of as world his-
tory and philosophy. One of the main reasons for the enormous
difficulty of this task of intellectual condensation has to do with
the fact that many of the debates that trouble psychology today
and that have been troubling psychology since its ‘birth’ as a
scientific discipline are centuries-old debates that are rooted in
philosophy and other disciplines—not only in the West but also
in other parts of the world. Also, given the practical limitations
of time and human fallibility, so much information will be left
out of this presentation, which leaves a lot of room for your
imagination.

1 University of West Georgia, Carrollton, GA, USA.

Corresponding Author:

Robert K. Beshara, University of West Georgia, 1601 Maple St., Carrollton,

GA 30118, USA.

Email: rbeshara@westga.edu

International Journal of Qualitative Methods
Volume 16: 1–10
ª The Author(s) 2017
Reprints and permissions:
sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
DOI: 10.1177/1609406917705956
journals.sagepub.com/home/ijq

Creative Commons CC BY-NC: This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 3.0 License
(http://www.creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/) which permits non-commercial use, reproduction and distribution of the work without further
permission provided the original work is attributed as specified on the SAGE and Open Access pages (https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/open-access-at-sage).

mailto:rbeshara@westga.edu
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406917705956
http://journals.sagepub.com/home/ijq
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F1609406917705956&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2017-04-26


Introduction

Whereas we judge theories as true or false, we judge practices
as right or wrong. Psychologists engage in a number of social
practices, such as research, teaching, and clinical work, which
are inherently moral. Tolman (2003) argues, “The moral com-
pulsion is a logical compulsion” (p. 45, emphasis in original)
and I agree with him, but I would add that as critical psycho-
logical researchers not only do we need to cultivate knowledge
through scientific methods and wisdom through philosophical
processes but we also have to develop an understanding, which
can then be embodied as compassion.

In this article, I will use the two truths doctrine from Bud-
dhism to describe “transformative social change” (TSC; see
Williams, 2010) as a transmodern moral framework for critical
psychological research. The two truths doctrine, a teaching
from the Madhyamaka, or Middle Way, school of Mahāyāna
Buddhism founded by Nāgārjuna, nondualistically collapses
the ontology of transformation (absolute truth) and the episte-
mology of social change (relative truth) in the name of soter-
iology—after all, the aim of the Buddhist project, from the
Mahāyāna perspective, is the liberation of all sentient beings
from suffering. This leaves us with axiological questions such
as what are the moral implications of critical psychological
research? In other words, who are the beneficiaries of said
research and how is it affecting the participants as well as the
society at large?

TSC

ATSC-informed critical psychological researcher is principally
a social activist on a journey of personal transformation, which
can manifest in a number of ways, but as a way of illustration, I
will principally focus on what engaged Buddhism has to offer
to critical psychology. Buddhism “is a practice to help us elim-
inate wrong views” (Hạnh, 1998, p. 56). In the context of
Buddhist teachings, wrong views are views that are not in
alignment with the fact that we inter-are or that everything is
interdependent. Engaged Buddhism asks the question: How
can dharma (Buddhist teachings) be applied to the world in
terms of effecting social change and not just personal transfor-
mation? That question assumes that these two dimensions are
separate in the first place; TSC rejects that assumption. TSC is
about bridging the gap between the personal and the political
by recognizing the interconnectedness or inseparability of these
two realms as well as other ones, which are usually demarcated
by artificial disciplinary boundaries rooted in conceptual
obfuscations.

False Dualisms

At their core, dualistic problems (e.g., mind–body and subject–
object) and reductionist solutions are based upon the reification
of concepts, which can result in devastating effects, such as the
objectification (and oppression) of research participants—not
mentioning moral relativism. The former problem

(objectification) is a product of modernity, while the latter
problem (moral relativism) is a product of postmodernity. This
is why—drawing on insights from engaged Buddhism and
social constructionism—I am attempting to conceive of a
transmodern framework (see Dussel, 2002) of subjectivity for
critical psychology, which includes (post)modernity’s best
ideals (e.g., rigor and reflexivity) and not their morally repre-
hensible practices.

Mainstream psychological research is quasi-scientific—or
“preparadigmatic” as opposed to “normal scientific” (Kuhn,
1962/1996)—because it tries without success to simulate the
scientific method of the so-called natural sciences. The ‘hard’
sciences are paradoxically easier than a ‘soft’ science like psy-
chology, particularly when the object of study is inanimate
matter. But we know from physics that we cannot even take
inanimate matter for granted because, on the quantum level, it
is in fact living. The double-slit experiment puzzled the world
with the observer effect, or how the researcher’s subjectivity
affects his or her object of study, wherein photons, for example,
can manifest as either waves or particles. Psychology as a
discipline is considered a social science and not a ‘natural’
science perhaps because its subject matter (psyche) is ‘unna-
tural’—so why then endlessly attempt to naturalize psyche via
psychologization and quantification? Further, mainstream psy-
chologists—be they biological reductionists or cognitive dual-
ists—essentially study subjectivity via subjectivity in the name
of objectivity. In other words, by bracketing their own subjec-
tivities for the sake of neutrality, these researchers end up (un)
wittingly psychologizing and quantifying (i.e., objectifying and
dehumanizing) research participants. Different challenges exist
in the world of critical psychological research; for instance,
Parker (1997a) argues for the psychoanalytic notion of “com-
plex subjectivity” and against the two most common trends in
qualitative or theoretical research: the discursive notion of
“blank subjectivity” and the humanist notion of “uncompli-
cated subjectivity” (p. 1).

Infamous examples from the history of mainstream psychol-
ogy of unethical and immoral ‘experiments’ that are still being
taught to this day to thousands of introduction to psychology
students around the world as exemplary studies in the disci-
pline include the Little Albert experiment, the Milgram experi-
ment on obedience to authority figures, and the Stanford prison
experiment. Of course, these three morally abhorrent experi-
ments were not legally challenged back then because they were
conducted before the publication of the Ethical Principles and
Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects of Research
(or the Belmont report) in 1979.

A moral approach to qualitative or theoretical research
understands (critical) psychology—or the discourse of psyche
—as a human or contemplative science if we heed the calls of
phenomenology and Buddhism, respectively. According to
such an approach, the subjectivities of both investigators and
participants are critically and reflexively included as parts of
the research process while the natural attitude—our presuppo-
sitions as opposed to subjectivity itself—is what ends up get-
ting bracketed à la the epoché (the phenomenological
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reduction). Parker (1997a) deconstructs the subject–object
problem at the heart of mainstream psychological research in
the interest of human scientific rigor as follows:

Subjectivity is not treated, as it is conventionally in psychology,
as the idiosyncratic perspective of an individual disconnected from
the shared ‘objective’ reality of the scientific community. Rather,
the ‘objective’ position is seen as thoroughly subjective itself, for it
is an attempt to keep a distance from the topic. Subjectivity in
research can then be employed as a resource for the reading, a
resource which then drives us to as close as we could be to an
‘objective’ account. (p. 10)

If we take science to mean the systematic production of
knowledge, then we ought to consider multiple visions of an
alternative psychology that is transdisciplinary and which
would encourage the borrowing of theories from philosophy,
history, religion, anthropology, sociology, and so on. Of course,
a transdisciplinary psychology would paradoxically lead to its
own demise, when the artificial demarcations between all dis-
ciplines of knowledge production are no longer valid.

Alternative visions of psychology have been proposed
throughout recent history, and for good reasons, these visions
have valued the crucial philosophical dimensions (e.g., ethics,
aesthetics, and politics) of psychological research that usually
get left out in most mainstream psychological research. Here
Parker (1999), for example, explains why critical psychology
must be transdisciplinary:

Critical psychology stretches across the boundary marking the
inside and outside of the discipline. It is not only ‘interdisciplin-
ary’, in the sense that it must draw upon arguments raging across
the academic and professional landscape, but ‘transdisciplinary’ in
the sense that it both questions the ways in which the borders were
set up and policed by the colleges and training institutes and it
stretches from the furthermost edges of the psy-complex to the
centres of psychology. (p. 10, emphasis added)

As two resources for a transdisciplinary psychology, the
phenomenologists envision psychology as a human science1

and the Buddhists envision it as a contemplative science. What
is in common between these two distinctive reformulations of
psychology is that subjectivity is understood on its own terms
and through the use of qualitative means, since meditation is
fundamentally a qualitative research method. In both traditions,
there is an emphasis on direct experience, but differences do
exist regarding the nature of and the proper method for inves-
tigating said experience, and that is to some extent due to
cultural dissimilarity. For example, phenomenology is the
product of Western intellectualism, while Buddhism is the
product of Eastern emancipation (i.e., the Śramaṇa move-
ment). Each approach has its strengths and weaknesses vis-à-
vis psychology, but a critical synthesis of the two (i.e., a
human/contemplative science) can bridge the theory–praxis
gap and lead us toward both transdisciplinarity (beyond artifi-
cial disciplinary boundaries) and transmodernity (past the

modern–postmodern false binary that plagues many debates)
in the social sciences.

The scientific method, or any method inspired by it, cannot
help us recode (or describe a denaturalized) psyche. Recoding
psyche involves a critique of the psy-complex, which necessi-
tates wisdom or “understanding” (Hạnh, 1988/2009). After all,
let us not forget that philosophy literally means the love of
wisdom. Wisdom is necessary for a “psychology without foun-
dations” (Stanley, 2013), so we can (a) focus on process instead
of content, (b) develop panoramic awareness or multiperspec-
tivalism, (c) question and problematize ideology, (d) and
become more critically reflexive in our research as well as in
our daily lives.

Psychology literally means the discourse of psyche, but
what is this ‘psyche’ that we, as psychologists, are supposedly
interested in? The etymology of psyche gives us a hint of its
genealogy as a signifier. Psyche has meant at one point in time
any of the following concepts: “the soul, […] spirit; breath;
life, […] the invisible animating principle or entity which occu-
pies and directs the physical body; understanding” (Harper,
2015). These definitions reflect the premodern, essentialist
understanding of psyche as an eternal substance before it was
secularized as an empirical object of study in the late 19th
century to be later on in the 20th century reduced to society/
culture, behavior, cognition, or the brain depending on who
you talk to.

Psychology as a scientific discipline tends to stick to a
secular definition of psyche as mind or as self. I will stick to
the following operational definition of psyche as “the whole
range of conscious and unconscious [bodily and] mental phe-
nomena studied by psychologists, including perceptions of all
kinds, thoughts, emotions, memories, fantasies, dreams, mental
imagery, and so on” (Wallace, 2007, p. 6). Generally speaking,
what unites psychologists seems to be a concern with explain-
ing or describing subjectivity. What separates psychologists,
however, are their presuppositions about and definitions of
subjectivity, which ultimately inform how they research and
come to describe or ‘explain’ psyche. Buddhist psychology
provides us with an empirical alternative to cognitivism
when it comes to understanding psyche that is both nonreduc-
tionist and nondual. I have written elsewhere about the con-
nections and tensions between psychoanalysis, Buddhist
psychology, and mind–body medicine when it comes to arriv-
ing at nonreductionist and nondual accounts of subjectivity or
selfhood (see Beshara, 2015).

Undergraduate students taking an introduction to main-
stream (i.e., Western) psychology course are typically taught
about the birth of ‘experimental’ psychology as a scientific
discipline in 1879 with Wilhelm Wundt’s establishment of the
first research laboratory in Leipzig, Germany. Students are then
briefly lectured on how unreliable and unscientific the method
of introspectionism was, and the rest of the course is usually
dedicated to discussing the major research perspectives in psy-
chology today, such as behaviorism, cognitivism, neuroscience,
and socioculturalism. However, Wallace (2007) makes the case
for introspectionism in a don’t throw the baby out with the
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bathwater fashion by arguing that introspectionism is not the
issue per se but the fact that “this mode of observation has yet
to be developed into a rigorous means of scientific inquiry”
(p. 39), at least in the West. Consequently, according to
Buddhist psychology, introspection “is a type of metacognition
that operates as the ‘quality control’ in the development of
śamatha…[and can be] defined as the repeated examination
of the state of one’s body and mind” (Wallace, 2007, p. 138,
emphasis in original). In other words, the two main types of
meditation techniques in Buddhism (i.e., śamatha and vipa-
śyanā) are strong examples of the “rigorous means of scientific
inquiry” necessary for introspection to be considered a valid
and reliable research method in critical psychology, which can
reap empirical results about subjectivity. Champions of the
human/contemplative science approach are not the only robust
defenders of this line of argument; there is also support among
critical psychologists (e.g., Stanley, 2013).

To go back to our unfinished conversation about science, let
us take a quick look at two important displacements that
occurred during the history of modernity: “just as Descartes’s
idol of the soul has been replaced by the idol of the brain, so
has the idol of God been replaced by the idol of Nature”
(Wallace, 2007, p. 156). The scientific revolution was a
cultural shift from a religious, premodern society informed
by ‘Judeo-Christian’ morality to a secular, modern society
informed by mechanistic amorality. This paradigm shift was
necessary, and to many degrees, it reaped many technological
benefits, but the ‘value-free’ scientific enterprise that came to
replace the Church and its authority was immediately co-opted
by the capitalist State in the 18th century, so the marriage of
Church and State became the marriage of Science and State.

Scientism is a descriptor for this idea of Science as dogma,
and “methodolatry” (Liu, 2011, p. 217) means worshiping the
scientific method, or any method, as the only path to Truth.
These are relevant ideas to highlight because psychology is a
young, confused, unnatural, and quasi-scientific discipline that
struggles with ‘identity crisis’ and ‘physics envy’ among other
complexes that render it impressionable when it comes to false
dualisms and misguided reductionisms.

Although my critique of the scientific method is inspired by
Paul Feyerabend’s (1975) anarchistic theory of science, I do not
believe in the postmodern ethos of “anythinggoes” because forme
science is the systematic production knowledge, which includes
both subjective/relative truths (e.g., conscious experiences) and
objective/absolute truth (e.g., Ultimate Reality). The remedy then
for these two extreme positions of scientism and relativismwhen it
comes to designing a critical psychological study or asking quali-
tative/theoretical research questions is a critical reflexivity
informed by philosophy, history, theory, and practice. In this arti-
cle, I primarily use Buddhism and phenomenology as two exemp-
lary frameworks for reinvigorating psychology toward such a
critical reflexivity, but other equally reinvigorating frameworks
from critical psychology include Marxism, psychoanalysis,
feminism, poststructuralism, and postcolonial studies.

Therefore, mainstream psychology is not simply a scientific
enterprise, whose aim is to generate value-free knowledge;

rather, it is a power/knowledge dispositif (psy-complex)
embedded in a larger apparatus (global capitalism), which pro-
duces and reproduces the types of knowledge, or beliefs, that
maintain the social order and that sustain asymmetric power
relations via structural violence (e.g., poverty). For example, the
American Psychological Association’s collusion with the U.S.
government to develop “enhanced interrogation techniques” or
psychological torture (Hoffman, 2015) speaks to the politico-
economic context that makes this kind of ‘scientific’ research
possible—namely, a humanitarian imperialism spearheaded by
neoliberalism/neoconservatism and enacted by the military–
industrial complex. Clearly, critical psychological research only
concerned with knowledge production for the sake of profit and
not with wisdom maintenance, too, will result in nothing but
moral (read: politico-economic and ecological) crises. Foucault
(1988) with his research on madness and the antipsychiatry
movement in general are good references to keep in mind here,
particularly for methodological inspiration.

With that said, I invite you to go with me a journey, wherein
I will attempt to cut through several false dualisms that are
presupposed in mainstream psychological research and which
are never questioned or problematized explicitly by most main-
stream psychologists. My critique is comprised of three levels
of analysis that deal with the ontology of transformation, the
epistemology of social change, and the axiology of transforma-
tive social change as informed by theories from engaged Bud-
dhism, social constructionism, existential phenomenology, and
critical (discursive) psychology. My goal is to consider a non-
dual, nonreductionist, and transmodern moral framework for
critical psychological research of a qualitative or theoretical
nature.

Morality

I will start by considering Tolman’s (2003) moral philosophy
as it relates to critical psychological practice, theory, and sub-
ject matter, and then I will build on his work using the moral
law of karma from Buddhism because Tolman (2003) reduces
moral action to logic without considering trans-logical factors.

Tolman’s (2003) understanding of morality seems to be
rooted both in pragmatism and in rationalism, as is clear from
his emphasis on both practice and action: “we are essentially
moral beings; intentional action is essentially moral action”
(p. 53, emphasis in original), and his emphasis on logic:
“actions are essentially characterized by choice, agency, tele-
ology, and noncausality/logicality, and meaning” (p. 53). I
know that the word ‘morality’ is charged, but I propose that
we reconsider the way we shy away from it. Consequently, I
find Tolman’s (2003) distinction between values, ethics, and
morality to be very helpful, particularly as I attempt to reclaim
and recode this unpopular concept.

According to Tolman (2003, p. 38), “Values tend to be
highly subjective, individualized, and particular,” whereas:

Ethics refers in the popular sense to standards of conduct, usually
in restricted spheres such as medicine, banking, scientific research,
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and psychological practice. These standards or rules make sense
because they are based on a set of agreed-upon aims in the perti-
nent area of practice. […] And the grounds on which these codes
regulate are most often prudential ones, such as the avoidance of
being sued. (p. 39)

Morality for Tolman (2003), however, is a whole new ball
game: “The good of morality must be objective, social, and
universal” (pp. 38–39). He further argues, “the subject matter
of psychology is characterized by its morality. Morality must
then be constitutive. Ethical codes, on the other hand, tend not
be constitutive of the actions they govern. They are regulative
only” (p. 39, emphasis in original).

Therefore, Tolman (2003) differentiates between the com-
mon goods (e.g., culture and language) and distributed goods
(e.g., bicycle paths). Distributed goods are decomposable
because they are “individual goods shared by members of a
group” (Tolman, 2003, p. 41). The ideal of the common good is
having “communities of practice in which all members are
engaged in a common effort directed at the maintenance and
further development of their own humanity under mutually
supportive relations” (Tolman, 2003, p. 44).

I find his emphasis on the moral nature of practice or action
to be instructive: “Practice2 is the most fundamental human
characteristic; community is the most fundamental human
problem” (Tolman, 2003, p. 44). Since critical psychological
research is a practice, we must ask ourselves as qualitative/
theoretical researchers the following moral questions again and
again: How will our research affect others (research partici-
pants, other investigators, and the general public) and who will
benefit from it?

“The moral compulsion is a logical compulsion” (p. 45,
emphasis in original), Tolman (2003) reminds us, while
adding:

Knowledge, like practice, does not belong to isolated individuals.
It is always constituted collectively. […] The needs satisfied by
knowledge are not just my needs but human needs. […] The key to
the imperative character of theoretical knowledge lies in the prior-
ity of the practical (i.e., the moral) over the theoretical and the
ultimate unity of the two. (p. 46, emphasis in original)

Karma and pratı̄tyasamutpāda (conditioned coproduction). The
moral law of karma unites theoretical knowledge with practical
wisdom in a trans-logical fashion according to the principle of
conditioned coproduction (or pratītyasamutpāda3). Here is a
definition of karma from Rahula (1974):

The theory of karma is the theory of cause and effect, of action and
reaction; it is a natural law, which has nothing to do with the idea
of justice or reward and punishment. Every volitional action
produces its effects or results. (p. 32)

According to Reginald Ray (2000),

One of the most important groupings of dharmas4 in the Abhid-
harma5 is that of the twelve nidanas,6 which illustrate the principle

of conditioned coproduction in a particularly vivid way. The
twelve nidanas are particularly helpful because they show in a
clear and unmistakable manner how karma works, illustrating how
our current situation is the result of past actions and how our
present actions will determine our future circumstances. The
stream of dharmas that makes up the experience of each individual
is unique and reflects the particular karma of that person. (p. 376)

Now, you may have noticed that according to the moral law
of karma, which explains how rebirth in the cycle of Saṃsāra
works, does not leave a lot of room for freedom of choice;
however, Buddhism is not entirely endorsing a deterministic
vision when it comes to the question of free will as Ray (2000)
explicates:

Between nidanas seven and eight, there is a gap in the process of
ego. Between feeling, the final karmic-result nidana, and thirst, the
first karma-producing nidana, there is an open space. There is no
inevitability here and no predetermination. Here is the point at which
we have freedom. […] It is, then, possible for us to rest in the open
space after feeling and before thirst. In other words, we can stay
with our pleasure and pain without trying to do anything about it.
However, the gap between feeling and thirst is a fleeting one and it
is generally most difficult for us to see this place, much less to be
able to rest in it. For this reason, we need a method to enable us to
take advantage of this openness in our own state of mind, to find it
and rest in it. This is the purpose of meditation. If we learn to be
increasingly present to our own experience through mindfulness and
through developing insight into the process of our own experience,
our rampant discursiveness begins to slow down. (pp. 385–386)

The Personal Is Political: Toward Critical Reflexivity

I borrow the expression ‘the personal is political’ from the second-
wave feminism because it summarizes in a pithy way my philo-
sophy as a scholar–practitioner–activist. In other words, I am per-
sonally implicated in my academic research, which is political in
nature, and those two dimensions cannot be separated.

The phenomenologists’ argument against Kantian idealism
is that phenomenal worlds are knowable when the epoché is
applied and describable in psychology via something like the
descriptive phenomenological method. The Buddhists would
go further and argue that the noumenal world is knowable
through meditation because “consciousness is at least as
fundamental to the universe as mass-energy and space-time”
(Wallace, 2007, p. 93), but that it is indescribable because
consciousness transcends concepts and language.

The Two Truths Doctrine

A soteriological framework for understanding psyche. Buddhism is
concerned with the elimination of suffering, and so the distinc-
tion between ontology and epistemology is considered irrele-
vant, but I am considering that distinction in my presentation
for the sake of clarity. Buddhist theory offers us the pragma-
tism of understanding7 as the Middle Way between the follow-
ing extremes: the rationalism of philosophy (wisdom) and the
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empiricism of science (knowledge). Buddhism as a contempla-
tive science combines rationalism with empiricism in the three
prajñās8 but adds a powerful set of research tools that we refer
to broadly as meditation.9

Three kinds of suffering. There are three kinds of suffering
according to Buddhist psychology (Hạnh, 1998, p. 19): (1) The
suffering of suffering (e.g., birth, old age, sickness, death, etc.),
(2) the suffering associated with change (all conditioned phe-
nomena are impermanent), and (3) the suffering of composite
things. This is a helpful guide for critical psychological
researchers interested in reducing suffering in the world.

To quote Rahula (1974), “What we call a ‘being,’ or an ‘indi-
vidual,’ or ‘I,’ according to Buddhist philosophy, is only a com-
bination of ever-changing physical and mental forces or energies,
which may be divided into five groups or aggregates” (p. 20).

The Ontology of Transformation: The Deconstruction
of Psyche

Absolute truth. What is psyche? Psyche is empty according to
the principle of shunyata. What does it mean for psyche to be
empty? Psyche “is empty of a separate, independent existence.
[…] It is empty of a separate self. But, empty of a separate self
means full of everything” (Hạnh, 1988/2009, p. 7). This
ancient yet radical understanding from Buddhism resonates
perfectly with some recent trends in postmodern theory; how-
ever, I will try to show that emptiness does not mean the same
thing as nothingness.

Trungpa (1973) speaks of emptiness as openness and as
space. He adds, “Cutting through our conceptualized versions
of the world with the sword of prajna, we discover shunyata—
[…] emptiness, voidness, the absence of duality and concep-
tualization” (p. 187).

Hạnh (1988/2009) calls emptiness, “the ground of every-
thing” (p. 15), and Welwood (2000) adds that it is a “ground-
less ground” (p. 66). Primordial awareness is beyond
concepts, but the closest image I can come up with is that
of spacetime as the fabric of the cosmos. Similarly, primordial
awareness can be thought of as the fabric of the lifeworld,
which is not separate from nature—just a different description
of the same reality.

Emptiness Nothingness. According to the first law of thermo-
dynamics, energy can neither be created nor destroyed, but it
can change form. Similarly, in Buddhism, karma can be
thought of as the law of conservation of consciousness, which
explains how rebirth works. Many continental philosophers
conflate emptiness with nothingness as if the two were indis-
tinguishable—a misinterpretation that Timothy Morton (2007)
traces back to Hegel—if we use nothingness, or nihilism, as a
framework, how can we explain rebirth? If nothing is born and
nothing dies, what is there? Some Thing (das Ding) has to be
reborn. Buddhists believe our karmic seeds are what get
reborn. How do we reconcile being (Eros) with nonbeing

(Thanatos) then? Hạnh’s (1998) solution is interbeing qua
absolute truth or Ultimate Reality (Nirvāṇa).

At the heart of shunyata is the experience of nonduality,
which Trungpa describes (1973) as:

[N]ot merely awareness of what we are and how we are in relation
to such and such an object, but rather it is clarity which transcends
conceptual padding and unnecessary confusions. One is no longer
fascinated by the object or involved as a subject. It is freedom from
this and that. What remains is open space, the absence of this-and-
that dichotomy. (p. 197, emphasis in original)

Another way of understanding emptiness is in terms of
conditioned coproduction, impermanence, and nonself.

Anattā. The Buddhist position on nihilism and eternalism in
relation to the principle of anattā (nonself) is presented here
from the Theravāda perspective (via Rahula, 1974) and further
clarifies the misunderstanding:

According to the Buddha’s teaching, it is as wrong to hold the
opinion ‘I have no self’ (which is the annihilationist theory) as to
hold the opinion ‘I have self’ (which is the eternalist theory),
because both are fetters, both arising out of the false idea
‘I AM’. The correct position with regard to the question of Anatta
is not to take hold of any opinions or views, but to try to see things
objectively as they are without mental projections, to see that what
we call ‘I,’ or ‘being,’ is only a combination of physical and
mental aggregates, which are working together interdependently
in a flux of momentary change within the law of cause and effect.
(p. 66, emphasis in original)

For a review of complex subjectivity from a Mahāyāna
perspective, the reader is encouraged to learn about the five
skandhas, the eight layers of consciousness, and primordial
consciousness/awareness (Hạnh, 1998; Wallace, 2007).

The embodiment of primordial awareness. The embodiment of
primordial awareness is called Buddhanature in the Vajrayāna
tradition, but if you prefer a more secular version of the term,
De Wit (2001) calls it our “fundamental humanity” or “huma-
neness” (p. 35). The idea is that we are already Buddhas, but
layers of confusion cloud our vision as a result of our karma,
which makes it difficult for us to see our true nature; in the end,
our true nature is not separate from the nature of Ultimate
Reality. This is a powerful insight to keep in mind as we deal
with research participants, for instance.

The Epistemology of Social Change: The Psychosocial
Construction of Psyche

Relative truth. What do we know about psyche and what can we
know about psyche? To answer these questions, I predomi-
nantly draw on the works of Kenneth J. Gergen, Ian Parker,
and Maurice Merleau-Ponty.
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Social constructionism. The postmodern project of social con-
structionism has a lot in common with Buddhism (cf. “rela-
tional Buddhism” in Kwee, Gergen, & Koshikawa, 2006;
Kwee, Naylor, Tilakaratne, Gergen, 2010). I have already
addressed some of the similarities and differences between
social constructionism and Buddhism elsewhere in The Psy-
chological Construction of Reality: An Essay in the Buddhist
Psychology of Knowledge (Beshara, 2016). With the interpre-
tive/linguistic turn, we saw a shift from rationalism and human-
ism to (post)structuralism and antihumanism. Buddhism and
social constructionism share some common goals: the decon-
struction of the self as a reified concept and the reduction of
suffering in the world. But whereas Buddhism puts more
emphasis on ontology and wisdom maintenance, social con-
structionism is an epistemological enterprise that seeks to pro-
blematize the very foundations of knowledge production that
most of us take for granted.

Gergen (1999), for instance, highlights three conceptual
problems at the heart of the presumption of individual minds:
“the problem of two worlds, of individual knowledge of the
world, and of self-knowledge” (p. 8). Since we have already
addressed the first problem (i.e., subject–object), we shall
address the second and third ones.

The problem of individual knowledge of the world. According to
Gergen (1999),

To think of knowledge which presents a ‘problem,’ and about
which we ought to have a ‘theory,’ [Richard Rorty] writes, “is a
product of viewing knowledge as an assemblage of representa-
tions.” That is, we inherit the epistemological riddle because of
the metaphor of mind as mirror. This “view of knowledge…is a
product of the seventeenth century. The moral to be drawn is that if
this way of thinking of knowledge is optional, then so is episte-
mology….” In effect, the insoluble problem of knowledge is only
insoluble because of the dualist metaphor used to define the prob-
lem. We could abandon dualism and the problem would go away
—or at least be revised in a more treatable form. (p. 11)

I would add that to posit an inside and an outside would
suggest that a perfect vacuum exists, but according to physicists,
there is no such a thing in reality as free space, which means that
said separation between inside and outside is a discourse that has
no basis in physical reality. More importantly, it is a discourse
that creates a certain social reality, which is dualistic.

The problem of self-knowledge. Gergen (1999) considers what he
labels “the problem of the inner eye” (p. 11) to be a fallacy of
misplaced concreteness, which is a nominalist position. In
other words, he is pointing to the problem of reification, or
as he writes, “We have words such as ‘thinking,’ ‘feeling,’
‘wanting,’ ‘intending,’ and so on; these seem concrete enough.
But we mistakenly attribute the concreteness to an imaginary
object” (p. 13).

At the end of the day, objective knowledge is “knowledge
based on experience of the world as opposed to subjective
imagination” (Gergen, 1999, p. 13, emphasis in original).

Therefore, we can conclude that both the Buddhists and the
phenomenologists, in their nondual and nonreductionist
approaches, are correct in recognizing and not conflating the
imaginary, symbolic, and real—to use Lacanese—differences
between subjective/relative/conscious truth (Saṃsāra) and
objective/absolute/unconscious truth (Nirvāṇa).

This next passage from Gergen (1999) resonates with Feyer-
abend’s anarchistic theory of science (as cited in Chalmers,
1999, p. 150), wherein “anything goes” is the single, unchan-
ging principle of the scientific method:

[S]cientific truths might be viewed as outgrowths of communities
and not observing minds. […] objectivity and truth would not be
byproducts of individual minds but of community traditions. And
too, science could not make claims to universal truth, as all truth
claims would be specific to particular traditions—lodged in culture
and history. (Gergen, 1999, p. 14)

Deconstruction. Gergen (1999) in many ways starts where Jac-
ques Derrida ends because deconstruction opens up a lot of
space for interpretation; however, there is also a real danger in
the deconstructive process becoming a form of cynical nihi-
lism. In Derrida’s words (as cited in Gergen, 1999),

[A]ll our attempts to make sense […] first depend on a massive
suppression of meaning. In an important sense, all rationality is
myopic. […] Rationality, then, is not a foundation for anything.
[…] our ‘good reasons’ are in the end both suppressive and empty.
(p. 30)

The question for us as scholar–practitioner–activists
becomes: What are the effects of our writing styles on our
readers? Because whether we realize it or not, conventions like
writing style and intersubjective validation establish the truth-
value of our research findings.

Critical discursive psychology (CDP). As already established, psy-
chology literally means the discourse of psyche. As part of the
psy-complex, mainstream (i.e., Western) psychology is a mod-
ern dispositif, which (re)produces its main object of study (psy-
che) among many other artifacts (e.g., quantitative and
experimental research methods). This (re)production takes
place in different settings (e.g., the University) to justify psy-
chology’s existence as a discipline of Science worthy of fund-
ing from the capitalist State. Additionally, psychology as a
knowledge-producing discourse sustains asymmetrical power
relations between researchers (subjects) and participants
(objects). Because these power relations are embedded within
a larger context (i.e., world history and the political economy),
the discourse of psyche (or psychology) is reflective of (post)
modernity’s contradictions, which manifest as class/racial/sex-
ual struggles.

What is discourse? The short answer: discourse is doing.
But here is a longer answer from Parker (1997b):

The term ‘discourse’ comprises the many ways that meaning is
conveyed through culture, and so it includes speech and writing,
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nonverbal and pictorial communication, and artistic and poetic
imagery. People develop and ‘express’ their identity through the
use of verbal, nonverbal, and other symbolic means of communi-
cation, such as art. Then, when they feel as if they are genuinely
‘expressing’ something inside themselves, they pick up and repro-
duce certain discourses about the nature of the self, and they find it
difficult to step back and question where these ways of describing
the world may have come from, and what interests they serve. (pp.
285–286)

Since ontological statements are speculative, I am drawn to
CDP for personal/political reasons; also, pragmatically speak-
ing, the objects of study in CDP (i.e., discourses) are accessible
because they are socially shared, but discourses do not cover
everything in the world.

Embodiment and affect. In acknowledging the extra-discursive
dimensions of psyche, such as embodiment and affect, I find
the existential phenomenology of Merleau-Ponty to be partic-
ularly relevant since for him experience is immanently embo-
died and so is not some transcendent ideal.
For Merleau-Ponty (1945/2014):

[T]he relation between the expression and that which is expressed,
or between the sign and the signification, is not a one-way relation,
such as the relation that exists between the original text and its
translation. Neither the body nor existence could pass for the orig-
inal model of the human being, since each one presupposes the
other and since the body is existence as congealed or generalized,
and since existence is a perpetual embodiment. (p. 169, emphasis
in original)

In this perplexing passage, Merleau-Ponty’s (1945/2014)
definition of sensation/perception at the end seems to be in line
with the Buddhist notion of interbeing:

Reflection must clarify the unreflected view that it replaces, and it
must show the possibility of this succession in order to be able to
understand itself as a beginning. To say that it is still me who
conceives of myself as situated in a body and as furnished with
five senses is clearly only a verbal solution; since I am reflecting, I
cannot recognize myself in this embodied I, since embodiment
then remains in principle an illusion and the possibility of this
illusion remains incomprehensible. We must again question the
alternative between the for-itself and the in-itself that threw the
‘senses’ back into the world of objects and disengaged subjectivity,
understood as an absolute no-being, from all bodily inherence.
This is what we are doing by defining sensation as coexistence
or as communion. (p. 221)

And finally, here is a succinct description of embodiment
from the philosopher of ambiguity, “There is an autochthonous
sense of the world that is constituted in the exchange between
the world and our embodied existence and that forms the
ground of every deliberate Sinngebung [sense-giving act]”
(Merleau-Ponty, 1945/2014, p. 466, emphasis in original).

The existential phenomenological understanding of psychol-
ogy as a human science, as exemplified by the work of
Merleau-Ponty (1945/2014) in The Phenomenology of Percep-
tion, complements Gergen’s (1999) postmodern vision of psy-
chology, but a tension arises between humanist and
antihumanist approaches when discursive psychologists
‘bracket’ the ontology or the real of the subject—i.e., “the
singularity of being” (Ruti, 2010)—in favor of epistemology
(i.e., subject positioning). A pragmatic remedy for this tension
between the two extreme positions of essentialism (‘uncompli-
cated subjectivity’) and constructionism (‘blank subjectivity’)
is what Parker (1997a) labels ‘complex subjectivity’—that is, a
political subjectivity as read qua engaged Buddhism, social
constructionism, and critical humanism.

The Axiology of Transformative Social Change

TSC as a transmodern moral framework for critical psychological
research. Now, what do we do? I propose that we draw philo-
sophical, historical, theoretical, and practical insights regarding
complex subjectivity from various resources in order to apply a
transmodern moral framework to critical psychological
research. In this article, I have chiefly relied on the following
resources: engaged Buddhism, social constructionism, existen-
tial phenomenology, and critical (discursive) psychology by
way of an illustration.

CDP. I feel empowered by Foucauldian approaches to discourse
because according to Parker (1997b), “there is always room for
resistance. Our study of the ways in which certain discourses
reproduce power relations can also promote ‘counter-dis-
courses’ or alternative arguments for what is usually taken for
granted” (p. 287). In his critique of discourse analysis, Hook
(2001), like Merleau-Ponty, stresses the importance of the
“extra-discursive” (i.e., knowledge, materiality, and history),
particularly when conducting archeological or genealogical
analyses inspired by Foucault. Evidently, theoretical blind
spots in one approach when it comes to explicating discourse
and subjectivity can be compensated for by a bricolage of
different critical approaches (e.g., Lacanian, Marxist, feminist,
and/or postcolonial).

This critical eclecticism is clear in Parker’s (1997b) vision of
the transdisciplinary nature of critical psychological research—
for example, “critical transformative psycho-analytic discourse
analytic research” (Parker, 1997a, p. 14). At the end of his
chapter, he writes, “A critical psychology has to be constructed
from theoretical resources, life experiences and political identi-
ties outside the discipline. Only then does it make sense to
deconstruct what the discipline does to us and to its other sub-
jects” (Parker, 1997b, p. 298, emphasis in original).

From deconstruction to reconstruction. Gergen (1999) gives us
some hope, particularly after psyche has been deconstructed:

It is in this soil of critique and dead-end despair that social con-
structionism takes root. For many constructionists the hope has been
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to build from the existing rubble in new and more promising direc-
tions. The postmodern arguments are indeed significant, but serve
not as an end but a beginning. Further, if we are careful and caring
the elaborating of the constructionist alternative, we shall also find
ways of reconstituting the modernist tradition so as to retain some of
its virtues while removing its threatening potentials. (p. 30)

My interpretation of Gergen’s (1999) invitation is embodied
in my application of the two truths doctrine as a soteriological
framework, which dialectically combines the modern with the
postmodern in the forms of relative and absolute truths. The
resulting synthesis is transmodern because Buddhism lives out-
side the modern–postmodern framework; the dialogue between
engaged Buddhism and critical psychology, therefore, necessa-
rily had to go through that framework in order to reach the
space outside of it (i.e., transmodernity).

The bodhisattva ideal: The researcher as a scholar–practitioner–
activist. In the Theravāda tradition, the ideal is to achieve per-
sonal enlightenment (or become an Arhat) and escape the cycle
of rebirth, but in the Mahāyāna tradition, the bodhisattva ideal
has to do with aspiring to become enlightened and choosing to
be reborn endless times to help liberate all sentient beings. The
most important qualities of a bodhisattva are deep listening,
understanding, and compassion—not ghastly qualities to have
as a researcher!

In the contexts of the civil rights movement and the Viet-
nam/American war protests, here is what Thích Nhất Hạnh had
to say about Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.:

The moment I met Martin Luther King, Jr., I knew I was in the
presence of a holy person. Not just his good work, but his very
being was a source of great inspiration for me…. On the altar in
my hermitage in France are images of Buddha and Jesus, and every
time I light incense, I touch both of them as my spiritual ances-
tors…. In Vietnam, we refer to Dr. King as a ‘Bodhisattva’, an
enlightened being devoted to serving humanity…. (Plum Village,
2013, emphasis in original)

Conclusion

Transdisciplinary Research

The teleology of critical psychological research. My goal as a
scholar–practitioner–activist is to resist oppressive “grand
narratives” (Lyotard, 1984) and recode them into counter-
discourses and liberation practices— à la liberation psychology
(Martín-Baró, 1996) and postcolonial studies (Said, 1978/
2003). In other words, critical psychological researchers work
through the problematic of suffering at two different but inter-
connected levels in order to reflexively theorize/enact: (1) their
own personal transformation (cf. Romanyshyn, 2007) through
(2) changing the social conditions, which position research
participants in disadvantaged ways.

I end with the following quote from Hạnh (1998), a Vietna-
mese Zen Buddhist teacher whom I find very inspiring:

For forty-five years, the Buddha said, over and over again, ‘I teach
only suffering and the transformation of suffering.’ When we
recognize and acknowledge our own suffering, the Buddha—
which means the Buddha in us—will look at it, discover what has
brought it about, and prescribe a course of action that can trans-
form it into peace, joy, and liberation. Suffering is the means the
Buddha used to liberate himself, and it is also the means by which
we can become free. (p. 3)

“No mud, no lotus” (Hạnh., 2014).
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Notes

1. Wilhelm Dilthey got inspired by David Hume’s conception of
psychology as a ‘moral science’ and came up with the notion of
‘human science.’. Then later on, Franz Brentano’s student,
Edmund Husserl, took that notion and applied it to the field and
method of phenomenology.

2. Practice is defined as “the cooperative provision for basic needs through
production of collectively agreed-upon outcomes by the social use of
mediating tools” (Tolman, 2003, p. 43, emphasis in original).

3. Karmic seeds, “The collection of impressions that we have
received since beginningless time. The sum total of these impres-
sions exists at the most subtle level of our consciousness” (Ray,
2000, p. 375). Karmic seeds or mental formations are related to
volition or mental action.

4. A dharma or “element reality” is “the smallest unit of experience
that human beings can have. Dharmas are momentary appearances
in our experience and follow one another in rapid succession”
(Ray, 2000, p. 369).

5. “Higher dharma” or teachings—also known as Buddhist
psychology.

6. Links in the chain of conditioned coproduction.
7. “Understanding, like water, can flow, can penetrate. Views, knowl-

edge, and even wisdom are solid, and can block the way of under-
standing” (Hạnh, 1988/2009, p. 6).

8. Listening, contemplation, and meditation. “Almost all religions are
built on faith—rather ‘blind’ faith it would seem. But in Buddhism
emphasis is laid on ‘seeing,’ knowing, understanding, and not on
faith, or belief” (Rahula, 1974, p. 8).

9. Meditation is a transformative process, but it can also be thought of
as a research method. The two most prominent forms of meditation
are shamatha (calm abiding) and vipashyana (insight). Shamatha
involves concentrative focus on and mindfulness of an object (e.g.,
breathing), and vipashyana involves introspection into the mind’s
nature (i.e., primordial awareness), which is not separate from the
nature of ultimate reality.

References

Beshara, R. (2015). A holistic approach to regulating negative
emotions. Language and Psychoanalysis, 4, 50–63.

Beshara 9



Beshara, R. K. (2016). The psychological construction of reality: An
essay in the Buddhist psychology of knowledge. International
Journal of Peace Studies, 21. 71–95.

Chalmers, A. F. (1999). What is this thing called science? Queensland,
Australia: University of Queensland.

De Witt, H. F. (2001). The case for contemplative psychology. The
Shambhala Sun.

Dussel, E. D. (2002). World-system and “trans”-modernity. Nepantla:
Views from South, 3, 221–244.

Feyerabend, P. (1975). Against Method: Outline of an Anarchistic
Theory of Knowledge. London, England: New Left Books.

Foucault, M. (1988). Madness and civilization: A history of insanity
in the Age of Reason. New York, NY: Vintage Books.

Gergen, K. J. (1999). Traditions in trouble. In An invitation to social
construction (pp. 1–31). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

Hạnh, T. N. (1998). The heart of the Buddha’s teaching: Transforming
suffering into peace, joy, and liberation. New York, NY: Broadway
Books.

Hạnh, T. N. (2009). The heart of understanding: Commentaries on the
Prajnaparamita Heart Sutra. Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press.
(Original work published 1988)

Hạnh, T. N. (2014). No mud, no lotus: The art of transforming suf-
fering. Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press.

Harper, D. (2015). psyche (n.). In Online Etymology Dictionary.
Retrieved from http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=psy
che&allowed_in_frame=0

Hoffman, D. H. (2015). Report to the Special Committee of The
Board of Directors of the American Psychological Association
Independent Review Relating to APA Ethics Guidelines, National
Security Interrogations, and Torture. Retrieved from Sidley Austin
LLP website: http://www.apa.org/independent-review/APA-
FINAL-Report-7.2.15.pdf

Hook, D. (2001). Discourse, knowledge, materiality, history: Foucault
and discourse analysis. Theory & Psychology, 11, 521–547.

Kuhn, T. S. (1996). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press. (Original work published 1962)

Kwee, M. G., Gergen, K. J., & Koshikawa, F. (Eds.). (2006). Horizons
in Buddhist psychology: Practice, research and theory. Chagrin
Falls, OH: Taos Institute.

Kwee, M. G., Naylor, R. T., Tilakaratne, A., & Gergen, K. J. (Eds.).
(2010). New horizons in Buddhist psychology: Relational Bud-
dhism for collaborative practitioners. Chagrin Falls, OH: Taos
Institute.

Liu, J. H. (2011). Asian epistemologies and contemporary social psy-
chological research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The
SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research (4th ed., pp. 213–226).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lyotard, J. F. (1984). The postmodern condition: A report on knowl-
edge. Minneapolis, MN: U of Minnesota Press.

Martín-Baró, I. (1996). Writings for a liberation psychology. A. Aron
& S. Corne (Eds.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Merleau-Ponty, M. (2014). Phenomenology of perception. New York,
NY: Routledge. (Original work published 1945)

Morton, T. (2007). Hegel on Buddhism. Romantic Circles. Retrieved
from https://www.rc.umd.edu/praxis/buddhism/morton/morton.html

Parker, I. (1997a). Discourse analysis and psychoanalysis. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 36, 479–495.

Parker, I. (1997b). Discursive psychology. In D. Fox & I. Prilleltensky
(Eds.), Critical Psychology: An Introduction ( ed., pp. 284–298).
London, England: Sage.

Parker, I. (1999). Critical psychology: Critical links. Annual Review of
Critical Psychology, 1, 3–18.

Plum Village. (2013). Thích Nhất Hạnh and Martin Luther King’s
Dream Comes True in Mississippi. Retrieved from http://plumvil
lage.org/press-releases/thich-nhat-Hạnh-and-martin-luther-kings-
dream-comes-true-in-mississsippi/

Rahula, W. (1974). What the Buddha taught (2nd ed.). New York, NY:
Grove Press.

Ray, R. A. (2000). The first turning: Abhidharma. In Indestructible
truth: The living spirituality of Tibetan Buddhism. Boston, MA:
Shambhala.

Romanyshyn, R. D. (2007). The Wounded Researcher: Research with
Soul in Mind. New Orleans, LA: Spring Journal Books.

Ruti, M. (2010). The singularity of being: Lacan and the immortal
within. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 58,
1113–1138.

Said, E. W. (2003). Orientalism. London, England: Penguin Books.
(Original work published 1978)

Stanley, S. (2013). From discourse to awareness: Rhetoric, mindful-
ness, and a psychology without foundations. Theory & Psychology,
23, 60–80.

Tolman, C. W. (2003). The moral dimension of psychological prac-
tice, theory, and subject matter. In D. B. Hill & M. J. Kral (Eds.),
About psychology: Essays at the crossroads of history, theory, and
philosophy. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Trungpa, C. (1973). Cutting through spiritual materialism. Boston,
MA: Shambhala.

Wallace, B. A. (2007). Contemplative science: Where Buddhism and
neuroscience converge. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Welwood, J. (2000). Toward a psychology of awakening: Buddhism,
psychotherapy, and the path of personal and spiritual transforma-
tion. Boston, MA: Shambhala.

Williams, A. K., ed. (2010). Framing deep change: Essays on transforma-
tive social change. Berkeley, CA: Center for Transformative Change.

10 International Journal of Qualitative Methods

http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=psyche&allowed_in_frame=0
http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=psyche&allowed_in_frame=0
http://www.apa.org/independent-review/APA-FINAL-Report-7.2.15.pdf
http://www.apa.org/independent-review/APA-FINAL-Report-7.2.15.pdf
https://www.rc.umd.edu/praxis/buddhism/morton/morton.html
http://plumvillage.org/press-releases/thich-nhat-H�nh-and-martin-luther-kings-dream-comes-true-in-mississsippi/
http://plumvillage.org/press-releases/thich-nhat-H�nh-and-martin-luther-kings-dream-comes-true-in-mississsippi/
http://plumvillage.org/press-releases/thich-nhat-H�nh-and-martin-luther-kings-dream-comes-true-in-mississsippi/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


