Extreme aversive emotions – a Wittgensteinian approach to dread
0. In this piece, I aim to indicate a 'deep-grammatical' difference between (respectively) what we can term (i) fear, (ii) anxiety, and (iii) dread, using as a starting point not so much the usual Kierkegaardian and Heideggerian reference-points, but rather (a) various remarks of Wittgenstein's such as his wonderful apercu about the impenetrably extreme emotions of a young child, and (b) Louis Sass's 'Wittgensteinian' reading of psychotic psychopathology. To flesh out (b) a little: I will understand such psychopathology as frequently manifesting what I am calling dread, and as resulting, very roughly, from an inability to dissolve metaphysical problems which come to obsess one to the point of such dread being very present, where it is almost entirely absent in (say) Descartes's Meditations. I will take dread (as in psychotic psychopathology) as a kind of paradigm of what I am interested in: extreme aversive emotions.  Thus I will urge that Wittgenstein and Wittgensteinian investigation of the 'pathological emotion' of dread [(iii)] (an emotion far stranger than fear or sadness or grief [(i)], and stranger even than ‘merely neurotic’ anxiety or depression [(ii)]
) establishes its nature. (And, following Sass, I shall at points add parenthetically that, perhaps surprisingly, this investigation points to that nature as being somewhat akin to the supposedly only rational nature of (non-Wittgensteinian) philosophising itself.)
1. People seeking philosophical illumination or perspicuity as to the nature of dread -- as to what is going on when someone experiences not just fear (which we can all understand preternaturally), nor even just anxiety (whose understanding can challenge some of the more well-balanced among us, but which most of us can attain to understanding), but extreme or ‘radical’ anxiety -- typically look to Kierkegaard or Heidegger. And those are very good places to start looking. But these great philosophers do not in my opinion go far enough to enable the radically-aversive to be, in the end, understood as best we can understand it. What I wish to do here is briefly to outline how (having understood) Wittgenstein (and Wittgensteinians) can shed a somewhat distinctive light on the (extremity of) ‘extreme aversive emotions’; and can do so in a way that avoids the dubious theoretical commitments common to mainstream approaches in philosophy of the emotions, such as those of Cognitive Science, and sometimes also those even in the subtler work of the likes of Heidegger and Agamben (see Hutchinson’s paper in this volume, and his forthcoming book on the same topic, for a fine detailing of the kind of thing I mean here).

In short, the key argument I will make in what follows, building on Wittgensteinian thinking, is that dread is best understood as involving not (as ‘ordinary’ anxiety or depression does) a different weltanschauung, but something more extreme: a kind of loss of welt. That is, a felt weltverlust, or a perceived or overwhelmingly-feared loss of world.
2. To start with, let us recall a remark from near the close of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (6.43, Ogden/Ramsey translation; emphasis mine):
 If good or bad willing changes the world, it can only change the limits of the world, not the facts; not the things that can be expressed in language.

  In brief, the world must thereby become quite another. It must so to speak wax or wane as a whole.

  The world of the happy is quite another than that of the unhappy.

Put that alongside a relatively-little-known passage from Culture and Value (1998, p.4; emphasis mine), from 1929:
  Anyone who listens to a child’s crying with understanding will know that psychic forces, terrible forces, sleep within it, different from anything commonly assumed. Profound rage & pain & lust for destruction.
As it were: the world of the young child is quite another than that of the adult. In Part II of my (2007), I interpret William Faulkner’s The Sound and the Fury as showing this profoundly different emotional life, its torments and furies, through brilliant conceptual artifice; and, more crucially for our present purposes, I suggest there at some length that this is a useful object of comparison for the task of understanding something at least as profoundly different: the mind of one caught in the profound suffering of serious mental disorder.

3. In my co-authored book on Peter Winch (2008), I outline why it is that the hermeneutic task of understanding the cognitive and emotional states of those suffering from ‘schiz spectrum’ disorders or from the harsher of the affective disorders (i.e. severe depression, some serious anxiety-conditions, etc.) can be significantly harder even than the deeply-challenging task of understanding a ‘primitive society’, or understanding outmoded science (e.g. Thomas Kuhn on Aristotelian physics). For it is not just that the world waxes and wanes as a whole, in ways beyond what is commonly assumed (where what is commonly assumed focuses often upon the hope that we can come to understand the ‘primitive’ or the outmoded through understanding a different set of (allegedly false) beliefs). Rather, the very sense of security offered by the notion of ‘world’ starts to give out. The world ‘wilts’ on one, or thrusts itself upon one in ways that no world should.
 This is why psychopathology is sometimes gestured at through such wonderful gnomic terms as (e.g.) ‘the unworlding of the world’. (I return toward this paper’s close to why such gnomisms are necessary.)  The experiences of derealization and depersonalization are profoundly paradoxical, and profoundly resistant to understanding. An actually-experienced epoche, the bracketing of things that are presuppositional to – through-and-through presumed in -- our normal experience; there are no words for this, no thoughts for it.

Louis Sass (1992, 1994) suggests that we can come to have some understanding of such experiences, of the crumbling of the world itself, through understanding the rational psychopathology of philosophical illusion.
 That is: through Wittgenstein’s delicate, inhabitative, dialogical understanding of the attractions to one of nothingnesses that masquerade as somethings: forms of words/thoughts which flicker for us between different senses, and so as yet actually have no sense at all. For (for instance) “derealization” is (among other things) a name for what it would be to try, absurdly, to take sceptical doubts about the ‘external world’ seriously. And a good deal of schizophrenia can be understood better than ever before as a lived/felt logical working through of (the contradictions of the nonsense that is) ‘solipsism’.
 Sass sets out all this in marvellous detail, recounting anecdata, interpreting ‘schizy’ works of art, presenting clinical case-studies – giving rich detail and examples that I will pass over here, but that are strongly recommended to the reader interested in taking study of these matters further.


More recently, Sass (2007) has extended his reading of schizophrenic and some other psychotiform pathologies, to help understand how they manifest paradoxes and contradictions of emotionality: especially, the so-called "Kretschmerian paradox" – the extraordinary, seemingly-impossible fact that schizophrenia-spectrum patients can simultaneously experience both exaggerated and diminished levels of affective response. I would add that similar phenomena appear at some of the worst recesses of depression: A state can be reached which is at one and the same time both non-aversive and as aversive as could be: both detached / devoid of feeling and as intensely psychological painful as imaginable (or rather, seemingly: more than is imaginable… This again is a paradox that seemingly is sometimes lived, by the psychopathologically-afflicted).

Perhaps the word “recess” in the previous sentence is not just coincidental. In my (In preparation
), I suggest something which is central to what I want to set out in the remainder of this paper: that a common feature of a number of extremely aversive psychological conditions is a retreat (though that may make the phenomenon sound more willed, more reactive and independent, than it is 
) from ‘the lifeworld’. Withdrawal from others, from life – from the natural attitude.

What is perhaps in common between (what are otherwise very different) the sufferer from a bad panic attack, for whom the reality of her surroundings temporarily fades or withdraws; the kind of extremely depressed person just mentioned, who feels herself in a black pit or black hole, somehow devitalised and walled off from life and from other people; the person going through the paradoxical experience of derealization, knowing the world to be real and yet absolutely not feeling able to believe that it is;
 and the paranoid schizophrenic continually trying to systematize an understanding of her threatening ‘world’, in which the assumed background ontology that we are consensually used to is no longer reliable … what is perhaps in common between these four, is such ‘retreat’. As Sass holds: dread results, roughly, from an inability to dissolve the deeply-problematic nature of such experiences. In Descartes’s Meditations, one gets no sense of such dread; of the extremely aversive effects of feeling as if there one is subject to systematic delusion, or losing one’s mind.
 Wittgensteinians are bound by contrast to highlight this sense: the lived, embodied force of feelings of disembodiment, or of psychological confusion without redress. 
4. It is too easy, then, it is insufficient, to say: fear has an object, whereas radical angst or dread does not.
 That what makes the difference between something we can all understand – fear of something (real) – and something hard to fathom – fear of…nothing in particular (viz. lasting anxiety states) – is the self-perpetuating attraction of the ‘strategem’ of retreat as a way of sealing oneself off against the threat offered by objects-in-general.
 There is something quite right about this insight; but it is as yet too easy. The hermeneutical challenge is harder. For the different psychopathologies sketched in the preceding paragraph do not fail the reality test – they do not simply get the world wrong. And while they are in part based, I believe, in a thoroughly would-be self-protective manoeuvre, of fearing all kinds of possibilities that do not normally bother people much or at all,
 their phenomenology goes beyond that. Their nature lies perhaps in the profoundly different kind of world that they present, phenomenologically? No; better, and harder still: in the absence of a reliable, stable world at all. One is seemingly deprived of the world, of ordinary access to and natural presence in it, in one way or another. And one is almost certainly further cognitively/morbidly-absorbed, terrified or depressed by this, which hardly helps (and explains part of the difficulty in emerging from serious psychical disorder)... The difference is, roughly, between objectless fear or sadness – i.e. ordinary ‘neurotic’ anxiety or depression – and a generalised objectlessness.


No suitable object of comparison which itself is capable of relatively straightforward stable statement, presentation, and appraisal is suitable. Winch, after undermining our presumption that we know how to ‘place’ Zande magic (as primitive science) had recourse to the object of comparison of Christian prayer, to help us see the Azande; Kuhn helped us see Aristotelian physics by first taking us as far from the Newtonian conception as it was possible to go, and giving us another world(-view). The problem of what I am calling extreme aversive cognitions and emotions is harder. An object of comparison which illuminates by similarity must in the present case be an ‘object’ which constantly shape-shifts. The situation is worse than just objectlessness, for that too is by nature static. It is not that what I am calling “dread” is fear without an object; it is that it is the absence of a stable world in which to place anything so ‘harmless’ or sane as a fear. One has withdrawn from the world; or again, the world has withdrawn from one.  

Dread, a Wittgensteinian approach has helped us to see, is arguably the emotion naturally appropriate to that deeply paradoxical state. For radical doubt is not, pace Descartes, something that can be merely intellectually contemplated as a curiousity.  We must contemplate what it would be like to live it, to ‘believe’ it, if we are to know what radical doubt truly is. The mutual aversion between self and world gives birth to a profoundly aversive state. Dread, is the consequence of – I am almost inclined to say, it is – the state of torture of not being at home at all in the social and natural world. 
Dread is the emotion of the world’s limits, and not of its facts or things that can be expressed in language (not even of things that are absent, missing or doubtful). 
5. Now consider, in light of the above, the following sequence, from Culture and Value (p.87), from 1948: 
The greatest happiness for a human being is love. Suppose you say of the schizophrenic: he does not love, he cannot love, he refuses to love – where is the difference?

“He refuses to . . . ” means: it is in his power. And who wants to say that?!

Well, of what do we say “it is in his power”? – We say it in cases where we want to draw a distinction. I can lift this weight, but I will not lift it; that weight I cannot lift.

Wittgenstein captures the argument I have been essaying in this paper. Profound psychic disturbance can deny its sufferer the resources to be open to us making, with respect to them, the distinctions which are the bread and butter of our basal socio-psychological competence with one another. Our concepts give out hereabouts – our conceptual faculties reach a limit of sense. Not because of a poverty of concepts on our part, nor on the part of the sufferer (We are not dealing here with a situation like that of understanding an animal, whose concepts are different from and (roughly) more primitive than ours. Rather, we are dealing here with a systemic unclarity. The task of understanding is uncompleteable, because there is nothing that would count as completing it, because even the kind of understanding perhaps achieved in a paper like the present one is strictly limited. Limited in roughly the same kind of way as one’s understanding of a nonsense-poem faces a hermeneutic limit which there is no such thing as transcending.).
To return to Wittgenstein’s formulation: Any understanding will be profoundly difficult, to say the very least: How are we to understand their being unable to make the distinction between does not, cannot and refuses to, a distinction which we rely on as a resource and as a matter of routine?

The lifeworld of a person not subject to these elementary distinctions as we ‘normals’ are… Do we even recognise it as the/a world at all? The world of the unhappy and of the happy are very different, but they are at least both worlds… The kind of unhappiness involved in the total recession of love that is the case where   does not = cannot = refuses to   is profoundly another kind to that which we are used to trying to understand.


In profound psychopathology, the distinction between actions (voluntarily undertaken by a person) and afflictions (sufferings undergone) gives out.
 But this is itself a limit to our understanding, or at least a most severe impediment thereto.

6. In this paper, I have sketched the hazards incumbent upon insufficiently-radical attempts to comprehend the extreme aversive emotions. I.e. Attempts that would in one way or another assimilate what I am calling dread to ‘mere’ anxiety or fear. I have in particular tried to characterise the difficulty in comprehending true dread; and I have thereby (I hope) started to make it easier to understand…  As with the remark from Culture and Value earlier about the different world of the crying child; as with Winch’s initial moves with the Azande, questioning the attempt to assimilate their beliefs to the category of science; as with Kuhn’s making defunct science inaccessible (“incommensurable” -- see Sharrock and Read (2002) for detail): the first move toward understanding truly the alien (insofar as we can understand it) is to emphasise just how alien it is, and to undo the attractions of ‘false friends’. (Indeed, I think this is much of what makes Winch and Kuhn into profoundly Wittgensteinian thinkers: their active prevention of the premature rush to ‘understand’ (to assimilate – especially to the image of science, that always hangs over us!); their teaching of differences; their emphasis on the provision of new, less expected objects of comparison to free the mind.
)  The felt unfreedom of the mind in the grip of psychopathology, like its analogue in philosophy – here, the pregnant parallel that Sass exploits so effectively -- is yet stranger: for the surety of mind, and world, and others, and love, at least as categories, is just what is no longer securely present. And thus, dread: being afraid of everything, including crucially of ‘things’ that are not things at all (such as ‘sense-data’ in themselves);
 or, infinite fear (bearing in mind here Wittgenstein’s understanding of the infinite as utterly different to the finite
); or, profound aversion to the state of not being able to distinguish at all between mind and world. Terror not at this or that, nor even at nothing, but rather at the alienation that this journey inevitably involves. 

Not fear without object, but a torturing profoundly-terrifying partial loss of objects.
 (The very same loss, intriguingly, that rational philosophy (e.g. Rationalism and Empiricism) pretends to countenance or to insinuate.)  
7. Concepts come to an end ‘somewhere’. One such ‘place’ (or, rather, set of ‘places’), is the non-place – the un-world -- that is (are) the hell(s) of loss of objects. In attempting to avoid misunderstanding such a non-place(s), one is therefore naturally ‘reduced’ to reaching for literary-philosophical presentations of the phenomena. One is required, that is, to use terms that deliberately court paradox (e.g. “non-place”), and to use terms in ways that bump right up against the ‘limits’ of our customary understanding and use of them. One needs, as I have done even in this short piece, to go around and around this (most unstable of) landscape(s), in order to try to learn one’s way about. Indeed, to have a chance of getting dread, one has in a certain sense to mimic the systemic tendencies to delusion or confusion or loss that it involves.


So: I have offered no theory, in this piece. I have however offered some terms, some forms of words, some uses that (I hope) may make it at least easier to avoid misunderstanding the extreme aversive emotions. And to help one understand what the mind rebels at: their extremity; their (literal) unworldiness; something stranger perhaps than is dreampt of even in Heidegger’s or Kierkegaard’s philosophies.  I have inevitably bumped up repeatedly against the limits of our language: those bumps have been deliberate, and themselves offer what insight, if any, my writing here attains to.
And if I have offered anything useful here, then, by extending and applying Wittgenstein’s style of thinking and some gems of his thought, it is: a more useful verbal object of comparison for dread than has hitherto been offered.
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� As will become clear, I submit that there is a qualitative change at some point in depression/anxiety; that these can become imbued with a more or less psychotic tinge or flavour or character, and that that is one point where it starts to make sense to talk of dread. As it were: The fear and trembling in the face of God is become at some point a dread in the face of existence itself, putting what existence is into some doubt. So long as the category “God” is stable, there is a limit to angst; that limit can be breached, when (for instance) the possible character of God becomes entirely open. I will not be examining Heidegger or Kierkegaard here; but I will indicate very briefly why I take (my development of) Wittgenstein’s philosophy to be better able to cope with more-than-neurotic conditions than they. (In a fuller presentation, I would also dwell on what I mostly just pass over here: the deep differences between various psychopathological conditions, and the deep doubts, that I share, over whether such diagnostic categories as ‘schizophrenia’ are even well-defined; one certainly cannot as a philosopher have much faith in the DSM definitions thereof.)


� Compare here this intriguing remark, on p.62 of Wittgenstein’s (1998): “ “It is high time for us to compare this phenomenon with something different” – one may say. – I am thinking, e.g., of mental illness.”


� Powerful examples discussed by Louis Sass in his (1992) are remarks of De Chirico, and of ‘Renee’.


� Non-Wittgensteinian philosophy is as rational as psychopathology is… This, contrary to appearance, is however no insult. All these are human possibilities, rational possibilities ... For more on how I certainly do not mean to be ‘othering’ the mentally ill, see the latter portions of Read (In preparation). For detail on the crucialness of the question of mood to philosophical illusion, see the Conclusion of Read (2007).


� For explication and detail, see pages 29-75 of Sass’s (1994). Read (2007) sets out also various worries about the limits of Sass’s approach, about his sometime tendency to make it seem as if Wittgenstein’s reading of solipsism etc. offers a stable comparator for schizophrenia, when actually it offers ‘only’: something absurd, and a sense of how we are vulnerable to such absurdities. 


� This paper is not the place for considering examples, which are detailed at length elsewhere in Sass’s work, mine, etc. . This paper is simply setting out a possible mode for thinking of extreme aversive emotions, not attempting to prove empirically that that mode is more fruitful than others. To get closer to such proof, I would recommend, of course, reading memoirs by the mentally-afflicted themselves, some of which are discussed in Part II of Read (2007). 


One recent memoir which would richly repay a thorough such reading is Jeff Cumberland’s (2006). Though Cumberland clearly mis-self-diagnoses (Surprisingly for a professional (academic) psychologist, he does not seem to realise (e.g) that derealisation and depersonalisation are not uncommon symptoms of major affective disorder episodes), his unusual degree of philosophical, psychological and psychopathological knowledge makes his memoir of neurosis and near-psychosis peculiarly reflexively powerful and insightful. (See also the interview that Cumberland did for the Lulu.com magazine, which (for ease of public access) I have (with consent) uploaded to my website, � HYPERLINK "http://www.rupertread.fastmail.co.uk" ��www.rupertread.fastmail.co.uk� .)


� See also my work in progress, ‘The fantasy of safety through power: the psycho-political philosophy of ‘The Lord of the Rings’, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.uea.ac.uk/~j339/publications.htm" ��www.uea.ac.uk/~j339/publications.htm� ; and also cf. a relevant Book Review of mine (2005). I submit that The Lord of the Rings is best-read as an ‘allegory’ of the attraction and futility of retreat to a ‘place’ where one is omnipotent. Such attraction and such futility is, I believe, experienced in various in different ways and to different degrees at the heart of various major psychopathologies.


� I have in mind here Sass’s excellent discussion, “Act or affliction?”, at the close of chapter 2 of his (1992). Our concepts give out here: there is no good answer to the question whether the sufferer from schizophrenia merely involuntarily undergoes suffering (‘affliction’) or acts in ways that co-create her condition (‘act’). (Compare n.9, below; and the closing discussion (below) of Wittgenstein’s important remark from his (1998) on acts and afflictions.)  Thus the word “retreat” is itself no more than an useful ‘object of comparison’. ‘Retreating’ is a way of seeing the phenomenon I am after here, not any kind of straightforward action carried out by the patient/sufferer.


� If you are put in mind of Moore’s Paradox here, that is certainly no coincidence. I think that Moore’s Paradox too can be lived by an individual. This doesn’t make it any less of a genuine (rather than a ‘merely pragmatic’) paradox; it rather broadens our conception of what a human life can involve, of ‘where’ it can lead one, unstably, to ‘be’. The concept of belief starts to break down. And that means simultaneously that what we ought to say about what is happening starts to break down, or multiply. (This is one reason why Sass looks to art to illuminate the nature of schizophrenia. A scientific approach sits uncomfortably in a situation where there are always multiple things one can say to illuminate what is happening, and not just one thing.)  The concept of belief as it were best fits central cases of itself; there are cases that one can encounter in psychopathology that in the end make it moot whether one wants to call what is encountered a ‘belief’ or not. This can even be a genuinely reflexive realisation: see my remarks about Schreber’s own awareness of his own nonsenses (which he nonetheless does not give up), in Part II of my (2007). 


� See Read-and-Gregory’s 2007, for discussion. Therein, we lay out how, while Descartes explicitly states that only a madman would, as a matter of fact, be gripped and perhaps quite taken in by his kind of doubts (as in prolonged ‘derealization’), he just does not give any sense of how terrifying those doubts would be. Descartes’s is as it were a purely rationalist account of doubt. He splits the emotions, the ‘soul’, from the mind, in a way that makes it impossible to understand the felt reality of doubt. The way in which absence of world is internally-related to the emotional experiences I am presenting in the present paper.


� ‘Objectless emotions’ are generally seen as a problem for


Cognitivist’/existentialist/Wittgensteinian accounts of the emotions, and thus some see them  as tacitly supportive of ‘Jamesian’/Cog.Sci. accounts (e.g. see Griffiths 1997). But these emotions concern ways of world-taking; Hutchinson’s ‘World-taking cognitivism’ – in which the world can be ‘taken’ in radically different ways – completely solves the alleged problem with ‘objectless emotions’, I think: see his paper in this volume. And his approach is highly-consonant with mine, as I hope is obvious. BUT whether all this is so or not, my approach to the extreme aversive emotions sidesteps the alleged problem altogether. For I am suggesting that these are not properly construed as objectless emotions. They are emotions which are better characterized as internally-related to a loss of objects / of world.


It might nonetheless be claimed that I am assuming (without giving any argument to support the assumption) that ‘world-taking cognitivism’ is broadly true, because I am assuming that persons take the world cognitively/emotionally, or fail to do so, in consequential ways set out herein. …There is probably some crude level of truth in this claim – i.e. there is probably some trivial (non-)thesis along these lines that I don’t see anyone being able to object to. Simply because I fail to be able to think about human beings at all, without making some such ‘assumption’.


� Laing brilliantly depicts this in the closing sections of his (1965). Furthermore, much of my enterprise in the present paper is clearly traceable back in intellectual lineage to Laing’s (and Sass’s) thoughts on ‘ontological insecurity’. (Note that I use scare-quotes around the term “strategem” because of concerns about whether what we are speaking of here is an act or an affliction. As set out elsewhere in this paper, whether intentional descriptions are fully appropriate hereabouts is itself an important – and imponderable -- issue.)


� In a fuller presentation, I would wish to examine in some detail the key nugget of insight in the generally (in my view) unilluminating presentation of neurosis and psychosis alike in cognitive science and ‘cognitive psychology’ (NOT to be confused with ‘cognitivism’ in Hutchinson’s sense); that nugget of insight is the possibility of generating anxiety, including extreme anxiety, through the risk-averse strategy of considering even the slightest threat or potential threat as if it were a real and present danger. Such ‘false positives’ play for sure a major role in much anxiety. (See also notes 12 & 11, above).


� Perhaps Heidegger can be read as meaning this when he refers to there being no ‘where’ from which anxiety or dread comes, such that a sense of uncanniness can pervade everything.


� For largely like-minded orientation/understanding in the emotions more generally, see Heidegger’s Parmenides, Agamben’s (2004), and (especially) Chapter 4 of Hutchinson’s (forthcoming). On p.247 [of the m.s.], Hutchinson writes, “emotional responses to the world are responses of an enculturated being to loci of significance in its meaningful world.” Precisely right; and I am writing about emotions consequent upon a gross loss or excess of significance, or indeed, as I put it below, upon a loss of world.


� Some might argue that MOST human action is actually neither pure act nor pure affliction,  and that it is simplifying grammar that forces us to choose and makes us think that things 


should always be described as one or the other.  But I would respond: human action is more, or less, free. Then there are some things that we merely/simply undergo. What it means to say that in severe psychopathology this distinction between act and affliction “gives out”, is that there are no longer secure criteria, for the sufferer themselves or for anyone else, as to whether one is acting more or less freely or merely suffering/undergoing something. Any attribution of act or affliction as the relevant category becomes increasingly impositional, as the degree of severity of pathology increases (for further discussion, see Part II of my (2007)). At some risk of over-generalisation, and awfully-quickly, roughly: Is a depressed person – in their depression itself, in an automatic chain of negative thoughts -- acting, or afflicted? Hard to say. Is a severely/radically depressed or a schizophrenic person -- in their psychotical experiences themselves, in a ‘worldless’ state -- acting, or afflicted? Impossible to say. In principle, not only in practice.


� And this kind of thing is what ‘neo-Jamesian’ theorists of the emotions, such as Paul Griffiths, can in no way make sense of. Their analysis, best-suited (I submit) to emotions common to both human and non-human animals (although pretty hopeless and vapid even there, as Hutchinson demonstrates), just has no bearing at all, where our conceptual faculties reach a limit, and a quasi-artistic presentation -- in which we test our language and our facility with words to the limit -- becomes essential. The neo-Jamesians have nothing to say about the emotion that fits a true felt ‘loss of objects/world’.


� For detail on what I have in mind here, see the compilation of the later Gordon Baker’s excellent work, (2004).


� Being afraid of everything might awfully sound like being afraid sans object; but that is why my qualification above is crucial. One is afraid of ‘non-things’ too; one’s entire mode of experiencing the world has shifted, such that it is misleading to talk of ‘the world’ any more, for fear of reminding us too much of what that term is freighted with, for us. For detail, see for example chapters 8 – 10 of Sass’s (1992), on ‘phantom concreteness’, ‘world catastrophe’, etc. .


� See my Part III of my (2007) for some discussion; I have particularly in mind remarks of Wittgenstein’s such as “It isn’t just impossible ‘for us men’ to run through the natural numbers one by one; it’s impossible; it means nothing.” (1975, p.146); and “Where the nonsense starts is with our habit of thinking of a large number as closer to infinity than a small one” (1975, p.157).


� Not, that is to say, objectless fear, but a state where even the issue of objects (of fear) or their absence is no longer assured, is no longer central. Where having nothing to fear is no longer the main problem, because the environment in which it makes sense for one to ‘have’ objects at all is no longer assured, no longer present (Cf. my discussion of ‘Renee’ in my (2007)).


A further question naturally raises itself at this point, a difficult question which would take another paper at least to answer, but that it would be remiss of me not at least to mention: what makes the difference between psychopathology and mysticism? Don’t some mystics too ‘lose the world’, but in a way that is not experienced by them as painful, and which does not incapacitate them?


In very brief: I think the essence of the difference lies in confidence, and non-attachment. I explain the former in my [In preparation]. The latter is examined with dexterity in Mark Epstein’s work, especially his (1999). 


But what Epstein and a number of key Buddhist thinkers have also pointed up is the absolutely crucial point that actually most successful mysticism does NOT in fact involve a loss of world. It involves only a loss of a fantasy of self, an affirmative realization of the ‘emptiness’ of self -- and an opening to the world. Whereas in one way or another, as in my four ‘scenarios’ outlined above (in section 3), most (though admittedly of course not all) psychopathology involves a kind of ‘drowning’ in self, and a substantiality of self that delivers the opposite of what its constructor hopes for.


In Buddhist terms, in fact: fear is a form of suffering; anxiety is the predominant form of suffering from that suffering, or at least an extended form of that suffering even when its ‘conditioning’ object is not present; and what I am calling dread is a kind of suffering felt as if beyond any suffering, because no objects at all are securely present any more (and nor in the ordinary sense is there any security in categories such as ‘mind’ or ‘suffering’) and this is felt as a terrifying and unworlding lack, not as an insight or simply an experience.


� For detail on what my use of the term “mimicry” here amounts to, see Part II of Read (2007), especially my discussion there of “creative mimicry”.


� Thanks for suggestive ideas and helpful comments to Alun Davies, Jeff Cumberland, Louis Sass, Laura Cook, Eugen Fischer and (especially) Anne J. Jacobson and this volume’s editors. Grateful acknowledgements to Phil Hutchinson for a fine set of comments on an earlier draft of this paper, comments which I doubt I have done justice to. All remaining flaws are of course in any case mine alone.





